
 

MONTEBELLO ESTATES 
JSP15-76 

 
 

 

MONTEBELLO ESTATES JSP 15-76 
Public hearing at the request of Mirage Development for Planning Commission’s 
approval of  Preliminary Site Plan, Woodlands Permit, Wetlands Permit and Stormwater 
Management Plan. The subject property is currently zoned R-3, One-Family Residential 
and is located in Section 27, west of Novi Road and north of Nine Mile Road. The 
applicant is proposing a 32 unit single-family detached residential development on a 
26.94 acre property. 
 
Required Action 
Approval/Postpone/Denial of the Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland Permit, Woodland 
Permit, and Stormwater Management Plan. 
 
REVIEW RESULT DATE COMMENTS 
Planning Approval 

recommended 
03-15-16  Items to be addressed on the final site 

plan submittal 
Engineering Approval NOT 

recommended 
03-15-16  A City Council variance for absence 

of sidewalk and water main along 
Nine Mile Road (Staff does not support) 

 Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Landscaping Approval 
recommended 

03-11-16  Waiver for reduction/absence of 
greenbelt planting, street trees, and 
required berm along Nine Mile Road 
and Cottisford Road (Staff Supports) 

 Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Wetland Approval 
recommended

03-10-16 
 

 Requires a City of Novi Wetland Permit 
and an Authorization to encroach the 
25-Foot Natural Features Setback 

 Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Woodland Approval 
recommended

03-10-16  Requires a City of Novi Woodland 
Permit 

 Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Traffic Approval 
recommended 

03-09-16  Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Traffic Impact 
Study  
 

Approval 
recommended 

03-09-16  All items addressed 

Facade Not Applicable   

Fire Approval 
recommended 

03-03-16 
 

 All items addressed 



Motion sheet 
 
Approval – Preliminary Site Plan 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to approve the Preliminary Site Plan 
based on and subject to the following:  

a. A Landscape waiver to permit the absence of required berm and greenbelt 
plantings along Nine Mile Road (for 1139 feet of total 1379 feet frontage) as listed in 
Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii (32 canopy trees and 57 sub canopy trees required; 0 
provided) due to existing natural vegetation and terrain to be preserved, which is 
hereby granted;  

b. A Landscape waiver to permit the absence of the required berm and some of the 
required greenbelt planting along Cottisford Road as listed in Section 5.5.3.B.ii and 
iii (14 sub canopy trees required; 0 provided) due to existing natural vegetation and 
terrain to be preserved, which is hereby granted;  

c. A Landscape waiver to permit a decorative wall west of the proposed Montebello 
Court entrance instead of the required berm and to permit the absence of the 
required berm east of the entrance in order to preserve the attractive natural 
terrain with dense regulated woodland along the Public Right of Way frontage for 
Nine Mile Road as required in Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii. , which is hereby granted;  

d. A Landscape waiver to permit the absence of the required Right of Way trees 
along Nine Mile Road (39 required, 3 provided)  as listed in Section 5.5.3.E.i.c due to 
existing natural vegetation to be preserved and conflict with the required clear 
vision triangle, which is hereby granted;  

e. Applicant to work with the Novi Township to meet their street tree requirements 
along Cottisford road; 

f. Applicant must resolve floodplain encroachment on lots prior to final site plan 
approval;  

g. City Council variance from Section 11-68(a)(1) of Novi City Code for absence of 
the water main along the entire Nine Mile Road frontage in order to preserve the 
existing vegetation;  
-OR- 
The applicant shall provide the required water main along the entire Nine Mile 
Road frontage as per staff’s recommendation; 

h. City Council variance from Section 11-256(b) of Novi City Code for absence of the  
sidewalk along the entire Nine Mile Road frontage; 
–OR- 
The applicant shall provide the required sidewalk along the entire Nine Mile Road 
frontage as per staff’s recommendation; 

i. 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 

j. (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.) 
 
– AND –  
 



Approval – Wetland Permit 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to approve the Wetland Permit 
based on and subject to the following:  

a. 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 

b. (additional conditions here if any). 
(This motion is made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Chapter 12, 
Article V of the Code of Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the 
Ordinance.) 
 
– AND –  
 
Approval – Woodland Permit 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to approve the Woodland Permit 
based on and subject to the following:  

a. 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 

b. (additional conditions here if any). 
(This motion is made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Chapter 37 of the 
Code of Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.) 
 
– AND –  
 
Approval – Stormwater Management Plan 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to approve the Stormwater 
Management Plan, based on and subject to: 

a. 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  

b. (additional conditions here if any). 
(This motion is made because it otherwise in compliance with Chapter 11 of the Code of 
Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.) 
 



– OR – 
 
Denial – Preliminary Site Plan 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to deny the Preliminary Site 
Plan…(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.) 
 
– AND –  
 
Denial – Wetland Permit 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to deny the Wetland 
Permit…(because the plan is not in compliance with Chapter 12, Article V of the Code of 
Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.) 
 
– AND –  
 
Denial – Woodland Permit 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to deny the Woodland 
Permit…(because the plan is not in compliance with Chapter 37 of the Code of 
Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.) 
 
– AND –  
 
Denial – Stormwater Management Plan 
In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to deny the Stormwater 
Management Plan…(because the plan is not in compliance with Chapter 11 of the 
Code of Ordinances and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.) 
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SITE PLAN 
(Full plan set available for viewing at the Community Development Department.) 





ALLEN DESIGNJCK GROUP, INC. KING & MacGREGOR ENVIRONMENTAL INC.











sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height price total
Woodland Replacement
ARI 20 Acer rubrum Red Maple 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  8,000.00$        
ASI 18 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  7,200.00$        
COI 20 Celtis occidentalis Northern Hackberry 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  8,000.00$        
LTI 21 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  8,400.00$        
QII 16 Quercus imbricaria Shingle Oak 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  6,400.00$        
QRI 11 Quercus rubra Red Oak 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  4,400.00$        
TCI 30 Tilia americana Basswood 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  12,000.00$      
TDI 17 Taxodium distichum Bald Cypress 2.5" as shown B&B 400.00$  6,800.00$        

153 Trees Provided Total 54,400.00$      

sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height price total
Street Trees and Street Lawn

AS 22 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  8,800.00$        
AR 23 Acer rubrum Red Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  9,200.00$        
LT 21 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  8,400.00$        
QR 19 Quercus rubra Red Oak 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  7,600.00$        
TC 14 Tilia cordata 'Chancole' Cancellor Linden 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  5,600.00$        
ZS 4 Zelkova serrata Japanese Zelkova 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  1,600.00$        

103 Trees Provided Total 41,200.00$      

sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height price total
Detention and Other Plantings

AC 2 Amelanchier canadensis Serviceberry 2.5" as shown B&B 250.00$  500.00$           
CO 20 Cornus amomum Silky Dogwood as shown 36" 50.00$    1,000.00$        
CR 20 Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood as shown 36" 50.00$    1,000.00$        
CS 20 Cornus sericea Red-osier Dogwood as shown 36" 50.00$    1,000.00$        
VD 10 Viburnum dentatum Arrow-wood as shown 36" 50.00$    500.00$           
VL 10 Viburnum lentago Nannyberry as shown 36" 50.00$    500.00$           
VT 10 Viburnum trilobum American Cranberry Bush as shown 36" 50.00$    500.00$           

Total 4,500.00$        









TAG NO. DIAMETER COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME CONDITION REMARKS
REQUIRED 

REPLACEMENT TAG NO. DIAMETER COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME CONDITION REMARKS
REQUIRED 

REPLACEMENT TAG NO. DIAMETER COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME CONDITION REMARKS
REQUIRED 

REPLACEMENTTAG NO. DIAMETER COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME CONDITION REMARKS
REQUIRED 

REPLACEMENT
915 10,13,13,14 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
916 16 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
917 8 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
918 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Fair Save
919 29 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
920 29 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
921 22 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
922 23 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
923 10,11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 3
924 13 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
925 8 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
926 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
927 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
928 15 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Save
929 13 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Remove 2
930 17 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Save
931 33 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
932 24 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Save

4001 15 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 2
4002 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4003 21 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4004 10 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4005 10 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4006 12 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Save
4007 9 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4008 11 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4009 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4010 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4011 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4012 19 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4013 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4014 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4015 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4016 11,13 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4017 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4018 16 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4019 19 Weeping willow Salix alba Good Save
4020 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4021 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4022 13 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4023 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4024 11 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4025 10 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4026 11 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4027 6,9 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4028 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4029 8 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4030 11 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4031 7,12,13 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 4
4032 14 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4033 10 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4034 9 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4035 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4036 10,12 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 3
4037 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4038 40 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 4
4039 12 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4040 9 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4041 12 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 2
4042 8 White Ash Fraxinus americana Good Remove 1
4043 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4044 9 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4045 11 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4046 10 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4047 8 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4048 11 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4049 22 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 3
4050 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4051 8 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 1
4052 8 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 1
4053 12 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4054 28 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4055 24 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4056 15 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4057 12 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4058 9 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4059 14 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4060 46 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 4
4061 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Split Trunk Save
4062 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4063 9 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4064 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4065 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4066 16 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4067 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4068 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4069 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4070 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4071 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4072 13 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 2
4073 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4074 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4075 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4076 11 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Save
4077 15 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Save
4078 14 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4079 12 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Remove 2
4080 22 Basswood Tilia americana Good Remove 3
4081 13 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Remove 2
4082 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4083 18 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4084 9 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Remove 1
4085 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4086 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4087 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4088 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4089 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4090 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4101 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4102 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4103 15 Chinese Juniper Juniperus chinensis Good Save
4104 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4105 10 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4106 20 White Oak Quercus alba Good Save
4107 12 White Oak Quercus alba Good Save
4108 18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4109 19 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4110 30 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4111 17 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4112 15,16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4113 20 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4114 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4115 13,15 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4116 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4117 21 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 3
4118 26 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 3
4119 13 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4120 13 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4121 32 Sycamore Platanus occidentalis Good Save
4122 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4123 23 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4124 23 Weeping willow Salix alba Good Save
4125 9 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Save
4126 19 Corkscrew Willow Salix matsudana 'Tortousa' Good Save
4127 23 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4128 8 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4129 17 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4130 11 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4131 13 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4132 11 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4133 10 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4134 17 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4135 18 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4136 16 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4137 13 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4138 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4139 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4140 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4141 13 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4142 12 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4143 13 Common Larch Larix decidua Good Save
4144 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4145 9 American Beech Fagus grandifolia Good Save
4146 23 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save

4303 9 Canadian Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Good Remove 1
4304 10 Canadian Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Good Remove 1
4305 11 Canadian Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Good Remove 1
4306 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4307 36 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4308 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4309 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4310 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4311 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4312 23 White Oak Quercus alba Good Remove 3
4313 40 White Oak Quercus alba Good Remove 4
4314 15,17 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Save
4315 9 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Save
4316 18 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Remove 2
4317 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4318 20 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4319 18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4320 13 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4321 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 2
4322 13 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Save
4323 18 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4324 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4325 16 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4326 15 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4327 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4328 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4329 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4330 36 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4331 44 American Beech Fagus grandifolia Good Save
4332 12 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4333 8 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Save
4334 18 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4335 34 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4336 9 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4337 14 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4338 27 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4339 17 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4340 19 Black Maple Acer nigrum Good Save
4341 28 Chinkapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii Good Save
4342 32 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4344 24 Black Maple Acer nigrum Good Save
4345 28 White Oak Quercus alba Good Save
4346 46 White Oak Quercus alba Good Save
4347 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4348 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4349 18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4350 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4351 33 Black Maple Acer nigrum Good Save
4352 25 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Poor Remove 3
4353 8 Magnolia Magnolia acuminata Good Remove 1
4354 26 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 3
4355 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4356 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4357 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4358 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4359 8 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4360 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4361 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4362 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4363 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4364 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4365 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4366 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4367 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4368 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4369 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4370 28 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 3
4371 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4372 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4373 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4374 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4375 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4376 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4377 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4378 20 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4379 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4380 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4381 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4382 24 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 3
4383 22 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 3
4384 20 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4385 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4386 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4387 8 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4388 17 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4389 21 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 3
4390 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4391 8 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4392 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4393 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4394 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4395 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4396 8 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4397 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4398 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4399 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4400 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4401 14 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4402 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4403 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4404 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4405 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4406 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4407 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4408 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4409 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4410 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4412 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4413 15 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4414 20 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4415 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4416 21 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 3
4417 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4418 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4419 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4420 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4421 18 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4422 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4423 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4424 30 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 3
4425 8,10 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 3
4426 6,10 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 1
4427 4,11 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 1
4428 9,10,10,10 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 5
4429 6,9 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 1
4430 6,6,8 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Remove 1
4431 24 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4432 26 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4433 22 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4434 17 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4435 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4436 4,9 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Good Save
4437 9 Weeping willow Salix alba Good Save
4438 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4439 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4440 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4441 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4442 8 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4443 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4444 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4445 8 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4446 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4447 22 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4448 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4449 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4450 14 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Save
4451 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4452 30 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 3
4453 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4454 19 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4455 8 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 1
4456 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4457 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4458 15 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4459 17 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4460 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2

4461 18 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4462 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4463 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4464 18 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4465 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4466 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4467 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4468 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4469 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4470 10 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 1
4471 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4472 15 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4473 19 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4474 14 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4475 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4476 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4477 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4478 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4479 15 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4480 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4481 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4482 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4483 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4484 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4485 14 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4486 12 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 2
4487 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4488 20 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4489 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4490 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4491 11 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 1
4492 21 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 3
4493 20 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 2
4494 14 Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris Good Remove 2
4495 15 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4496 11 Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris Good Remove 1
4497 22 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 3
4498 20 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4499 12 Eastern Red Cedar Juniperus virginiana Good Remove 2
4500 18 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 2
4501 30 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4502 20 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4503 22 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4504 24 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4505 22 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4506 22 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4507 32 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4508 23 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4509 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4510 25 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4511 28 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4512 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4513 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4514 24 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4515 19 Norway Maple 'Crimson King' Acer platanoides 'Crimson King' Good Remove 2
4518 30 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4519 22 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4520 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4521 24 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4522 20 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4523 24 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4524 26 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4525 20 Norway Maple 'Crimson King' Acer platanoides 'Crimson King' Good Remove 2
4526 40 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 4
4527 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4528 45 Weeping willow Salix alba Poor Save
4529 12 Common Horsechestnut Aesculus hippocastanum Good Remove 2
4530 28 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4531 15 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Save
4532 13 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4533 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4534 17 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4535 13 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4536 13 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4537 19 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Remove 2
4538 20 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4539 22 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4540 19 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4541 16 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4542 9,16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 4
4543 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4544 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4545 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4546 11 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 1
4547 20 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4548 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4549 16 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4550 15 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4551 6,18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4552 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4553 9 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 1
4554 12 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4555 26 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 3
4556 20 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4557 20 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4558 20 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4559 16 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4560 21 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 3
4561 19 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4562 26 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 3
4563 30 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4564 19 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4565 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4566 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4567 22 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4568 18 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4569 20 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4570 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4571 10 Chinese Juniper Juniperus chinensis Good Remove 1
4572 8,12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 3
4573 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4574 8 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 1
4575 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4576 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4577 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4578 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4579 13 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4580 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4581 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4582 19 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4583 17 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4584 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4585 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4586 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4587 8 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4588 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4589 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4590 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4591 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4592 10 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4593 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4594 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4595 9 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4596 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4597 16 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4598 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4599 12 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4600 15 Basswood Tilia americana Good Remove 2
4601 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4602 32 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4603 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4604 15 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4605 19 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4606 23 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4607 21 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4608 11,17 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4609 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4610 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4611 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4612 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4613 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4614 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4615 22 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4616 22 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4617 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4618 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save

4146 23 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4147 21 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4148 22 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4149 27 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4150 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4151 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4152 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4153 23 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Remove 3
4154 12,14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 4
4155 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4156 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4157 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4158 9,11 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Save
4159 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4160 13 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4161 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4162 27,31 Sycamore Platanus occidentalis Good Save
4163 21 Sycamore Platanus occidentalis Good Remove 3
4164 21 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 3
4165 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4166 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4167 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4168 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4169 8,9,10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 4
4170 8,10 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Remove 3
4171 28 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 3
4172 12,19,24 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 7
4173 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4174 9,10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4175 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4176 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4177 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4178 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4179 15 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Remove 2
4180 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4181 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4182 8,8,8 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4183 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4184 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4185 14 White Oak Quercus alba Good Remove 2
4186 11 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4187 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4188 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4189 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4190 9,20 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 4
4191 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4192 14,14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 4
4193 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4194 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4195 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4196 8,10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4197 23 White Spruce Picea glauca Good Remove 3
4198 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4199 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4200 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4201 8 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4202 18 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4203 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4204 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4205 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4206 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4207 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4208 16 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Remove 2
4209 22 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4210 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 1
4211 17 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Remove 2
4212 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4213 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4214 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4215 20 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4216 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4217 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4218 10 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4219 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4220 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4221 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4222 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4223 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4224 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4225 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4226 8 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4227 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4228 17 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4229 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4230 19 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Save
4231 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4232 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4233 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4234 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4235 10 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4236 15 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 2
4237 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4238 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4239 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4240 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4241 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4242 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4243 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4244 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4245 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4246 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4247 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4248 9,10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4249 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4250 21 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4251 12 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Save
4252 9 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Save
4253 10 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Save
4254 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4255 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4256 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4257 12 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4258 10 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Save
4259 21 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4260 9 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Save
4261 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4262 9 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4263 8 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4264 9 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4265 10 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4266 16 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 2
4267 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4268 9 Red Maple Acer rubrum Good Remove 1
4269 29 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4270 18 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Good Save
4271 34 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 4
4272 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4273 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4274 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4275 36 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4276 19 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4277 14 Chinese Juniper Juniperus chinensis Good Save
4278 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4279 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4280 30 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4281 24 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4282 23 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 3
4283 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4284 22 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4285 29 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4286 25 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4287 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4288 48 Red Oak Quercus rubra Poor Remove 4
4289 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4290 12 White Oak Quercus alba Good Remove 2
4291 16,18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 5
4292 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4293 32 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 4
4294 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4295 32 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 4
4296 36 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 4
4297 26 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4298 30 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4299 29 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 3
4300 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 1
4301 10 Canadian Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Good Remove 1
4302 9 Canadian Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Good Remove 1
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4619 8 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4620 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4621 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4622 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4623 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4624 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4625 15 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4626 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4627 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4628 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4629 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4630 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4631 15 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4632 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4633 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4634 15 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4635 8 Black Maple Acer nigrum Good Save
4636 24 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4637 24 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4638 25 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4639 18 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4640 21 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4641 16 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4642 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4643 19 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4644 21 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4645 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4646 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4647 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4648 8 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4649 22 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4650 19 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4651 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4652 17 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4653 20 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4654 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4655 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4656 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4657 26 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4658 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4659 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4660 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4661 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4662 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4663 22 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4664 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4665 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4666 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4667 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4668 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4669 18 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Remove 2
4670 8,11 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia Good Remove 3
4671 14,15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 4
4672 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4673 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4674 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4675 18 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4676 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Trunk Rot Save
4677 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4678 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4679 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4680 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4681 14 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4682 21 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4683 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4684 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4685 18 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4686 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4687 17 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4688 23 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4689 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4690 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4691 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Save
4692 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4693 21 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4694 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4695 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4696 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4697 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4698 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Save
4699 16 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4700 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4701 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4702 11 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4703 12 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4704 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4705 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4706 12 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4707 11 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4708 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4709 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4710 12 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4711 14 Common Apple Malus spp. Poor Remove 2
4712 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4713 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4714 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4715 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4716 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4717 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4718 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4719 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4720 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4721 14 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4722 8,12 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 3
4723 18 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4724 10 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 1
4725 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4726 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4727 16 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 2
4728 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4729 12 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4730 10 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4731 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4732 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4733 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4734 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4735 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4736 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4737 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4738 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4739 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4740 23 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 3
4741 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4742 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4743 24 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 3
4744 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4745 9 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4746 11 Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris Good Remove 1
4747 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4748 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4749 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4750 20 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4751 27 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4752 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4753 23 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4754 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4755 21 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4756 17 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4757 23 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4758 24 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4759 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4760 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4761 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4762 12 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4763 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4764 16 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4765 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4766 19 Norway Spuce Picea abies Poor Save
4767 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4768 23 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4769 19 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Remove 2
4770 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4771 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4772 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4773 24 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4774 25 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save

4775 18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4776 14 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4777 10 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4778 11 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4779 11 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4780 12 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4781 9 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4782 11 Basswood Tilia americana Good Save
4783 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4784 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4785 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4786 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4787 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4788 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4789 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4790 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4791 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4792 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4793 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4794 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4795 13 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4796 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4797 23 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4798 11 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4799 18 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4800 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4801 15 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4802 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4803 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4804 12 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4805 9 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4806 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4807 18 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4808 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4809 13 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4810 17 Pin Cherry  Prunus pennsylvania Good Remove 2
4811 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4812 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4813 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4814 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4815 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4816 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4817 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4818 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4819 13 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 2
4820 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4821 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4822 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4823 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4824 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4825 16 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 2
4826 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4827 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4828 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4829 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4830 13 Pin Cherry  Prunus pennsylvania Good Remove 2
4831 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4832 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4833 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4834 16 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4835 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4836 8,10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 3
4837 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4838 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4839 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4840 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4841 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4842 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4843 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4844 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4845 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4846 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4847 8 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4848 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4849 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4850 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4851 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4852 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 2
4853 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4854 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4855 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4856 12 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4857 40 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 4
4858 11 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4859 14 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4860 19 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4861 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4862 13 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4863 12 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Remove 2
4864 19 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4865 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4866 12 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4867 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4868 8 Common Apple Malus spp. Good Remove 1
4869 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4870 17 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Remove 2
4871 13 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 2
4872 14 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 2
4873 9 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 1
4874 8 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Remove 1
4875 9 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4876 10 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4877 18 Red Oak Quercus rubra Good Save
4878 11 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4879 9 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4880 14 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Good Save
4881 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4882 14 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4883 10 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4884 11 White Pine Pinus strobus Good Save
4885 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4886 9 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4887 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4888 13 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Save
4889 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4890 12 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4891 14 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4892 20 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4893 20 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4894 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4895 10 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4896 22 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis Good Save
4897 21 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 3
4898 12 Box Elder Acer negundo Good Remove 2
4899 22 Norway Spruce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4900 10 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 1
4935 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4936 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4937 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4938 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4939 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4940 27 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4941 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4942 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4943 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4944 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4945 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4946 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4947 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4948 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4949 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4950 18 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4951 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4952 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4953 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4954 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4955 15 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4956 19 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4957 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Save
4958 11 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Save
4959 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Poor Save
4960 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Poor Save
4961 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Poor Save
4962 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4963 17 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Good Save
4964 20 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Save

4965 14 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4966 16 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 2
4967 21 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Remove 3
4968 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4969 8 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4970 9 Common Mulberry Morus alba Good Remove 1
4971 19 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4972 10 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4973 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4974 23 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4975 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4976 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4977 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4978 14 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4979 19 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4980 9 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4981 22 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 3
4982 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 1
4983 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4984 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4985 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4986 12 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4987 13 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4988 11 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 1
4989 16 Norway Spuce Picea abies Good Remove 2
4990 18 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Poor Remove 2
4991 8 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Good Remove 1
4992 15 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4993 17 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Good Save
4994 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Save
4995 14 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4996 11 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
4997 9 American Elm Ulmus americana Good Remove 1
4998 12 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 2
4999 9 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1
5000 10 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Good Remove 1

Total 1027
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CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Present: Member Greco, Member Lynch, Chair Pehrson, Member Zuchlewski 
Absent: Member Anthony (excused), Member Giacopetti (excused), Member Baratta, (excused)  
Also Present:    Barbara McBeth, Community Development Deputy Director; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Chris 

Gruba, Planner; Rick Meader, Landscape Architect; Jeremy Miller, Engineer; Gary Dovre, City 
Attorney, Matt Klawon, Traffic Engineering Consultant; Matt Carmer and Pete Hill, ETC 
Consultants 

 
3.   MONTEBELLO ESTATES  JSP15-0076 

Public hearing at the request of Mirage Development for Planning Commission’s approval of 
Preliminary Site Plan, Woodlands Permit, Wetlands Permit and Stormwater Management Plan. The subject 
property is currently zoned R-3, One-Family Residential and is located in Section 27, west of Novi Road and 
north of Nine Mile Road. The applicant is proposing a 33 unit single-family detached residential 
development on a 26.94 acre property. 
 

Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that the subject property is located north of Nine Mile between Novi Road and 
Taft Road. The subject property is zoned R-3 one-family residential and is surrounded by the same zoning east, 
west and south. It is also surrounded by R-4 partly in northeast corner and south west corner. It is abutted by 
Novi Township to the north. The Future Land Use map indicates Single Family for the subject property and the 
surrounding properties.  
 
There are regulated wetlands and regulated woodlands spread throughout the property on the property. The 
applicant is proposing to construct a 33 unit conventional site condominium with associated site 
improvements. The site access is provided by a proposed public roadway with a single curb cut from Nine 
Mile Road. A secondary emergency access is provided to Cottisford road.  The proposed preliminary site plan 
addresses all of the Planning requirements.  
 
The applicant is requesting two variances from Design and Construction standards for not providing a water 
main and a five foot sidewalk along the entire Nine Mile Road frontage. The missing sidewalk segment along 
subject property frontage is identified as segment 93A and is ranked 15 in 2015-16 Annual non-motorized 
prioritization update. There is no existing sidewalk on the south side of the Nine Mile as well. Engineering 
believes that there are alternate means to propose water main such as directional drilling to preserve natural 
features along the frontage. Staff is requesting applicant to provide more details to justify their request. For 
reasons stated above, Engineering does not support the variance requests and is recommending denial. 
 
Landscape has identified some waivers that are required for reduction and absence of greenbelt planting, 
street trees and required berm along Nine Mile Road and Cottisford Road. The details are listed in the motion 
language. Landscape supports the requests for these and is recommending approval.  The current site plan is 
proposing impacts to the existing wetlands and the buffers on site. However, our consultants are unable to 
make a proper determination to the extent of the impact due to deficiencies in the plan.  
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There are a total of 970 regulated trees on the site. Of which 58 percent are proposed to be removed which 
results in a total of about 1011 replacement trees required. The landscape plan appears to should a total of 
143 trees to be planted on site and the remainder to be paid into City’s tree fund. Staff is asking for additional 
information to justify the tree removal and make an effort to reduce the tree removal. Due to reasons stated 
above, Wetlands and woodlands are not recommending approval and are requesting additional 
information. The applicant has been working with our consultant to resolve those issues and staff believes that 
they are making headway.  
 
Traffic and Fire are recommending approval with additional information to be provided during next submittal.  
The planning commission is asked tonight to hold a public hearing to approve or postpone or deny the 
Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland Permit, Woodland Permit and Stormwater Management Plan.  
 
The applicant has provided a letter further explaining the concept and it has been provided to you this 
evening. The applicant Claudio Rossie with Mirage development is here with his Engineer, Cliff Seiber to 
answer any questions that you might have.    
 
Cliff Seiber, the Project Engineer, stated that Claudio Rossi of Mirage Development is present with him. He 
stated that it is an amazing piece of property with entirely mature trees, two streams flowing through it; there 
is a lot of topography on this site. For this reason, Mr. Rossi decided not to apply for a PRO or a preservation 
option or any open space option that would enable him to increase density on this property. Under the R-3 
zoning Mr. Rossi is allowed 2.7 units per acre. He is at 1.27, which is less than half the density that is permitted 
on this property under the current zoning. In order to further preserve the property and open it up, the 
minimum lot size for the zoning is 90 feet. They are averaging over 100 feet in width for all of the lots, and in 
addition, the minimum lot size is 12,000 square feet, and they are averaging at about 15,200 square feet.  The 
lots are more open and larger which enables them to save more of the mature trees on the site.  It also has a 
number of amenities, including an existing tennis court on the site which will be preserved.  There are walking 
trails which have been introduced throughout the site that tie into some of the existing trails or driveways that 
are on the site. He also believes that there is a gazebo near the entrance that is being proposed as part of 
the park system.  
 
There are a few issues as a result of the topography that they are requesting some relief from. The first is the 
requirement for a sidewalk along Nine Mile Road. When Nine Mile Road, they purposely made it narrow to 
preserve as many trees as possible due to the fairly sulfuric topography going through that hill. If they were to 
construct a sidewalk along the side of that tree, it would require the clearing of a large amount of trees and 
the installation of retaining walls which would destroy the current appearance of that roadway. They thought 
an applicable alternative would be to create a river walk. This means they would introduce a sidewalk system 
that ties into the sidewalk just to the west, and extend the sidewalk into the site along the existing river along 
Thornton Creek. Toward the east side of the property, there is an existing bridge that the prior owner used and 
that walkway would back out to Nine Mile Road and continue east to the easterly edge of the property. The 
existing asphalt pathway that runs along Thornton Creek is in very good shape and if the city engineers 
believe that it needs some improvement, that are certain it can be done.  He feels this is a better alternative, 
it is scenic, and blends in with the existing topography. This would give people the opportunity to see Thornton 
Creek as it flows through the property, along with its existing waterfalls.  
 
The second request is the requirement that the city has for landscaping, and they are to provide a berm 
along the road right-of-way. If they were to introduce the berm, which is typically for screening purposes, they 
would have more than enough screening and will not need to remove trees. Nine Mile Road running through 
that hill is much lower and provides existing topography and the trees provide all the screening that they may 
need. 
 
The third item requested relates to the engineering and the water main. They had proposed a 12 inch water 
main through their site, tapping into the city’s water main on Nine Mile Road and running it thorough the site, 
and back out to Nine Mile. They have shown that they provide the proper flow rates per city requirements in 
order to fight fires and serve the fire hydrants. One of the disadvantages of that proposal is that they do not 
provide water service to all the properties on the south side of Nine Mile Road. They think that they may have 
an alternative that would resolve that, and are requesting if the Planning Commission sees fit to approve this 
project, that it would be subject to them meeting further with the Engineering Department in order to see if 
they can satisfy them. They would still bring the 12 inch water main to their site, but also serve the other 
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properties on the south side of Nine Mile Road to ensure they have future potential for connecting to the 
municipal water system. He stated that he and Mr. Rossi are available to answer any questions. 
 
Chair Pehrson opened the case for public hearing.  
 
Stan Williams, 43635 Cottisford Road, stated that he and his wife live 417 feet immediately to the east of the 
property. The access road on Cottisford is adjacent to the north end of their property, and their property goes 
down into Thorton Creek. They are against the proposal and wish the owner would donate the land and 
make it a wildlife wilderness area. They would even be willing to support a millage increase if he would want 
to buy the land, and turn it into a wildlife refuge. He told Commissioner Lynch that he wrote a letter and he 
does not need to read it since he is going to be speaking. Along Cottisford, they are all on well water, and 
they have great water right now. If the area turns into concrete and road, he is concerned they are going to 
end up minimizing the ability of the land to recharge their aquifers beneath and impact the ability to supply 
them with well water. The plan also dramatically increases the opportunity for hazardous waste from the 
community from roads, construction runoff and fertilizers. The second major objection is that it will destroy a 
huge habitat for wildlife; they see deer and small mammals every day. He realizes the Commission’s job is to 
look for variances and reasonable plans that would call for variances to the regulated woodland ordinance, 
but for them, they have trouble giving the city approval for them to knock down one tree on the property 
because it endangers their house, and he is concerned about all the mature trees being destroyed on the 
property. Third, there will be a rise in the flood plain located behind their property. It is not an issue at this time, 
but it could become an issue with the cement and land being developed since that property is upstream 
from where their property is located. Fourth, they have seen two different descriptions of the access to 
Cottisford Road, and they are against the regular access to Cottisford. This road is safe for kids to walk on and 
for bikers and joggers because there is only one access to that subdivision. It also prevents criminals from 
entering and creating mischief since there is only one way in and out. They do not object to the other plan 
they saw, showing a pathway to Cottisford, or if it were a breakaway gate for emergency vehicles. Lastly, he 
loves the plan about protecting the trees on Nine Mile, and thinks a sidewalk should not be installed, but be 
tied in with the pavement that already exists by the creek.  
 
David Morris, 43680 Nine Mile Road, lives two lots east of the site. He thanked the McManus Family. To date, 
they have been great stewards of the land and makes Nine Mile visually unique. The heavily wooded lot 
provides a brief moment of serenity and peace. He enjoys the deer, great horned owls and other wildlife that 
are located on the property. He also enjoys the unique and beautiful trees in the area. When it comes to the 
Montebello plan to replace the 27 acre nature sanctuary with 33 new homes, he is in objection. From the 
regulated woodland map and ordinance page on the city website, they are told that native woodlands are 
one of the most valuable natural resources with the City of Novi. The pan removes half of the 1100 trees on 
the site and replants only 143 of them. Using estimates from the ‘Trees Pay Us Back’ brochure on the Novi City 
website, they can calculate that it is a loss in capacity with over 154 tons of carbon dioxide, 1034 pounds of 
other pollutants and over 579,000 gallons of rain water per year. The proposal counteracts this loss of city 
managed woodland with a payoff to plant trees or spend money elsewhere. The loss of trees increase and 
dwellings and paved surfaces will only add to the rainwater runoff. He would like assurance that there will be 
no decrease in flood retention, since there is already significant erosion to the properties along Thorton Creek. 
He objects to any change that increases the hydraulic flow down the stream and the by-laws require low 
phosphorus fertilizer to minimum added pollutants to Miller and Thorton Creeks.  He would also like to avoid 
any property disturbance or drilling if the final plan includes a water main east of the site on Nine Mile Road. 
Any disturbance to the water table or ground near a well is also a concern. There is no impact to his property 
that contains the 15 inch sanitary sewer, but would want to ensure the final plan that way. He states that he is 
disappointed that even though the plan retains the trees along Nine Mile, the look, feel, and animal habitat 
will be affected forever. He questions why they need to build 33 more new homes in this area when there are 
already over 250 for sale in the off-season. He would like to see the land be sold to another family to enjoy the 
unique beauty and privacy.  
 
Bill Boffman, 43943 Cottisford, is against the proposal. When he looks out his bedroom window, he currently 
sees the forest. If this proposal goes through, he will look out and see a house about 150 feet away. When you 
do the math, you need to take the wetlands out, so you are only putting in about four or five houses per acre. 
There are only about ten to twelve acres that they can build on. He brought his property 30 years ago and 
originally purchased it because it was next to the forest. There is nothing you can build or plant to make up for 
the forest. Because he is not completely competent with the process, he is turning it over to his attorneys 
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whom he is meeting tomorrow. He is going to let them handle the legal aspect of it. 
 
John Juntunen, Novi Township’s Supervisor, is against the proposal. He stated that Novi Township was not 
contacted at all regarding the proposal, and most of the township did not receive a mailing or notification. 
He objects for a few reasons, the first is being concerned about the second entrance onto Cottisford Road. 
As Cottisford Road runs straight, it belongs to Novi, but as soon as it hits the curve, it is then Novi Township. He 
has spoken with the Fire Marshal and he stated that it is required by the Fire Department to have a secondary 
entrance; it would be gated and not a thoroughfare. Since there is only one entrance, a traffic conflict 
already exists. And once you add construction traffic, it would be a problem for everyone. He is requesting 
that a condition be made that the road can never be turned into a thoroughfare, and that it cannot be used 
for construction purposes. Secondly, the proposed construction requires the removal of many large trees that 
provide habitat.  
 
Michael Leavitt, 45177 Dunbarton Drive, feels the traffic study needs to be looked at on Nine Mile.  The 
entrance off of Nine Mile on the proposal is close to Center Street. If you know anything about Nine Mile you 
know that there is a hill that slopes down and the sight lines are very poor for drivers.  If you’re going to have 
traffic that is going to be coming out of that new development, especially cars going across to Center Street, 
you will have some potential traffic hazards.  It is also problematic because there are a lot of bikers and 
joggers on that road.   
 
Peter Horn, 44119 Brookwood Drive, stated that his property abuts the property.  He stated that he had a 
question relative to the description from when it was read. The plan indicates single unit families, but the 
person that read the description stated they were condominiums. He wanted to confirm that it was an error.  
 
Planner Komaragiri stated that they call the project a condominium, but for all practical purposes it is a 
subdivision. The homes are going to be single family detached homes.  
 
Vitas Sirgedas, 22422 Lydgate Court, stated that for 28 years he has been able to enjoy the view of the 
woodlands and animals, and now he will be staring at the back of someone’s home within 30 feet of his 
backyard. He is requesting that the woodlands not be removed.  
 
Fred Schlemmer, 44917 Lightsway Drive, stated that he agrees with the recent comment about the traffic. He 
does think the traffic study took the exits and entrances from the subdivision into consideration. In addition, 
the entrance to Dunbarton Pines is 100 feet up to the west of Nine Mile Road. He feels there would be a lot of 
confusion at this area, especially in the mornings. He understands the Planning Commission stated they do 
not consider traffic issues, but they should because it is a public safety issue. He also feels they are going to 
lose an aesthetically beautiful piece of property.  
 
Margaret Finn, 22010 Cumberland Drive, stated that when you are on Nine Mile Road going west, it is a 
peaceful setting and you think you are up north. They love the woods and the wildlife that take up that area 
and does not want to see it removed.  
 
Suzette Sellen, 43565 Cottisford, is against the proposal. She was living here before Twelve Oaks was built and 
it has turned into cement city. There are only a few areas left that are natural. He also helps rescue wildlife 
and is sick over what is going to happen to the wildlife if the woods are destroyed. One of the homes on Nine 
Mile across the street from here was recently demolished and then rebuilt; there was a lot of construction 
traffic and the road is only one way each way and it cannot be widened. Nine Mile Road cannot handle a 
large amount of construction traffic.  
 
Michelle Taki, 44623 Midway Drive, states that her home backs up to the retention pond for the city. After it 
rains, they get a lot of water that collects there and is concerned about the new development, whether or 
not it will be able to tolerate all the extra drainage from the additional homes and concrete that would 
normally be absorbed by the wetland area. If you drive down Nine Mile Road after a rainy day, there is 
flooding. This needs to be addressed before more concrete is added to the area. Also, Nine Mile Road does 
not have a sidewalk that connects between Dunbarton Ponds and Novi Road, so they usually walk south 
through the subdivisions then come back on Center Street so they can avoid the traffic on Nine Mile. She is 
also concerned about the entry way to the subdivision because making a left turn off of Center onto Nine 
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Mile Road is very dangerous because of the cars coming down and from Taft Road. She hopes the board will 
take these concerns into consideration. 
 
An unidentified man who lives on Cottisford, stated that he lives two properties away from the development 
on the east side. On top of everything that has already been mentioned, he is concerned about light 
pollution.  
 
Chris Kondogiani, 45104 Dunbarton Drive, appreciates some of the things mentioned by the developer to 
preserve the natural habitat and the view from Nine Mile Road. He and his family moved from Livonia to Novi 
because they wanted to live near the woods. There are patches of Novi that make the city unique and this 
area is definitely one of them. If this development is approved, he would like to make sure the developer is 
required to preserve the unique view of the area.  
 
Chris Bermingham stated that the new homes back up to the retention pond. The area is also a wildlife 
sanctuary that consists of owls and deer, and Miler Creek is full of fish and minnows. He would like to make 
sure there is a border or shrubbery along the stream banks so fertilizer and construction run off does not go 
into the creek. The area would be good for a park instead of a subdivision. 
 
Jennifer Humphries, 43628 Cottisford, stated that she and her husband just purchased their home about four 
months ago, and their main attraction to the home was the privacy and woodlands that this area provided. 
Their home is the curve on Cottisford, and if that road were to come out, it will look like their circular drive is 
part of the road. Cottisford Road also seems narrower and the added traffic would not be good.  
 
Sue Sellen stated that she loves Brooklyn Farms, and recently had fourteen deer in her backyard. She wished 
that all the residents in Brooklyn Farms received notification because they all admire that area. She is 
concerned because they are on a well, and is worried about the water, runoff and erosion. She is also 
concerned about the road going into Cottisford and is not clear on what that road is going to be used for. 
She mailed in a letter and told the Planning Commission that they did not need to read it.  
 
A woman named Lisa, 43643 Nine Mile Road, stated that she lives across the street and thinks that the 
McManus property is majestic. She is hoping that the proposed development can consider quality instead of 
quantity. She lives off on 1.5 acres and she and the surrounding homes have similar lot sizes which gives it an 
up north feel. Two other subdivisions mentioned tonight are going to be packed with houses along with parks 
and walkways, but what they don’t have is the space to have a bigger lot and make a unique subdivision. 
People will buy houses on bigger lots. If they can condense the plan to have fewer lots with larger properties 
and keep the woods, everyone could continue to enjoy the existing atmosphere.  
 
Pam Williams, 43635 Cottisford, stated that if there could be a buffer of the original trees all the way around, 
so they are not looking into someone’s yard and they are preserving the wildlife, it would be appreciated.  
 
Matt Guyot, 45039 Dunbarton Drive, stated that he does not abut the proposed property. His major safety 
concern is the proposed entranceway and how the traffic would flow. When cars come down the hill, it is an 
issue to be looked at and considered. He enjoys the wildlife and heard the horned owls at 5 a.m. the other 
morning. He is hoping the Planning Commission will stop this proposal from moving forward. 
 
Joshua Grutza, 43700 Nine Mile, thanked his neighbors for their passionate comments He purchased his home 
because of the woodlands and wetlands that surround the area, along with the wildlife, He has seen the 
creek flood and cannot image how much more it would flood if this subdivision were to be built. It is sad that 
the beautiful land could be developed into another subdivision since there are not many more areas like this 
left in Novi.  
 
Rob Speyer, 43590 Nine Mile Road, stated that the area is extremely unique and he is against the proposal. 
The creek butts up to the back of his property line, and is concerned about the flooding. His neighbor’s 
basements along with others have flooded in the past. When he purchased his home, they thought the area 
was built out and an additional development would not be built. The wildlife and wooded area is one of the 
original reasons that they purchased their home. He is also concerned about the traffic at the entranceway. 
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Bonnie Thrush stated that she is a lifelong resident of Novi. She has heard comments of people stating that ‘it 
is going to happen anyway’ and ‘it doesn’t matter what I say’, but she has faith in the city and thinks there is 
a solution. She feels they have heard a lot of good suggestions and homes some of them will be considered. 
Her only issue is that she found out from a neighbor who forwarded her an email about the development, 
and requests more communication is provided.  
 
David Raub, 22308 North Hills Court, stated that he is responsible for having the deer crossing signs installed on 
Nine Mile Road. Along with the deer, they have fox and other animals that live in the woods. The drains on 
Nine Mile Road get clogged with leaves and it floods, and the added water is not a good idea. He is against 
the development.  
 
Pam Horn, 44119 Brookwood Drive, loves their home and the area that they live in. They did not receive 
public notice until Saturday evening, and in August she had two surveyors in her yard surveying. The surveyor 
told her that the owner of the property behind her had sold their property to do a developer and they were 
evaluating the flood plains. She told the board that tried calling everyone to find out what was going on and 
no one knew anything. She feels that it has been known since July this was going to occur and wishes the 
property owner would have personally called each of the neighbors. She agrees that this area of the city is a 
jewel. 
 
Chair Pehrson asked if anyone else wished to speak. Since there was no one, he asked the public 
correspondence to be read. 
 
Louise Hackett submitted a response and he believed she had already spoken. There is also one 
correspondence letter that did not have a name, so it could not be read into the record. Susan Sellen 
submitted a letter and she also spoke at the audience comment. There was an objection letter from Vitas 
Sirgedas, who also had spoken. An objection letter was received from Krysten and Sean Baligian, and they 
are disappointed about losing the woodland surroundings, increased traffic on Nine Mile, and worry about 
property value. There was an objection letter from the Novi Township Superintendent who is concerned 
about the secondary road entrance, the removal of many established trees, and the density being higher 
than surrounding properties. Falgun Patel, 43588 Cottisford, is in objection because of increased traffic, 
negative effect on wildlife, and decreased property values. Christopher Bermingham, whom also spoke 
wrote a letter of objection. Jason Rauhe, 44500 Louvert strongly objects; however the letter was not legible. 
Heidi Nielson, objects due to loss of habitat and issues with Thornton Creek including damaging runoff and 
negative effects on wildlife. Jay Gabriel, wrote an objection letter stating that there are too many buildings 
across from his subdivision. This letter was also not legible. 
 
Chair Pehrson closed the audience participation and turned the case over to the Planning Commission for 
discussion. 
 
Member Lynch asked how long the property had been zoned R-3 and Director McBeth stated that she does 
not have the date, but she can look into it if necessary. 
 
Member Lynch stated that he thinks he remembers the property and feels it has been zoned this way for quite 
some time. He noticed that there seems to be a lot of concern about the creek, and asked Matt Carmer and 
Pete Hill with ECT to answer some questions.  
 
Member Lynch confirmed that the creek flows into the middle branch of the Rouge River. He stated that he 
did not see any easement, and assumes they would need a wetland permit. He asked how we ensure that 
there is no phosphorous flowing into the watershed. 
 
Mr. Carmer stated that the plan for the DEQ permit currently does not show a lot of wetland impact. There is 
a lot of topography, so the water is moving through the site quickly. The wetlands are mostly within the 
floodplain of the creek itself down in the southeast corner. It would be impacting the creek itself by crossing it, 
and currently there is 230 feet of stream proposed for enclosure. This is significant since the road would be 
nearly 30 feet wide.  
 
Member Lynch asked how it will be resolved and Mr. Carmer stated that the applicant needs to obtain a 
DEQ permit, which will be done at the final site plan. They also need a Wetland and Watercourse Permit 
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through the city, in order to do the enclosure. In relation to the phosphorous and preventing other pollutants 
from entering the river, the best way is to maintain buffers around the stream itself. When you maintain 
backyards and lawn within 25 feet, the city has a 25 foot zoning buffer as well. 
 
Member Lynch stated that he did not see anything on the plan that showed the natural vegetation around 
the waterways. He asked if DEQ requires a conservation easement in order to obtain a DEQ permit.  
 
Mr. Carmer stated that it is not likely. Their jurisdiction ends at the ordinary high water mark of the creek. It is 
the city ordinance that protects the buffers. 
 
Member Lynch asked if in regards to the creek flooding, he asked if DEQ is responsible for checking on the 
developer to assure that the water flows. 
 
Mr. Hill confirmed, but with the addition of city engineering staff looking at the plans, making sure that flood 
prevention detention basins are adequately sized. There is some questions as to whether or not the DEQ will 
have jurisdiction over the flood plain due to the amount of upstream drainage area, if it is less that two square 
miles draining to this area of creek, then the state may not have jurisdiction.  
 
Mr. Carmer added that when the applicant gets submitted to the state, it would get copied to the city, and 
there is an opportunity to collaborate with the state at that point.  
 
Member Lynch inquired about the number of trees being added to the Tree Fund. 
 
Mr. Hill stated that the current plan has 143 trees to be planted on site, which is 14% of the required number to 
be planted and 868 trees are proposed for the Tree Fund. The total number of regulated trees comes to 970, 
and about 50% of the regulated trees are being removed while the other 50% will be preserved. 
 
Member Lynch asked why more trees could not be planted on site, and Mr. Carmer responded that there are 
spacing requirements on the planted trees, so when you are developing the larger portion, you run out of 
space to plant. They are recommending that the applicant provide as many on site replacement trees as 
possible. 
 
Member Lynch asked the applicant to come up and speak in regards to this matter. 
 
The applicant stated that a lot of residents were concerned about planting trees on the back of the lots in 
order to provide screening, but the city’s current policy states they cannot provide any of the replacement 
trees on any of the lots. He used Churchill Crossing as an example. They would like to plant the trees there if it 
would be permitted, because they could stagger them and plant a larger number of trees there. 
 
Director McBeth stated that the woodland replacements would be located in an area that could have a 
conservation easement across it, which they would not want to do on the back portion of someone’s lot. This 
would prevent the owner of the property from performing specific landscaping or adding onto their property 
in the future if it were desired. With a conservation easement, if the homeowner wanted to remove a tree, it 
would actually be required to be maintained. She used the Valencia South project as an example of how 
they obtained a conservation easement to allow replacement trees to be planted.  
 
Member Lynch asked if City Council would be allowed to deviate from the policy to allow the trees to be 
planted on the lots. Director McBeth stated they would need to look into it. This site plan would be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Commission and would not go to City Council, so they would likely not weigh 
in, but this can be looked into for an answer at a later date.  
 
Member Lynch stated that in regards to the trail, he does not see a reason for a sidewalk to be installed. He 
does not want to see shaving of the hill or removal of vegetation, and thinks the way it is presented is nice. 
Lastly, he inquired about the emergency entrance going into the subdivisions, and asked if it is a paved road. 
 
The applicant stated that the Fire Department required for it to be paved, and there will be break-way gates. 
They could also include in the Final Site Plan notes that it cannot be used as a construction entrance. All the 
construction will be entering from a different spot.  
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Member Lynch stated he likes the fact they are looking to build less homes than what they potentially could 
build. The homes are nice, and the way it is laid out will fit in with the area, with the exception that he would 
like the opportunity to install the woodland replacements around the perimeter of the proposed 
development to maintain as much as possible and to keep the serene environment. 
 
Member Greco stated he would like to address the concerned residents partially on behalf of the 
Commission. He drives the stretch on Nine Mile every day and agrees that it is beautiful year round. This is not 
necessarily a situation where there is a win-win. Unfortunately, this is private property and it can be 
developed. The laws of the land provide that cities can provide some regulation on where we can put things 
and on the planning that we can do.  This property is going to be developed, and once it is zoned a certain 
way and a developer comes in with a plan that fits within that zoning, it is impossible to stop the development 
from happening. After this point, all they are doing is dealing with the details; buffers and making sure they 
comply with the ordinances, making sure there is enough study going in to the flood plain, and traffic studies. 
As far as trees, homes and density, it is all decided by the zoning ordinance. A lot of people are disappointed 
that there are homes in a development that are going to go onto this property, but there is very little that the 
city can do. The good news is that they have a developer that has been before the Planning Commission 
before and has done good work, and seems to be working with the McManus Family. The developer seems 
to appreciate things from an aesthetic perspective for the residents in the area that are there, particularly the 
Nine Mile Road area.  
 
With respect to specific things concerning the plan, Member Greco is glad to hear the Cottisford access road 
will be an emergency access road only. A traffic study is primarily dealing with the flow of traffic going in and 
out of a development, but there is an issue with whether there is going to be an exit road, Center Street, the 
hills on both areas and is sure it is a concern for safety. Once a study gets completed and there is some focus 
on the area, he is not sure they really will want a traffic light or more things that interfere with the aesthetics of 
the area, but it should be considered. Commissioner Lynch mentioned the trees and having trees replanted 
on the property; he feels that it sounds like a good idea, but you still have to disturb the area. With respect to 
Nine Mile Road and the water main issue and the sidewalk, he is concerned about people walking and 
biking along Nine Mile Road. The sidewalk would change how it looks throughout the year and he likes the 
pathway going off the road. He understands that a lot of people prefer there to be no development or less 
homes, and unfortunately it is not something that we can control. At the public hearing for the site north of 
Fountain Walk, at the end of the discussion they spoke about a consent judgement, which is something that is 
entered into after litigation, and in that case the density was different that this proposal. For this current 
request, they are proposing less density, and he feels they do not have a choice but to support it.  
 
Member Zuchlewski commented that he hates to see all the trees go, but he agrees that it is not a decision 
they can make. He feels if they get buffers around the subdivision on all the lots that are around the property 
line, it would help tremendously. He will support the plan with these recommendations, and is asking that they 
have a traffic study. If there is not a light installed, maybe they can install signs that read ‘Caution’ at the 
intersection. The proposal is beautiful, and he likes the water, greenbelt area and the walkway through the 
site.  
 
Member Greco inquired about the fact that the developer and city are close to resolving the wetland permit 
and woodland permit issue requirements. 
 
Planner Komaragiri stated that they are asking for additional information because they couldn’t complete 
the review. The applicant has been providing the updated calculations with regards to how much impact 
they are making and where the replacement trees are going to be located. The staff is not able recommend 
or not recommend at this time. 
 
Pete Hill stated that the applicant has been addressing the comments that were written up in the preliminary 
site plan letter. They are looking to see that those things are covered in the revised preliminary submittal. It is 
not complete at this time. 
 
Member Greco stated that since these two things are not done yet, he suggested they table those items and 
request that the city do a more specific traffic study regarding the three roads coming from west to east, 
because the traffic study that was done relates more to the traffic impacts on the number of houses coming 
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in and out, and may not address some things. Looking at the report, it does not necessarily address the 
Dunbarton Pines exit, along with the apartment complex, Center Street and now the new development. A 
clarification on those issues would be a good idea.  
 
Chair Pehrson stated that he too wants the traffic study to understand why there is not a better alignment 
with Center Street. He thinks the hill presents a problem trying to turn in and out, and he does not want to 
create a bigger problem if they can avoid it. He asked Director McBeth to comment on the concern about 
the noticing, and what the policy is to those in and out of the general area.  
 
Director McBeth stated that the state law requires public notice, typically noticing properties within 300’ of 
the perimeter property line. The time frame is to send those notices out five business days prior to the public 
hearing. A notice is also placed in the Novi News and there is a spot on the city website that speaks of public 
hearing notices, as well as the Planning Commission agenda. The agenda is also posted in the lobby of the 
Civic Center.   
 
Chair Pehrson stated that he would support the postponement at this time to get more pieces of information 
relative to the trees, the traffic and the wetlands, to make certain those items are finalized prior to granting 
approval.  
 
Attorney Dovre stated that he had a question for the developer regarding the trees. He asked about his 
willingness to place them on the perimeter and if he is willing to do it within conservation easements. 
 
The developer stated that he is not ready to answer that question at this time. He prefers to plant the trees 
without the restriction on the homeowners.  
 
Attorney Dovre advised the Commission that he has seen it done in absence of conservation easements by a 
homeowner that feels they do not have enough room in their backyard to do what they want, and will 
remove trees that were required at the time of approval. Without a conservation easement, the municipality 
has little if any enforcement mechanism. That would be a key if it were to be explored; to have that in place, 
then it could explain the city’s policy. A homeowner might read their Master Deed and there might be a 
conservation easement there and the association may have the ability to enforce it. At the end of the day, if 
the homeowner wants a swimming pool or a playground installed, there may not be enough room, so there 
may be some logistical problems with that solution.  
 
Chair Pehrson asked with this being a condo association, anything relative to low phosphate fertilizers, would 
it be in the association paperwork as well. 
 
Director McBeth confirmed that it could be in their documents. 
 
Attorney Dovre stated that if they motion to postpone, there is no harm in asking for a report from staff on the 
city’s policy regarding the location or replacement trees. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN, WETLAND PERMIT, WOODLAND PERMIT AND STORMWATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN TO POSTPONE MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH 
 

In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-7621, motion to postpone the Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland 
Permit, Woodland Permit and Stormwater Management Plan because the city and the developer are 
coming in with more final plans or at least decisions regarding the wetland determinations, the wetland 
permit and the woodland permit. A report is being requested by the staff regarding the location or 
placement of replacement trees. The city is also to use its consultants to do a study of the traffic on Nine 
Mile Road to the west of the proposed entranceway, taking into consideration the streets going into and out 
of the subdivisions, and the driveway to the apartment complex.  Motion carried 4-0. 

 
Director McBeth stated that prior to the next hearing for this case they would like to send out another public 
notice so those interested will be informed. Residents can also contact the Community Development 
Department to find out the status of the plans if they choose to do so.  
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Petitioner 
Mirage Development, LLC 
 
Review Type 
Revised Preliminary Site Plan  
 
Property Characteristics 
• Site Location:  Section 27 ; North of Nine Mile Road and west of Novi Road 
• Site Zoning:  R-3 One-Family Residential 
• Adjoining Zoning:  North-Novi Township; Other sides: R-3 One-Family Residential 
• Site Use(s):   Single family residence 
• Adjoining Uses: Single family residential 
• Site Size:   26.94 
• Building Size:  Not applicable 
• Plan Date:   02-19-16 
 
Project Summary  
The applicant is proposing to construct a 32-unit conventional site condominium with associated 
site improvements. The changes to the site plan include the elimination of Lot 29 and deletion of 
the stream relocation. The applicant has also provided a Traffic Study as requested. 
 
This site plan was seen by the Planning Commission on January 13, 2016 where the following 
action was taken:  

In the matter of Montebello Estates, JSP 15-76, motion to postpone the approval of the 
Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland Permit, Woodland Permit and Stormwater Management Plan 
to allow the applicant time to consider further modifications to the Site Plan per additional 
information requested in the staff and consultant review letters, for a traffic study that 
addresses the proposed access road location and its alignment with and proximity to 
existing roads that intersect Nine Mile Road, and for a report from Staff on the City’s policy 
regarding where woodland replacement trees may and may not be located. Motion 
carried 4-0. 

 
Recommendation 
Approval of the Revised Preliminary Site Plan is recommended. The plan conforms to the 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, with additional details required at the time of Final Site 
Plan submittal. Planning Commission approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland Permit, and 
Woodland Permit is required.  
 
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 charts for information pertaining to 
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ordinance requirements. Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as part of the 
final site plan submittal.  

 
1. Flood Plain (Subdivision Ordinance 4.03.A): There is an existing 100 year floodplain on the 

subject property. Some of the lots are encroaching into the floodplain. Applicant is 
responsible for contacting the necessary agencies and obtaining the necessary permits 
for modifying the floodplain limits. Please provide a written response to this point for the 
Planning Commission. 

 
Other Reviews 

1. Engineering Review: Approval is not recommended at this time. 
2. Landscape Review: Approval is recommended with minor issues to be addressed in the 

Final Site Plans and several landscaping waivers will be required. 
3. Wetland Review: Approval is recommended with items addressed prior to approval of the 

Final Site Plan. A City of Novi Minor Use Wetland Permit, Authorization to encroach on the 
25-foot natural features setback, and MDEQ wetland use permit are required for this site 
plan. 

4. Woodland Review: Approval is recommended with items addressed prior to approval of 
the Final Site Plan. A City of Novi Woodland Permit is required. 

5. Traffic Review: Approval is recommended.  
6. Facade Review: Façade review is not required for this project. 
7. Fire Review: Pending review, letter to be sent at a later date. 

 
Response Letter 
This Site Plan is scheduled to go before the Planning Commission on March 23, 2016. Please 
provide the following no later than March 18, 2016 at 9:00 am if you wish to keep the schedule.  

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

2. A PDF version of all the Site Plan drawings that were dated 2-19-2016 (less than 10 MB). NO 
CHANGES MADE.  

3. A color rendering of the Site Plan, if any. 
 
Site Addressing 
The applicant should contact the Building Division for an address prior to applying for a building 
permit. Building permit applications cannot be processed without a correct address. The address 
application can be found on the Internet at www.cityofnovi.org under the forms page of the 
Community Development Department.  
 
Please contact Jeannie Niland [248.347.0438] in the Community Development Department with 
any specific questions regarding addressing of sites. 
 
Pre-Construction Meeting 
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 and prior to the start of any work on the site. 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   

http://www.cityofnovi.org/
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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. 
 
Signage 
Exterior Signage is not regulated by the Planning Division or Planning Commission. Please contact 
Jeannie Niland (248.347.0438) for information regarding sign permits. 
 
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 kmellem@cityofnovi.org. 
 
 
 

___________________________________________________ 
Kirsten Mellem – Planner 

mailto:kmellem@cityofnovi.org


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

Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Zoning and Use Requirements 

Master Plan 
(adopted August 25, 
2010) 

Single Family, with master 
planned 1.65 maximum 
dwelling units per acre. 

32-unit single family 
residential development 

Yes Planning Commission 
approval of the site 
plan is required 

Zoning 
(Effective December 
25, 2013) 

R-3: One-Family 
Residential   

R-3: One-Family Residential   Yes  

Uses Permitted  
(Sec.3.1.1) 

Single Family Dwellings Single Family Dwellings  Yes  

Height, bulk, density and area limitations (Sec. 3.1.4) 

Maximum Dwelling 
Unit Density 

2.7 DUA 1.23 DUA (32 Units) Yes  
 

Minimum Lot Area 
(Sec 3.1.4) 

12,000 sq. ft. 12,029 sq. ft. minimum 
24,420 sq. ft. maximum 

Yes  

Minimum Lot Width 
(Sec 3.1.4) 

90 ft.  90 ft. minimum 
135.67 ft. maximum  

Yes  

Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.4) 

Front  30 ft.  30 ft.  Yes  

Side  10 ft. one side 
30 ft. total two sides 

10 ft. one side 
30 ft. total two sides 

Yes 

Rear  35 ft.  35 ft.  Yes 

 

PLANNING REVIEW CHART: R-3_One Family Residential 
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Review Type: Revised Preliminary Site Plan 
Project Name: JSP15-76 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Maximum % of Lot 
Area Covered 
(By All Buildings)  
(Sec 3.1.4) 

25% Information is not provided 
at this point 

 Details reviewed at 
plot plan phase 

Minimum Floor Area 
(Sec 3.1.4) 

1,000 sq. ft. Information is not provided 
at this point 

No Details reviewed at 
plot plan phase 

Building Height  
(Sec 3.1.4) 

35 ft. or 2.5 stories 
whichever is less 

No elevations provided at 
this time 

NA Building height 
reviewed at plot plan 
phase. Please 
mention the tentative 
height on the plans.  

Frontage on a Public 
Street. 
(Sec. 5.12)  

No lot or parcel of land 
shall be used for any 
purpose permitted by this 
Ordinance unless said lot 
or parcel shall front 
directly upon a public 
street, unless otherwise 
provided for in this 
Ordinance. 

All units front on a proposed 
public road within the 
proposed condominium, 
with access to Nine Mile 
Road 

Yes  
 

Note to District Standards (Sec 3.6) 

Area Requirements 
(Sec 3.6A & Sec. 2.2) 

- Lot width shall be 
measured between 
two lines where a front 
setback line intersects 
with side setback lines.  

- Distance between side 
lot lines cannot be less 
than 90% between the 
front setback line and 
the main building.  

Information is not provided 
at this point 

Yes  

Additional Setbacks  
(Sec 3.6B) 

NA Single family development 
and no off-street parking 

NA  

Exterior Side yard 
abutting Streets 
(Sec 3.6C) 

NA Side yards abutting 
residential districts 

NA  

Wetland/Water-
course Setback 
(Sec 3.6M) 

25 ft. from boundary of a 
wetland and 25 ft. from 
the ordinary highwater 
mark of a watercourse. 

25ft. wetland buffer 
indicated. Buffer to 
watercourses such as 
streams are not indicated 

Yes Refer to Wetlands 
Review for additional 
comments 

Subdivision Ordinance 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Blocks 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.01) 

- Maximum length for all 
blocks shall not exceed 
1,400 ft. 

- Widths of blocks shall 
be determined by the 
conditions of the 
layout. 

Proposed open spaces and 
existing natural features 
break down continuous lots.   

Yes  

Lots: Sizes and Shapes (Subdivision Ordinance: Sec. 4.02A) 

Lot Depth Abutting a 
Secondary 
Thoroughfare 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.02.A5) 

Lots abutting a major or 
secondary thoroughfare 
must have a depth of at 
least 140’ 

None of the lots are 
abutting major or 
secondary thoroughfare 
 

Yes  

Depth to Width Ratio 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.02.A6) 

Single Family lots shall not 
exceed a 3:1 depth to 
width ratio 

Lots appear to be in 
conformance.  
 

Yes  

Arrangement 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.02.B) 

- Every lot shall front or 
abut on a street. 

- Side lot lines shall be at 
right angles or radial to 
the street lines, or as 
nearly as possible 
thereto. 

- All lots front on proposed 
streets 

- Al lots conform to shape 
requirement  

Yes  

Streets  
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.04) 

Extend streets to 
boundary to provide 
access intervals not to 
exceed 1,300 ft. unless 
one of the following 
exists: 
- practical difficulties 

because of 
topographic conditions 
or natural features 

- Would create 
undesirable traffic 
patterns 

Layout appears to be in 
conformance 

  

Topographic Conditions  (Subdivision Ordinance Sec 4.03) 

A. Flood plain 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance 4.03) 

Compliance with 
applicable state laws 
and City Code: 
Areas in a floodplain 
cannot be platted. 

There is an existing 100 year 
floodplain on the subject 
property. Some of the lots 
are encroaching into the 
floodplain. 

No Applicant is 
responsible for 
obtaining the 
necessary permits for 
modifying the 
floodplain limits. 
Please provide 
comments. 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

B. Trees and 
Landscaping 

Compliance with 
Chapter 37 and Article 5 
of City Zoning Code 

Landscape Plan is provided Yes  

C. Natural Features To be preserved 
Lots cannot extend into a 
wetland or watercourse 

The site has considerable 
wetlands. 

No See Wetland Review 
letter for details 

D. Man-made 
Features 

To be built according to 
City standards 

None Proposed NA  

E. Open Space 
Areas 

Any Open Space Area 
shall meet the 
following: 

- Require performance 
guarantee 

- Shall  be brought to a 
suitable grade 

- Compliance with 
zoning ordinance 

- Except for wooded 
areas, all ground area 
should be top dressed 
with a minimum of 25% 
of red fescue and a 
maximum of 20% 
perennial rye.  

 
 
The open space that is 
provided will need to meet 
these standards. 
 
The proposed site plan 
includes some areas 
dedicated for residents use 

Yes  

F. Non-Access 
Greenbelt 
Easements 

- Along rear or side 
property lines for 
reverse frontage lots.  

- Shall be 15 ft. wide 
along all reverse 
frontage lots 

- 20 ft. wide where 
power lines exist 

No reverse frontage lots NA  

G. Zoning Boundary 
Screening 

A non-residential 
development abutting a 
residential development 
would need screening 

Subject property is not 
abutting any non-residential 
development  

NA  

Sidewalks Requirements 

Non-Motorized Plan A 5 ft. wide sidewalk is 
required along Nine Mile 
Road 

A sidewalk waiver is 
proposed for the “River 
Walk Trail” Easement 

No See Engineering 
Review letter for 
details. 

Sidewalks 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 
4.05) 

Sidewalks are required on 
both sides of proposed 
drives 

Sidewalks are proposed on 
either side of the proposed 
Private drive 

Yes  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

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

A 5 ft. wide sidewalk is 
required along Nine Mile 
Road 

A sidewalk waiver is 
proposed for the “River 
Walk Trail” Easement 

No See Engineering 
review letter for 
details 

Other Requirements 

Development and 
Street Names 

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

An application has been 
submitted 

Yes  

Property Split or 
Combination 

Property combination or 
split shall be reviewed 
and approved by the 
Community 
Development 
Department.  

No Parcel combination or 
split is proposed at this time  

No  

Development/ 
Business Sign 

Signage if proposed 
requires a permit. 

Entryway signage proposed Yes/ 
No 

For sign permit 
information contact 
Jeannie Niland 
248-347-0438. 

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

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

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

modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals. 
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Review Type 
Revised Preliminary Site Plan Landscape Review 
 
Property Characteristics 
• Site Location:   44000 9 Mile Road  
• Site Acreage:  26.94 acres 
• Site Zoning:   R-3 
• Adjacent Zoning: R-3, Novi Twp R-4 
• Plan Date:    2/19/2016 
 
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 Preliminary Site Plan submittal.  Underlined items should be addressed in the Final Site 
Plans. Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This 
review is a summary and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance.  
 
Recommendation 
The plan is recommended for approval.  There are some minor issues that need to be addressed 
in Final Site Plans and several landscaping waivers that will be required. 
 
General comment 
There are a number of landscaping waivers sought for this project, all of which are supported by 
staff.  A table has been added to the landscape plan summarizing the waivers sought. 
  
Ordinance Considerations 
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17) 

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

A note indicates that there are no overhead utilities and all other utility lines and structures 
are provided. 

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

1. The entire site is a regulated woodland.  
2. A tree survey has been provided, and all trees to be removed and saved are indicated 

on Sheets L-4, L-5 and L-6. 
3. Calculations for woodland tree replacements are provided on Sheet L-6.  Those 

calculations are referred to on Sheet L-1 where it is indicated that a donation to the tree 
fund will be made for trees that won’t be planted on the site.  

4. Tree fencing will need to be provided on the removals and grading plans per the tree 
protection fence detail on Sheet L-6. 
 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

March 11, 2016 
Revised Preliminary Site Plan - Landscaping 

Montebello Estates 
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Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way – Berm (Wall) & Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii) 
1. The ordinance calls for a total of 39 canopy trees and 69 sub-canopy trees along 9 Mile 

Road and 8 canopy trees and 14 subcanopy trees along Cottisford Road.  Due to 
existing natural vegetation and terrain, the applicant is requesting waivers for both of 
those frontages.   
a. 9 Mile Road:  1139’ of the 1379’ of frontage has natural hills with dense regulated 

woodland that is being preserved.  The existing terrain and vegetation serve the 
function of the required screening and staff supports the waiver request to not 
provide 32 canopy or large evergreen trees and 57 sub-canopy trees or the required 
berm along the 9 Mile Road greenbelt.  The required numbers of canopy and 
subcanopy trees for the remaining 240’ of frontage (7 canopy and 12 sub-canopy 
trees) are provided.  A decorative wall with landscaping is provided in lieu of the 
required berm for the frontage west of the entry.  This waiver request is also supported 
by staff.  The waivers for the berm and wall need to be added to the waiver table. 

b. Cottisford Road:  The rear of lots 16 and 17 (double-frontage lots), and the small park 
between them, front on Cottisford, which is a Novi Township Road in that area.  As 
Cottisford is not a major road, it was concluded by city legal counsel that a 
greenbelt/easement was not required, but the greenbelt planting requirement is still 
in effect.  That frontage is densely vegetated with 9 existing canopy trees that meet 
the requirement for canopy/evergreen trees and a number of subcanopy 
trees/shrubs that provide dense screening. 3 additional replacement canopy trees 
are proposed in the park.  In order to preserve the existing vegetation, the applicant 
is requesting a waiver for the berm and the required 14 subcanopy trees.  This waiver 
is supported by staff.  The waiver for the berm along Cottisford needs to be added to 
the waiver table. 

2. The existing and proposed screening vegetation along Cottisford will need to be 
maintained in a dense condition by the future landowners of units 16 and 17, and by the 
homeowners’ association for the park.  This should be included in the development by-
laws and the areas to be maintained should be called out on the Landscape Plan. 

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

1. 39 deciduous canopy trees are required along 9 Mile Road based on the frontage.  78 
existing trees are within and adjacent to the right-of-way in the preserved part of the 
frontage.  A waiver is sought for street trees in this area to protect the existing vegetation 
and is supported by staff.   

2. 7 canopy trees are required for the remaining 240’ of frontage that is being disturbed.  In 
the last review we recommended that a waiver for 4 of these trees be requested to 
provide the required clear vision zone.  The plan was revised to include 3 street trees west 
of the 9 Mile Road entrance.  A waiver is sought for the four trees not planted due to the 
clear vision zone and is supported by staff.  This waiver needs to be added to the waiver 
table. 

3. As the Cottisford Road right-of-way is a Novi Township right-of-way and under their 
jurisdiction, the applicant was advised to work with the Township to provide whatever 
street trees might be required along that section of road.  There are no City of Novi 
required street trees along this stretch of frontage.  If the township does not require any 
trees, please add a note to the plan stating that. 

4. Internal street trees meet the requirements for the lot frontages.  There are an additional 
9 trees planted along the street which are credited as woodland replacement trees.  This 
is acceptable. 

5. The street island and cul-de-sac island landscaping has been revised to provide a mix of 
trees planted, as requested. 

 
Plant List (LDM 2.h. and t.) 

1. Plant list is provided with correct unit costs but costs of sod, seed and mulch need to be 
added. 
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2. If possible, please increase the diversity of the non-replacement trees planted per the 
Landscape Design Manual Section 1.d.(1)(d).  Maples constitute 44% of the total trees 
planted and the ordinance calls for a maximum of 20% for a genus.  While the conditions 
of the site may not allow the 20% goal to be met, please reduce the maple percentage 
of non-replacement trees proposed.  

 
Planting Notations and Details  (LDM) 

1. All required planting details are provided. 
2. Landscape notes have been revised as requested. 

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

1. The proposed storm basin shrubs meet the requirements of the ordinance. 
2. Please add the seed mix proposed for the basin bottom and slopes. 

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

Irrigation plan for landscaped areas is required for Final Site Plan. 
 

Proposed topography. 2’ contour minimum (LDM 2.e.(1))  
Please provide proposed topography in Final Site Plans. 

 
Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 

A note regarding snow deposits have been added to the plans. 
 

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))  
Tree ids for existing trees to be saved have been included on Sheet L-1 as requested. 

 
Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 

The corner vision zone at 9 Mile Road is shown.  A waiver is sought for four required street 
trees as there is insufficient room for them due to the width of the road and clear vision zone. 
Staff supports this waiver.  As mentioned above, please add this waiver to the waiver table. 

 
 

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 rmeader@cityofnovi.org. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

_____________________________________________________ 
Rick Meader – Landscape Architect 
 
 
 
 

mailto:rmeader@cityofnovi.org


 

    TO:   MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

    FROM:  RICK MEADER, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 

    SUBJECT:     WOODLAND REPLACEMENT TREES ON PRIVATE LOTS 

    DATE:           MARCH 18, 2016 

     
 

 

 
 

The Planning Commission recently considered a request for a new residential 
development, Montebello, and asked staff to elaborate on the requirements for 
woodland replacement plantings on private lots within that site.  As in the past, some 
applicants have indicated the desire to plant woodland replacement trees on 
individual private lots in a subdivision, sometimes as many as ten woodland 
replacement trees per lot.  At the meeting, staff indicated that this practice is 
discouraged for a number of reasons based on ordinance standards and for practical 
matters in terms of the on-going health of the trees.  This memo provides additional 
rationale for the reasons why woodland replacement trees are typically planted in 
common areas, or other areas outside of individual lots, in order to insure the ongoing 
health and preservation of woodland replacement trees.   
 
Per Section 37-8 (d), (f) and (g), the Woodland Protection Ordinance, woodland 
replacement trees are to be replaced in the following order: 
 

1. “The location of replacement trees shall be subject to the approval of the 
planning commission and shall be such as to provide the optimum 
enhancement, preservation and protection of woodland areas.  Where 
woodland densities permit, tree replacements (or relocations) shall be within the 
same woodland areas as the removed trees.” (Section (d)) 

2. “Where tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, 
the relocation or replacement plantings may be placed elsewhere on the 
project property.” (Section (f)) 

3. “Relocation or replacement plantings may be considered on private property 
provided that the owner grants a permanent conservation easement and the 
location is approved by the planning commission.” (Section (g)) 

4. “Where tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, 
or on the project property, the permit grantee shall pay into the city tree fund 
monies for tree replacement in a per tree amount…” (Section (g)) 

MEMORANDUM 
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Further, in section (h), the ordinance provides the following with regard to easement 
requirements for replacement plantings: 
 

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. 

 
While #2 and #3 seems to allow the placement of trees anywhere on the property, the 
first sentence of priority #1 sets up conditions for those locations.  It states that the 
replacement tree location(s) must provide for conditions that will preserve and protect 
the replacement trees such that they will enhance and protect the woodlands.  
Placement on individual lots does not provide this protection for these reasons: 
 

1. Individual homeowners, understandably, want to landscape their lots to their 
individual aesthetic.  While the ordinance requires that the replacement trees be 
particular species, they may be placed anywhere on the lot.  They may or may 
not be (and usually aren’t) configured to create a woodland setting or be 
planted anywhere near the remnants of the original woodland to help with its 
enhancement or protection. 

2. Homeowners often want to add elements to their yard after they have settled 
into their home.  This may be a deck, a pool, a play area, or just more open 
space than their yard provides.  In many cases, this involves removing trees, 
young or old.  While a woodland use permit is required for projects that involve 
construction, trees less than 8” do not have to be replaced.  Unless accurate 
records of replacement tree locations are available on the lot, it would be easy 
for a planted replacement tree to be missed in the review so that replacement 
would be lost.  It would also be quite easy for the resident to remove a smaller 
tree with no detection of the removal.  Any easement on a lot would also limit 
the homeowner’s ability to add amenities as described. 

3. Locating replacement trees on private lots provides significant difficulty in 
monitoring the health and continued existence of replacement trees, and gets 
complicated with regard to the City’s inspection and financial guarantee return 
procedures.  City staff may not be allowed to enter a lot without permission of 
the owner.  Many trees are placed in back yards where they are not visible from 
the road.  While a homeowner may be willing to provide access to allow the City 
Staff to inspect the trees upon planting in order for the homeowner to get most 
of their financial guarantees back, on-going inspections must be done at the 
good will of the owner.  If trees have been removed for whatever reason, or 
died, City staff may not be able to get that access for the required inspection 2 
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years after planting.  As only 25% of the material cost is held by the City for the 
two year guarantee period, it may not be a cost that the homeowner is 
concerned about getting back if they have removed replacement trees that 
they would have to replace if they were found to be missing or dead.  Any on-
going observations of those trees to see whether they are actually growing to a 
size where they provide “woodland” conditions, would be quite difficult, if not 
impossible.  Even if the homeowners are completely cooperative, the logistics of 
obtaining the required permissions to enter a property for inspections can add a 
significant amount of time to complete a list of inspections. 

4. Homeowners are often not aware of the Woodland Replacement Chart from the 
Woodlands Protection ordinance, often because the developer does not 
provide that list to new homeowners.  As a result, they may landscape their 
property with many trees that are attractive, but which are not allowed to be 
used for replacement credits.  This results in understandably upset homeowners 
who have to plant more trees than they had planned, in order to get the 
required credits.  (Most homeowners want to see the required trees on their 
property, not make a contribution to the tree fund, especially after they’ve 
invested in landscaping already).   If trees were not planted on private lots, this 
problem would be completely avoided as species are evaluated for correctness 
in the site plan review process, and on the site inspection of the overall site 
required for the Certificate of Occupancy. 

5. Locating replacement trees on private lots makes the creation of conservation 
easements to protect the trees and “created woodlands” on a long-term basis 
very difficult, even though they are required by section 37-8 (h).  Even if 
easements on the lots could be provided, the same enforcement issues raised 
above would apply.  Good practice would also require any 
conservation/preservation easement to be physically demarcated with signs, 
boulders, split rail fence, etc. by the developer.  Homeowners typically do not 
want such signs or barriers installed on their lot. 

 
We hope this information is helpful to the Planning Commission in approving woodland 
permits and in making determinations regarding acceptable locations for woodland 
replacement trees. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:  Barb McBeth 
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March 10, 2016 
ECT No. 150897‐0300 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
Deputy Director of Community Development 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:   Montebello Estates (JSP15‐0076) 

Wetland Review of the Revised Preliminary Site Plan (PSP16‐0016) 
   
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 
the proposed Montebello Estates project prepared by Seiber, Keast Engineering, L.L.C. dated February 
19,  2016  (Plan).    The  Plan  was  reviewed  for  conformance  with  the  City  of  Novi  Wetland  and 
Watercourse  Protection  Ordinance  and  the  natural  features  setback  provisions  in  the  Zoning 
Ordinance.    ECT  visited  this  site  for  the  purpose  of  a wetland  boundary  verification  on  Tuesday, 
December 22, 2015.  
 
ECT  currently  recommends  approval  of  the  Revised  Preliminary  Site  Plan  for Wetlands.      ECT 
recommends that the Applicant address the items noted in the Wetland and Watercourse Comments 
section of this letter prior to approval of the Final Site Plan. 
 
The proposed development is located north of W. Nine Mile Road and west of Novi Road in Section 
27.    The Plan  appears  to propose  the  construction of  thirty‐two  (32)  single‐family  residential  site 
condominiums, associated  roads and utilities, and a storm water detention basin.   The previously‐
reviewed  site plan  submittal proposed  the construction of  thirty‐three  (33) homes, however  in an 
effort to minimize the amount of environmental impacts including direct impact to an existing stream 
(i.e., Miller Creek), the applicant has removed one lot from the plan (deleted the previously‐proposed 
Lot 29).  The proposed project site contains several areas of City‐regulated, as well as MDEQ‐Regulated 
wetlands  and  watercourses.    The  development  site  contains  sections  of  both  Miller  Creek  and 
Thornton Creek (each tributary to the Middle Branch of the Rouge River), see Figures 1 and 2.  Miller 
Creek enters the site from the north and flows south and east to its confluence with Thornton Creek 
in the southern/central section of the site.  Thornton Creek flows from west to east from the southwest 
section of the site to the southeast section of the site.  There are two (2) existing driveway crossings 
of Miller Creek and one (1) crossing of Thornton Creek on the site.   While direct  impacts to on‐site 
wetlands are relatively minor, the Plan continues to include a moderate amount of encroachment into 
the 25‐foot watercourse setback associated with Miller Creek.   
 
Onsite Wetland Evaluation 
The Wetland Plan (Sheet 4) indicates the areas of existing on‐site wetlands.  As noted, these wetland 
areas were delineated by King & MacGregor Environmental,  Inc.   The wetlands were delineated by 
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King & MacGregor Environmental,  Inc.  (KME).   The wetlands are all palustrine/emergent wetlands 
located adjacent to both Miller Creek and Thornton Creek.  
 
All of  these wetlands  are of moderate  to high  quality.   Relatively minor  impacts  to wetlands  are 
proposed as part of the site design (only one of the seven on‐site wetlands will be impacted; Wetland 
G).  In addition to this wetland impact, the Plan proposes the enclosure of a section of Miller Creek in 
the northwest section of the site.  ECT has verified that the wetland boundaries appear to be accurately 
depicted on the Plan.   
  
What follows is a summary of the wetland and watercourse impacts associated with the proposed site 
design.  
 
Wetland and Watercourse Impact Review 
Currently, the Plan indicates impacts to one (1) of the seven (7) on‐site wetlands (i.e., Wetland G, see 
Figure 2).  The Plan proposes to fill Wetland G (0.01‐acre), located in the northern section of the site, 
for the purpose of constructing a section of Montebello Court as well as Lot 28.  The current Plan also 
proposes to enclose approximately 95 lineal feet of Miller Creek via a proposed 85 lineal foot culvert 
for the purpose of constructing a road crossing (i.e., Montebello Court) of Miller Creek.  It should be 
noted  that  the currently‐proposed enclosure  is an  improvement over  the  last plan  submittal.   The 
previous plan proposed the relocation of approximately 230 lineal feet of Miller Creek via a proposed 
85 lineal foot culvert for the purpose of constructing a section of Montebello Court as well as Lot 29.  
The old plan involved the abandonment/filling of a greater length of Miller Creek, apparently in order 
to include an additional buildable lot (i.e., previously‐proposed Lot 29).  
 
The following table summarizes the existing wetlands and the proposed wetland impacts as listed on 
the Wetland Plan (Sheet 4): 
 
          Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts 

Wetland 
Area 

Wetland 
Area 
(acres) 

City Regulated? 
MDEQ 

Regulated? 
Impact 

Area (acre) 

Estimated 
Impact 
Volume 

(cubic yards) 

A  0.14 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 

B  0.008 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 

C  0.01 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 

D  0.02 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 

E  0.006 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 
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F  0.004 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes 

None 
Indicated 

None 
Indicated 

G  0.01 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Yes  0.01  48 

TOTAL  0.198  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.01  48 

 
In addition to this proposed wetland impact (i.e., filling Wetland G), the Plan proposes disturbance to 
0.51‐acre of the 5.26 acres of total on‐site wetland/watercourse buffer area (approximately 10% of 
the  total wetland/watercourse  buffer  area.    The wetland  buffer  impacts  are  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing Montebello Court (Wetland G) and a proposed (pedestrian) access to Nine Mile Road in 
the southeast section of the site (Wetland D).  The proposed Miller Creek watercourse buffer impacts 
are  for  the purpose of  constructing  the Montebello Court/Miller Creek  crossing,  construction of a 
proposed foot bridge, and for development of several of the buildable lots (i.e., Lots 9, 26, 27, 28 and 
29).  The proposed Thornton Creek watercourse buffer impacts are for the purpose of constructing the 
entry drive  to Nine Mile Road as well as  the proposed pedestrian access  to Nine Mile Road  in  the 
southeast section of the site.     
 
The  following  table  summarizes  the  existing  wetland/watercourse  setbacks  and  the  proposed 
wetland/watercourse setback impacts as listed on the Plan:             
 

Table 2. Proposed 25‐Foot Wetland/Watercourse Buffer Impacts 

Wetland/Watercourse 
Buffer Area 

Wetland/Watercourse 
Buffer Area (acres) 

Impact 
Area (acre) 

A  0.31 
None 

Indicated 

B  0.07 
None 

Indicated 

C  0.12 
None 

Indicated 

D  0.13  0.01 

E  0.08 
None 

Indicated 

F  0.08 
None 

Indicated 

G  0.12  0.12 

Thornton Creek  1.95  0.05 

Miller Creek  2.40  0.35 

TOTAL  5.26  0.51 

 
It should be noted that the proposed impacts to wetlands and wetland/watercourse buffers remains 
unchanged from the Preliminary Site Plan.   
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In addition to the proposed wetland and watercourse impacts, the Plan appears to propose impacts to 
regulated  floodplain.   This  includes approximately 1,737  square yards of  floodplain  fill  (~287 cubic 
yards) in the southwest corner of the property for the proposed entrance from Nine Mile Road (this 
information is detailed on the Floodplain Plan, Sheet 5).  Although not quantified on the Plan, there 
also  appears  to  be  proposed  floodplain  excavation  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  proposed 
stormwater detention basin “A”  in  the  southern/central portion of  the  site.   While  the applicant’s 
engineer (Seiber Keast Engineering, L.L.C.) has noted that it does not appear that the on‐site floodplain 
areas are regulated by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) as the upstream 
tributary areas to Miller Creek and Thornton Creek may be less than two (2) square miles in area, it is 
the applicant’s responsibility to determine if these impacts will need to be authorized by the MDEQ.  
As with wetland impacts, all area (square feet) and volume (cubic yards) impacts to floodplain shall be 
indicated on the Plan.  In addition, the applicant should indicate all proposed areas of floodplain fill, 
floodplain excavation and net floodplain impact (i.e., net cut or fill). 
 
Permits & Regulatory Status 
All of the wetland on the project site appears to be considered essential and regulated by the City of 
Novi and any impacts to wetlands or wetland buffers would require approval and authorization from 
the City of Novi.  All of the wetland areas appear to meet one or more of the essentiality criteria set 
forth  in  the City’s Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance  (i.e., storm water storage/flood 
control, wildlife habitat, etc.).  This information has been noted in the Proposed Wetland Impacts table, 
above.   
 
All associated wetland also appears to be regulated by the MDEQ as it appears to be within 500 feet 
of a watercourse/regulated drain (either Miller Creek or Thornton Creek).  It should however, be noted 
that  final  determination of  regulatory  status  should be made  by  the MDEQ.    It  is  the Applicant’s 
responsibility to contact MDEQ  in order to determine the regulatory status of the on‐site wetlands 
(and  floodplains).    ECT  requests  that  the  applicant  provide  a  copy  of  the MDEQ wetland  permit 
application for this project to the City and to ECT for our files and a copy of the MDEQ wetland use 
permit once it has been issued.  A City Wetland and Watercourse Permit cannot be issued until this 
information has been provided.    
    
The  project  as  proposed will  require  a  City  of Novi Minor Use Wetland  Permit,  Authorization  to 
Encroach the 25‐Foot Natural Features Setback (this authorization is required for the proposed impacts 
to regulated wetland/watercourse setbacks) and a MDEQ wetland use permit.   
    
Wetland and Watercourse Comments 
The following are repeat comments from our Wetland Review of the Preliminary Site Plan letter dated 
January 4, 2016.  The current status of each comment is listed below in bold italics:   
 
1. ECT  encourages  the  applicant  to  minimize  impacts  to  on‐site  wetlands,  watercourses  and 

associated  setbacks  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable.    It  should  be  noted  that  although  the 
impacts  to  regulated wetlands appears  to be  relatively  small,  the applicant could minimize, or 
avoid, impacts to regulated watercourses (i.e., Miller Creek) by utilizing the existing creek crossings 
to  the greatest extent practicable.   ECT  recommends  that  the applicant consider alternate site 
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layouts that minimize or avoid the need for the relocation/enclosure of Miller Creek.  It appears as 
if the current location of Lot 29 could be altered in order to minimize or avoid impacts to the Creek.  

 
This comment has been partially addressed.  The applicant has removed previously‐proposed Lot 
29 from the Plan.  While this revision to the Plan has not decreased direct impacts to wetland 
areas,  the direct  impacts  to Miller Creek have been  reduced.   The  current Plan proposes  the 
enclosure of approximately 95 lineal feet of Miller Creek and the rerouting of this section of creek 
within an approximately 85‐foot  long culvert.    It should be noted that the currently‐proposed 
enclosure is an improvement over the last plan submittal.  The Preliminary Site Plan proposed 
the  relocation of approximately 230  lineal  feet of Miller Creek via a proposed 85  lineal  foot 
culvert  for  the purpose of constructing a section of Montebello Court as well as Lot 29.   The 
applicant should provide details of the proposed culvert in future site plan submittals. 
   
As  long  linear ecosystems, rivers and streams are particularly vulnerable to fragmentation. A 
number of human activities can disrupt the continuity of river and stream ecosystems.  There is 
growing concern about the role of road crossings, and especially culverts,  in altering habitats 
and  disrupting  river  and  stream  continuity.    It  is  generally  believed  that  culverts  are more 
detrimental to creeks and streams than are bridges.  Consequently, wildlife regulatory agency 
biologists routinely recommend  installation of a bridge  instead of a culvert.   Culvert crossings 
tend to provide very little or no habitat within the culvert.  Some habitat can be provided if the 
culvert  is  sufficiently embedded  such  that  the  substrate  in  the  culvert  resembles  the natural 
streambed.  Open‐bottom  or  arch  culverts  and  bridge  crossings  often  maintain  natural 
streambeds,  although  some  habitat  may  be  lost  to  footings,  piers,  and  abutments.    ECT 
recommends that the applicant provide additional culvert details with the next plan submittal 
and consider an alternative to the currently‐proposed culvert enclosure.  A proposed bridge or 
open‐bottom,  arch,  or  otherwise  embedded  culvert  crossing  at Miller  Creek would  help  in 
preserving the continuity of Miller Creek. 
 

2. The applicant shall provide information for any proposed seed mixes that will be used to restore 
the  floodplain areas and/or any areas of  temporary wetland and wetland buffer  impacts.   ECT 
would like to ensure that the proposed plant/seed material contains native plants as opposed to 
invasive or threatened plant types. 

 
This  comment has not been addressed.    The applicant’s  engineer  (Seiber Keast  Engineering, 
L.L.C.) has noted in a Preliminary Site Plan Review response letter dated February 18, 2016 that 
the seed mixes will be provided by the landscape architect (Allen Design).  This information has 
not  yet  been  provided  on  the  Plan.    This  information  should  be  included  on  the  next  plan 
submittal. 

 
3. The  Applicant  is  encouraged  to  provide  wetland  conservation  easements  for  any  areas  of 

remaining wetland or 25‐foot wetland buffer.  
 
This  comment has not been addressed.    The applicant’s  engineer  (Seiber Keast  Engineering, 
L.L.C.) has noted in a Preliminary Site Plan Review response letter dated February 18, 2016 that 
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the applicant will  review  the dedication of  conservation easements  related  to wetlands and 
wetland buffers.   All proposed preservation/conservation easements shall be indicated on the 
next plan submittal. 
 

4. It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the 
MDEQ for any proposed wetland (or floodplain) impact.  Final determination as to the regulatory 
status of each of the on‐site wetlands shall be made by MDEQ.   The Applicant should provide a 
copy of the MDEQ Wetland Use Permit application or letter of no jurisdiction to the City (and our 
office) for review and a copy of the approved permit upon issuance.  
 
This comment still applies.  The applicant’s engineer (Seiber Keast Engineering, L.L.C.) has noted 
in a Preliminary Site Plan Review response letter dated February 18, 2016 that the applicant will 
secure an MDEQ permit for work related to the Miller Creek road crossing and culvert installation 
for Thornton Creek.  In addition, the response letter states that it does not appear that the on‐
site  floodplain  areas  are  regulated  by  the Michigan  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(MDEQ) as the upstream tributary areas to Miller Creek and Thornton Creek may be less than 
two (2) square miles in area.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to determine if these impacts will 
need to be authorized by the MDEQ.  A City Wetland and Watercourse Permit cannot be issued 
until this information has been provided. 

 
ECT recommends that the applicant also consider the following comment: 
 
5. As  noted  in  Table  2  above,  the  Plan  proposes  disturbance  to  0.35  acres  of  the Miller  Creek 

watercourse  setback.    These  impacts  are  associated with  the  construction  of  the Montebello 
Court/Miller  Creek  crossing,  construction  of  a  proposed  foot  bridge,  and  for  development  of 
several of the buildable lots (i.e., Lots 9, 26, 27, 28 and 29).  With regard to the preservation of 25‐
foot wetland/watercourse buffers,  the applicant  should work  in order  to preserve  the existing 
wetland buffers to the greatest extent practicable.  The preservation of the 25‐foot buffer areas is 
important to the overall health of the existing creeks and wetlands as the existing buffers serve to 
filter pollutants and nutrients from storm water before entering the wetlands, as well as provide 
additional wildlife habitat.  ECT recommends that should the orientation of Lots 9, 26, 27, 28 and 
29 remain unchanged, the applicant provide assurance that the 25‐foot watercourse setback on 
these lots will be maintained either through a conservation easement or deed restriction, etc.  Any 
proposed conservation easement areas should be demarcated on‐site through the use of proposed 
easement signage and potentially other means such as boulders or decorative fencing along the 
setback boundaries. 
   

Recommendation 
ECT  currently  recommends  approval  of  the  Revised  Preliminary  Site  Plan  for  Wetlands.      ECT 
recommends  that  the Applicant  address  the  items  noted  above  in  the Wetland  and Watercourse 
Comments section of this letter prior to approval of the Final Site Plan. 
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If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Peter Hill, P.E.                                            Matthew Carmer 
Senior Associate Engineer                                Senior Scientist 
                                                Professional Wetland Scientist #1746 
 
cc:   Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner 
  Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
  Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect 
  Kirsten Mellem, City of Novi Planner 
 
Attachments: Figures 1 & 2 and Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate property boundary shown in 
red).  Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue. 
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Figure 2. Previous  iteration of Site Development Plan, provided by Seiber, Keast Engineering, L.L.C.  
Delineated wetland areas are indicated in green and (approximate) watercourse centerlines are shown 
in blue.  
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Site Photos 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

    Photo 1.  Looking south at existing driveway crossing of Miller Creek. 
    ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
    Photo 2.  Looking south at area of Miller Creek that is to be relocated/enclosed 
    in culvert.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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    Photo 3.  Looking southeast at Wetland B and Wetland A in the southeast 
    section of the site.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Photo 4.  Looking southwest from existing bridge crossing of Thornton Creek 
    in the southeast section of the site.  Wetland D is located adjacent the Creek 
    in this area.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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    Photo 5.  Looking south from area near existing bridge crossing of Thornton Creek 
    in the southeast section of the site.  Wetland D is located adjacent the Creek 
    in this area.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Photo 6.  Looking west at Thornton Creek in the southwest section of the site. 
    ECT December 22, 2015. 
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March 10, 2016 
ECT No. 150897-0400 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
Deputy Director of Community Development 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:  Montebello Estates (JSP15-0897) 

Woodland Review of the Revised Preliminary Site Plan (PSP16-0016) 
  

Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for the 
proposed Montebello Estates project prepared by Seiber, Keast Engineering, L.L.C. dated February 19, 2016 
(Plan).  The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.  
The purpose of the Woodlands Protection Ordinance is to: 
 

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

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

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

 
ECT visited this site for the purpose of a woodland evaluation on Tuesday, December 22, 2015.  
 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for Woodlands.   ECT 
recommends that the Applicant address the items noted in the Woodland Comments section of this letter 
prior to approval of the Final Site Plan. 
 
The proposed development is located north of W. Nine Mile Road and west of Nine Mile Road, Section 27.  The 
Plan appears to propose the construction of thirty-two (32) single-family residential site condominiums, associated 
roads and utilities, and a storm water detention basin.  The previously-reviewed site plan submittal proposed the 
construction of thirty-three (33) homes, however in order to minimize the amount of impact to existing stream (i.e., 
Miller Creek), the applicant has deleted the previously-proposed Lot 29.  The entire proposed project site is located 
within an area indicated as City-Regulated Woodland on the City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map 
(see Figure 1).  In addition, the development site contains sections of both Miller Creek and Thornton Creek (each 
tributary to the Middle Branch of the Rouge River) as well as City- and MDEQ-regulated wetlands.  
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A Woodland Plan (Sheet L-4) and Tree List (Sheets L-5 and L-6) have been provided with the Plan.  The existing 
site woodland information (tree sizes, species and conditions) has been provided by the Applicant.  In addition, 
proposed impacts to on-site regulated woodlands have been described/quantified.  Sheet L-6 (Tree List) includes 
a Woodland Summary that summarizes the proposed tree removals and required Woodland Replacement Tree 
quantities. 
 
Onsite Woodland Evaluation 
ECT has reviewed the City of Novi Official Woodlands Map and completed an onsite woodland evaluation on 
Tuesday, December 22, 2015.  As noted above, the entire proposed project site is located within an area indicated 
as City-Regulated Woodland on the City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map (see Figure 1).  The 
proposed site development will involve a significant amount of impact to regulated woodlands and will include a 
significant number of tree removals.  
 
The on-site trees have been identified in the field with metal tags attached with aluminum nails allowing ECT to 
compare the tree diameters reported on the Tree List to the existing tree diameters in the field.  ECT found that the 
Woodland Plan and the Woodland Tree List appear to accurately depict the location, species composition and the 
size of the existing trees.  ECT took a sample of diameter-at-breast-height (d.b.h.) measurements and found that 
the data provided on the Plan was consistent with the field measurements.   
  
On-site woodland within the project area consists of American elm (Ulmus americana), sugar maple (Acer 
saccharum), silver maple (acer saccharinum), red maple (Acer rubrum), Norway maple (Acer platanoides), black 
cherry (Prunus serotina), black walnut (Juglans nigra), red oak (Quercus rubra), white pine (Pinus strobus), Norway 
spruce (Picea abies), Austrian pine (Pinus nigra), common apple (Malus spp.), black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), 
boxelder (Acer negundo), and sever other species.      
 
Based on the Tree List information as well as our site assessment, the maximum size tree diameter on the site is 
48-inch d.b.h. (red oak; Tree No. 4288).  In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree species, the project site is 
of good quality.  The majority of the woodland areas consist of relatively-mature growth trees of good health.  This 
wooded area provides a relatively high level environmental benefit and in terms of a scenic asset, windblock, noise 
buffer or other environmental asset, the woodland areas proposed for impact are considered to be of good quality.    
 
After our woodland evaluation and review of the Tree List, there are eighty (80) trees on the Tree List that meet the 
minimum caliper size for designation as a specimen tree.  Since the previous plan submittal, the applicant’s 
landscape consultant (Allen Design) has tallied a total of 157 regulated, untagged trees located on the south side 
of the site, north of Nine Mile Road.  In addition, it is noted that there are 19 additional specimen trees located within 
this “un-surveyed” area that is to remain undisturbed.    
 
Several of these potential specimen trees include: 
 

 Tree # 919, 29” sugar maple (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); save 
 Tree # 920, 29” sugar maple (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); save 
 Tree # 4038, 40” black cherry (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
 Tree # 4060, 46” black cherry (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
 Tree # 4288, 48” red oak (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
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 Tree # 4331, 44” American beech (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); save 
 Tree # 4452, 30” sugar maple (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
 Tree # 4526, 40” American elm (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
 Tree # 4530, 28” red oak (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); remove 
 Tree # 4563, 30” black walnut (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); save 
 Tree # 4602, 32” red oak (24” is minimum caliper size for specimen trees of this species); save 

 
Of the ninety-nine (99) total potential specimen trees, thirty-two (32) are proposed for removal (i.e., 32% removal 
of the potential Specimen Trees).  The Applicant should be aware of the City’s Specimen Tree Designation as 
outlined in Section 37-6.5 of the Woodland Ordinance.  This section states that:  
 

“A person may nominate a tree within the city for designation as a historic or specimen tree based upon 
documented historical or cultural associations. Such a nomination shall be made upon that form provided 
by the community development department. A person may nominate a tree within the city as a specimen 
tree based upon its size and good health. Any species may be nominated as a specimen tree for 
consideration by the planning commission. Typical tree species by caliper size that are eligible for 
nomination as specimen trees must meet the minimum size qualifications as shown below: 

 
Specimen Trees Minimum Caliper Size 

Common Name Species DBH 
Arborvitae Thuja occidentalis 16” 

Ash Fraxinus spp. 24” 
American basswood Tilia Americana 24” 

American beech Fagus grandifolia 24” 
American elm Ulmus americana 24” 

Birch Betula spp. 18” 
Black alder Alnus glutinosa 12” 
Black tupelo Nyssa sylvatica 12” 
Black walnut Juglans nigra 24” 
White walnut Juglans cinerea 20” 

Buckeye Aesculus spp. 18” 
Cedar, red Juniperus spp. 14” 
Crabapple Malus spp. 12” 
Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 18” 

Eastern hemlock Tsuga Canadensis 14” 
Flowering dogwood Cornus florida 10” 

Ginkgo Ginkgo biloba 24” 
Hickory Carya spp. 24” 

Kentucky coffee tree Gymnocladus dioicus 24” 
Larch/tamarack Larix laricina (eastern) 14” 

Locust Gleditsia triacanthos/Robinia 
pseudoacacia 

24” 

Sycamore Platanus spp. 24” 
Maple Acer spp. (except negundo) 24” 
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Oak  Quercus spp. 24” 
Pine Pinus spp. 24” 

Sassafras Sassafras albidum 16” 
Spruce  Picea spp. 24” 

Tulip tree Liriodendron tulipifera 24” 
Wild cherry Prunus spp. 24” 

 
Any tree designated by the planning commission as an historical or specimen tree shall be so depicted on 
an historic and specimen tree map to be maintained by the community development department. The 
removal of any designated specimen or historic tree will require prior approval by the planning commission. 
Replacement of the removed tree on an inch for inch basis may be required as part of the approval”. 

 
Proposed Woodland Impacts and Replacements 
As shown, there appear to be substantial impacts proposed to regulated woodlands associated with the site 
construction.  It appears as if the proposed work (proposed buildings and roads) will cover a significant portion of 
the site that does not contain sections of Miller Creek and Thornton Creek and will involve a considerable number 
of tree removals.  It should be noted that the City of Novi replacement requirements pertain to regulated trees with 
d.b.h. greater than or equal to 8 inches and located within areas of City-mapped Regulated Woodlands. 
A Woodland Summary Table has been included on the Tree List (Sheet L-6).  The Applicant has noted the following: 
 

 Total Regulated (Surveyed) Trees: 970 
 Untagged Regulated Trees: 157 
 Total Regulated Trees: 1,127 
 Regulated Trees Removed:   571 (51% Removal of Regulated Trees) 
 Regulated Trees Preserved: 556 (49% Preservation of Regulated Trees) 

 
 Stems to be Removed 8” to 11”: 219 x 1 replacement (Requiring 219 Replacements) 
 Stems to be Removed 11” to 20”:     270 x 2 replacements (Requiring 540 Replacements) 
 Stems to be Removed 20” to 30”:     50 x 3 replacements (Requiring 150 Replacements) 
 Stems to be Removed 30”+:             10 x 4 replacements (Requiring 40 Replacements) 
 Multi-Stemmed Trees:                       (Requires 78 Replacements)  

 
 Total Replacement Trees Required:      1,027 
 

It should be noted that the current Plan appears to include the removal of eleven (11) more trees than that shown 
on the Preliminary Site Plan (571 as opposed to 560 on the previous plan), resulting in sixteen (16) additional 
Woodland Replacement Trees required (1,027 as opposed to 1,011). 

 
It should be noted that the current Plan does not appear to indicate proposed grades for the site.  As such, it is 
difficult to determine if all of the tree removals currently indicated on the Plan are necessary.  All subsequent site 
plans should include proposed site grading.    

 
The landscape plans (Sheet L-1) appears to show a total of 153 Woodland Replacement Trees (this is only 
approximately 14% of the total Woodland Replacement Trees that are required).  This is ten (10) more Woodland 
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Replacement credits than the previous plan submittal.  All of the proposed Woodland Replacement trees appear to 
be two and one-half (2 ½) inch caliper deciduous trees and shall count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio.  With a total 
of 153 on-site Woodland Replacement Trees to be provided by the applicant, the remainder of the required 
Woodland Replacement Tree credits (874) are proposed to be paid to the City of Novi Tree Fund.   
 
The previously-submitted site plan contained two (2) species of proposed Woodland Replacement trees that were 
not acceptable as they were not species that are native to Michigan.  The applicant has replaced the unacceptable 
species with acceptable replacement species including basswood (Tilia americana) and bald cypress (Taxodium 
distichum).  
  
City of Novi Woodland Review Standards and Woodland Permit Requirements 
Based on Section 37-29 (Application Review Standards) of the City of Novi Woodland Ordinance, the following 
standards shall govern the grant or denial of an application for a use permit required by this article: 
 

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

 
In addition, 

“The removal or relocation of trees shall be limited to those instances when necessary for the location of 
a structure or site improvements and when no feasible and prudent alternative location for the structure or 
improvements can be had without causing undue hardship”. 

 
There are a significant number of replacement trees required for the construction of the proposed development.  
The proposed Montebello Estates development consists of thirty-two (32) single-family residential site 
condominiums, associated roads and utilities, and a storm water detention basin.  
 
The proposed development site is essentially surrounded by existing single family residential use.  Impacts to a 
portion of the site woodlands are deemed unavoidable if this property is to be developed for residential use 
containing this many proposed lots.  While the overall ecological values of the existing woodlands cannot be 
immediately replaced through the planting of woodland replacement trees, the applicant has provided an plan to 
meet the requirements of the Woodland Ordinance through on-site Woodland Replacement Credits and/or a 
payment to the City of Novi Tree Fund.  Proposed woodland impacts will require a Woodland Permit from the City 
of Novi that allows for the removal of trees eight (8)-inch diameter-at-breast-height (d.b.h.) or greater.  Such trees 
shall be relocated or replaced by the permit grantee.   
 
Woodland Comments 
The following are repeat comments from our Woodland Review of the Preliminary Site Plan letter dated January 4, 
2016.  The current status of each comment is listed below in bold italics:   
 

1. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site Woodlands to the greatest extent 
practicable; especially those trees that may meet the minimum size qualifications to be considered a 
Specimen Tree (as described above).  Approximately 58% of regulated on-site trees are proposed to be 
removed.  Currently, approximately 42% of the potential Specimen Trees are proposed for removal.  The 
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applicant should demonstrate why additional trees cannot be preserved through the implementation of 
alternative site layouts that would reduce the overall impacts to woodlands.  The applicant is also 
encouraged to minimize impacts to on-site trees that may meet the minimum size qualifications to be 
considered a Specimen Tree (as described above). 

 
This comment still applies.  The current Plan proposes the removal of 51% of regulated on-site 
trees.  Currently, approximately 32% of the potential Specimen Trees are proposed for removal.  
This is an improvement from the impacts proposed on the Preliminary Site Plan.  The applicant 
should continue to access whether additional on-site trees can be preserved and if additional 
Woodland Replacement trees can be provided on-site.    
 

2. It should be noted that the design plan does not appear to indicate proposed grades for the site.  As 
such, it is difficult to determine if all of the tree removals currently indicated on the Plan are necessary.  
All subsequent site plans should include proposed site grading. 

 
This comment has not been addressed.    
 

3. The landscape plans (Sheet L-1) appears to show a total of 143 total Woodland Replacement Trees (two 
and one-half (2 ½) inches caliper) and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio.  The Plan currently notes that 
868 credits will be paid to the City of Novi Tree Fund.  It should be noted that the applicant should provide 
Woodland Replacement Tree species consistent with the Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (attached).  
The Chancellor linden and the Frontier elm being proposed on the Landscape Plan are not acceptable 
Woodland Replacement trees.  Please review the Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (attached) and 
revise the Plan as necessary.   

 
This comment has been addressed.  While the Plan now includes 153 total Woodland Replacement 
Trees, all of the tree species currently proposed are acceptable and meet the City’s requirements 
for Woodland Replacement trees.  As noted above in Comment #1, the applicant should continue 
to look for opportunities to preserve additional on-site trees and provide additional Woodland 
Replacement trees on the proposed development site; preferably in common open space/green 
space as opposed to on individual lots.   

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

woodland.  These areas should be indicated on the Plan. 
 
This comment still applies.  ECT recommends that the applicant provide assurance that areas of 
remaining woodland be maintained either through a conservation easement or deed restriction, 
etc.  Any proposed conservation easement areas should be demarcated on-site through the use 
of proposed easement signage and potentially other means such as boulders or decorative fencing 
along the setback boundaries. 
 

5. The Applicant is encouraged to provide woodland conservation easements for any areas containing 
woodland replacement trees.  These areas should be indicated on the Plan. 
 
This comment still applies.  As noted in Comment #4 above, ECT recommends that the applicant 
provide assurance that areas containing Woodland Replacement trees be maintained either 
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through a conservation easement or deed restriction, etc.  Any proposed conservation easement 
areas should be demarcated on-site through the use of proposed easement signage and 
potentially other means such as boulders or decorative fencing along the setback boundaries. 
  

6. 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.  Currently, the required Woodland Replacement Financial Guarantee 
would be $85,800 (143 trees x $400/tree x 1.5). 

 
Based on a successful inspection of the installed on-site Woodland Replacement trees, seventy-five 
percent (75%) of the original Woodland Financial Guarantee shall be returned to the Applicant.  Twenty-
five percent (25%) of the original Woodland Replacement financial guarantee will be kept for a period of 
2-years after the successful inspection of the tree replacement installation as a Woodland Maintenance 
and Guarantee Bond. 
 
This comment still applies.  Because the number of on-site Woodland Replacement trees being 
provided has been revised (this quantity is now 153, increased from 143 on the previous plan 
submittal), the current Woodland Replacement Financial Guarantee would be $91,800 (153 trees x 
$400/tree x 1.5). 
 

7. The Applicant will be required to pay the City of Novi Tree Fund at a value of $400/credit for any Woodland 
Replacement tree credits that cannot be placed on-site.  Currently, the applicant intends to pay 868 credits 
to the Tree Fund.  The required payment will be $347,200 (868 credits x $400/tree).  

 
This comment still applies.  Because the number of tree credits required to be paid to the City of 
Novi Tree Fund has been revised (this quantity is now 874, increased from 868 on the previous 
plan submittal), the current Woodland Replacement Financial Guarantee would be $349,600 (874 
trees x $400/tree). 

 
8. Replacement material should not be located 1) within 10’ of built structures or the edges of utility 

easements and 2) over underground structures/utilities or within their associated easements.  In addition, 
replacement tree spacing should follow the Plant Material Spacing Relationship Chart for Landscape 
Purposes found in the City of Novi Landscape Design Manual.  

 
This comment still applies.  All Woodland Replacement trees should be itemized and graphically 
shown on the landscape plans.  

 
Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for Woodlands.   ECT recommends that 
the Applicant address the items noted in the Woodland Comments section of this letter prior to approval of the Final 
Site Plan. 

 
 
 
 

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
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Sincerely, 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Peter Hill, P.E.                                                    Matthew Carmer 
Senior Associate Engineer                                  Senior Scientist 
                                           Professional Wetland Scientist #1746  
 
 
cc:  Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner 
 Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
 Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect 
 Kirsten Mellem, City of Novi Planner 
 
 
Attachments: Figure 1, Site Photos, Woodland Tree Replacement Chart 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland GIS Coverage Map (approximate property boundary shown 
in red).  Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue). 
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Site Photos 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  Photo 1.  Tree #4897, 21-inch American elm.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed stream enclosure of Miller Creek.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Photo 2.  Tree #4897, 21-inch American elm.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed stream enclosure of Miller Creek.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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  Photo 3.  Tree #4395, 11-inch sugar maple.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed development.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Photo 4.  Tree #4395, 11-inch sugar maple.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed development.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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  Photo 5.  Tree #4172, 12-, 19-, 24-inch sugar maple.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed development.  This tree requires a total of seven (7) Woodland 
  Replacement credits.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Photo 6.  Tree #4172, 12-, 19-, 24-inch sugar maple.  Tree to be removed as part 
  of the proposed development.  This tree requires a total of seven (7) Woodland 
  Replacement credits.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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 Photo 7.  Tree #4563, 30--inch black walnut.  Tree to be saved as part 
 of the proposed development.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Photo 8.  Tree #4563, 30--inch black walnut.  Tree to be saved as part 
 of the proposed development.  ECT, December 22, 2015. 
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TRAFFIC REVIEW 
 
 



\ 

 

AECOM 

27777 Franklin Road 

Suite 2000 

Southfield, MI 48034 

www.aecom.com 

248 204 5900 tel 

248 204 5901 fax 

Memorandum 

  

 

 

The revised preliminary 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, Mirage Development, LLC, is proposing a residential development located on 
the north side of Nine Mile Road, west of Novi Road.  

2. Nine Mile Road is within the City of Novi’s jurisdiction. 
3. The site is currently under R-3 zoning. The proposed site has a density of 1.23 lots per acre 

which is below the maximum dwelling unit density allowed for R-3 zoning. 

 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

 

1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual, 8th Edition, as follows: 

 

ITE Code:  

Development-specific Quantity:  

Zoning Change:  

 

Trip Generation Summary 

 City of 

Novi 

Threshold 

Estimated Trips 

(Permitted 

under existing 

zoning) 

Estimated Trips 

(Permitted 

under 

proposed 

zoning) 

Proposed 

Development 

Analysis 

AM Peak-

Hour,  

Peak-

Direction 

Trips 

100 59 N/A 33  

To  Barbara McBeth, AICP  Page 1 

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

Subject JSP 15-0076 – Montebello Estates – Revised Preliminary – Traffic Review  

    

From Matt Klawon, PE  

Date March 9, 2016  



 

 

PM Peak-

Hour,  

Peak-

Direction 

Trips 

100 77 N/A 38  

Daily (One-

Directional) 

Trips 

750 756 N/A 369  

 

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: 

 

Traffic 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 Montebello Court entrance meets the City's entrance requirements. 

2. There are no warranted modifications to the external roadway such as turn lanes or tapers. 

3. Adequate sight distance is provided at the Montebello Court entrance. 

4. Driveway spacing meets the requirements provided in the City's Code of Ordinances. 

5. The number of access points provided is within City of Novi standards. 

 

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS 

 

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

 

1. General traffic flow 

a. Trucks and emergency vehicles can maneuver throughout the site. 

b. Cul-de-sacs are designed to the standards required by the City of Novi.  

c. No parking signs will be placed on both sides of the eyebrows.  

2. Road widths and turning radii are within City of Novi requirements 

3. Sidewalk Requirements 

a. Sidewalks throughout the site are 5 feet wide, which is the minimum required width 

by the City of Novi.  

b. Consider placing ADA ramps at the sidewalk crossing at the Montebello Court 

entrance. 

c. The applicant plans on requesting a variance related to the relocation of the Nine 

Mile Rd sidewalk. 

d. There are adequate sidewalk connections and stubs. 

4. All on-site signing and pavement markings are in compliance with the Michigan Manual on 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices.  



 

 

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

further clarification. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

AECOM 

 

 
Sterling J. Frazier, E.I.T. 

Reviewer, Traffic/ITS Engineer 

 

 

 

 

 

Matthew G. Klawon, PE 

Manager, Traffic Engineering and ITS Engineering Services 



TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REVIEW



 

AECOM 

27777 Franklin Road 

Suite 2000 

Southfield, MI 48034 

www.aecom.com 

248.204.5900 tel 

248.204.5901 fax 

March 9, 2016 

 

Barbara McBeth, AICP 

Deputy Director of Community Development 

City of Novi 

45175 W. 10 Mile Road 

Novi, MI 48375 

 

 

SUBJECT: Montebello Traffic Impact Statement Review  

  PSP15-0076 

 

Dear Ms. McBeth, 

 

The traffic impact study (TIS) was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends 

approval for the applicant to move forward with the condition that the comments provided below are 

adequately addressed to the satisfaction of the City. 

 

General TIS Comments: 

 

1. The site is expected to generate 369 daily trips with 59 trips during the AM peak hour and 77 
trips during the PM peak hour. 

2. Study intersections include: 
a. Nine Mile Road and Center Street 
b. Nine Mile Road and Plaisance Boulevard 
c. Nine Mile Road and N. Hills Drive 
d. Nine Mile Road and Montebello Court (proposed) 

3. All study intersections meet the required 340 feet of sight distance in both directions 
4. Existing, background, and future conditions indicate that all study intersections will operate at 

a LOS C or better during both peak periods.  
5. A right turn deceleration lane nor a left-turn passing lane are required at Nine Mile Road and 

Montebello Court.  
a. Left turn queuing has adequate storage areas based on 95th percentile queue lengths.  

 

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

further clarification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Sincerely, 

 

AECOM 

 

 
Sterling J. Frazier, E.I.T. 

Reviewer, Traffic/ITS Engineer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Matthew G. Klawon, PE 

Manager, Traffic Engineering and ITS 

Engineering Services

 



TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY  
From Applicant 

 













































































































FIRE REVIEW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

March 3, 2016 

 

 

TO: Barbara McBeth- Deputy Director of Community Development 
       Kirsten Mellem- Plan Review 
 
RE: Montebello Estates  
 
PSP#16-0016 
 
 
Project Description A 33 unit single family home development 
located on the North side of Nine Mile at the current address of 
44000 Nine Mile. 
 
Comments:  

1) The proposed secondary emergency access does not meet 
fire department requirements. Corrected 12/14/15 

2) Provide water data for the remote hydrant on the proposed 
water main for the project. Corrected 3/3/16  

 
Recommendation: 
 

Recommended for approval. 
  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Joseph Shelton- Fire Marshal 
City of Novi – Fire Dept.  
 
cc: file 
 

CITY COUNCIL 
 
Mayor 
Bob Gatt 
 
Mayor Pro Tem 
Dave Staudt 
 
Gwen Markham 
 
Andrew Mutch 
 
Wayne Wrobel 
 
Laura Marie Casey 
 
Brian Burke 
 
 
City Manager 
Pete Auger 
 
Director of Public Safety 
Chief of Police 
David E. Molloy 
 
Director of EMS/Fire Operations 
Jeffery R. Johnson 
 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Erick Zinser 
 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Jerrod S. Hart 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Novi Public Safety Administration 
45125 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
248.348.7100 
248.347.0590 fax 
 
cityofnovi.org 

 



APPLICANT RESPONSE LETTER 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 18, 2016 
 
Ms. Kirsten Mellem, Planner 
City of Novi Community Development 
45175 West 10 Mile 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
RE: Montebello Estates – JSP 15-76 
 
Dear Ms. Mellem: 
 
Below are our responses to staff reviews of plans dated February 19, 2016. 
 
Landscape Review 

 Tree protection fencing will be shown on the grading plans. 
 Tree species will be adjusted to reduce the number of maples. 

 
Woodland Review 

 Additional on-site replacement trees are shown.  We will work with staff to 
identify potential additional tree preservation.  

 Proposed grades will be shown on the plan when available. 
 A note has been added stating replacement trees will be no closer than 10’ to 

utilities.  The trees are itemized and graphically shown. 
 
Wetland Review 

 Floodplain and wetland buffer seed mixes will be shown on the landscape plan 
for the next submittal. 

 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this response, please contact me at 
your convenience. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
James C. Allen 
Allen Design L.L.C. 
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