








City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
Overview of a stormwater outflow at the southwest edge of the site 

 

 
Tree 9593 DBH just under 20inches 
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City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
Overview of a tree tag on-site that is half covered by tree growth 

 

 
DBH of Tree 9596 just over 15 inches 
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City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
Tree 9772 with a DBH just over 11 inches 

 

 
A potential unmarked wetland at the southern edge of the site in a concave swale with Populus deltoides saplings, Phalaris 

arundinacea dominant herbaceous cover, and standing water. 
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City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
A potential unmarked wetland at the southern edge of the site in a concave swale with Populus deltoides saplings, Phalaris 

arundinacea dominant herbaceous cover, and standing water. 
 

 
Overview of Wetland A with no flagging 

 

Page 15



City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
Overview of Wetland B with no flagging 

 

 
Wetland B may have expanded over the past 4-5 years. The southwest boundary is dominated by a mix of Phalaris arundinacea 

and Apocynum cannabinum. 
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City of Novi Camelot Parc  

 
Overview of Wetland C with no flagging. 
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Attachment B 
City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards 
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City of Novi Mitigation Performance Standards 

August 2024 

 

a. Construction has been completed in accordance with the City of Novi’s approved plans and 
specifications included in the permit and mitigation plan (and associated approved site plan). 

b. The mitigation wetland is characterized by the presence of water at a frequency and duration sufficient 
to support a predominance of wetland vegetation and the wetland types specified at the end of the 
monitoring period. The monitoring period will follow the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers definition of the 
growing season as stated in the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual:  

i. “The portion of the year when soil temperatures at 19.7 inches (50 cm) below the soil surface are 
higher than biological zero (5°C [41°F]). For ease of determination, this period can be 
approximated by the number of frost-free days.” 

ii. “Estimating starting and ending dates for the growing season are based on 28°F (-2.2°C) air 
temperature thresholds at a frequency of five years in 10.” 

c. A layer of high-quality topsoil, from the A horizon of an organic or loamy surface texture soil, is placed 
(or exists) over the entire wetland mitigation area at a minimum thickness of six inches. 

d. The mitigation wetland shall be free of oil, grease, debris, and all other contaminants. 

e. A minimum of six wildlife habitat structures, consisting of at least three types, have been placed per 
acre of mitigation wetland. At least 50 percent of each structure shall extend above the normal water 
level. The types of acceptable wildlife habitat structures are: 

i. Tree stumps laid horizontally within the wetland area. Acceptable stumps shall be a minimum of 
six feet long (log and root ball combined) and 12 inches in diameter. 

ii. Logs laid horizontally within the wetland area. Acceptable logs shall be a minimum of 10 feet long 
and six inches in diameter. 

iii. Whole trees laid horizontally within the wetland area. Acceptable whole trees shall have all of their 
fine structure left intact (i.e., not trimmed down to major branches for installation), be a minimum 
of 20 feet long (tree and root ball), and a minimum of 12 inches in diameter. 

iv. Snags which include whole trees left standing that are dead or dying, or live trees that will be 
flooded and die, or whole trees installed upright into the wetland. A variety of tree species should 
be used for the creation of snag habitat. Acceptable snags shall be a minimum of 20 feet tall 
(above the ground surface) and a minimum of 12 inches in diameter at breast height. Snags should 
be grouped together to provide mutual functional support as nesting, feeding, and perching sites. 

v. Sand mounds at least 18 inches in depth and placed so that they are surrounded by a minimum 
of 30 feet of water measuring at least 18 inches in depth. The sand mound shall have at least a 
200 square foot area that is 18 inches above the projected high-water level and oriented to receive 
maximum sunlight. 

f. The mean percent cover of native wetland species in the herbaceous layer at the end of the monitoring 
period is not less than: 

i. 60 percent for emergent wetland. 

ii. 80 percent for scrub-shrub wetland.  
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iii. 80 percent for forested wetland. 

g. Extensive areas of open water and submergent vegetation areas having no emergent and/or rooted 
floating vegetation shall not exceed 20 percent of the mitigation wetland area. Extensive areas of bare 
soil shall not exceed five percent of the mitigation wetland area. For the purposes of these 
performance standards, extensive refers to areas greater than 0.01 acre (436 square feet) in size. 

h. The total percent cover of wetland species in each plot shall be averaged for plots taken in the same 
wetland type to obtain a mean percent cover value for each wetland type. For the purposes of this 
standard, total percent cover is the percent cover of the ground surface covered by vegetation, bare 
soil, and open water, when viewed from above. Total percent cover cannot exceed 100 percent. Plots 
within identified extensive open water and submergent areas, bare soil areas, and areas without a 
predominance of wetland vegetation shall not be included in this average. Wetland species refers to 
species listed as facultative and wetter (FAC, FACW, OBL) on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's 2020 
Regional Plant List (version 3.5) for the Midwest Region. 

i. The mitigation wetland supports a predominance of wetland (hydrophytic) vegetation (as defined in 
the 2010 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers “Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Midwest Region [Version 2.0]”) in each vegetative layer, represented by a 
minimum number of native wetland species, at the end of the monitoring period. The minimum number 
of native wetland species per wetland type shall not be less than: 

i. 15 species within the emergent wetland.  

ii. 15 species within the scrub-shrub wetland.  

iii. 15 species within the forested wetland. 

The total number of native wetland plant species shall be determined by a sum of all species identified 
in sample plots of the same wetland type. 

j. At the end of the monitoring period, the mitigation wetland supports a minimum of: 

i. 300 individual surviving, established, and free-to-grow trees per acre in the forested wetland that 
are classified as native wetland species and consisting of at least three different species. 

ii. 300 individual surviving, established, and free-to-grow shrubs per acre in the scrub-shrub wetland 
that are classified as native wetland species and consisting of at least four different species. 

iii. Optional: Eight native wetland species of grasses, sedges, or rushes per acre in the wet meadow 
wetland. 

k. Physiognomic classification of trees and shrubs shall be in accordance with the most updated resource 
from the following list: 

i. The Michigan Floristic Quality Assessment  

ii. Michigan Flora (also referred to as the University of Michigan Herbarium) 

iii. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's Regional Plant List for the Midwest Region. 

l. The mean percent cover of invasive species including, but not limited to, Phragmites australis 
(Common Reed), Lythrum salicaria (Purple Loosestrife), and Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary 
Grass) shall in combination be limited to no more than 10 percent within each wetland type. Invasive 
species shall not dominate the vegetation in any extensive area of the mitigation wetland. A more 
exhaustive list of invasive species that are known to be in Michigan can be found on the State of 
Michigan’s Invasive Species plant list (https://www.michigan.gov/invasives/id-report/plants)  
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If the mean percent cover of invasive species is more than 10 percent within any wetland type or if 
there are extensive areas of the mitigation wetland in which an invasive species is one of the dominant 
plant species, the permittee shall submit an evaluation of the problem to the City of Novi and/or the. If 
the permittee determines that it is infeasible to reduce the cover of invasive species to meet the above 
performance standard, the permittee must submit an assessment of the problem, a control plan, and 
the projected percent cover that can be achieved for review by the City of Novi. Based on this 
information, the City of Novi may approve an alternative invasive species standard. Any alternative 
invasive species standard must be approved in writing by the City of Novi. 

If the mitigation wetland does not satisfactorily meet these standards by the end of the monitoring 
period, or is not satisfactorily progressing during the monitoring period, the permittee will be required 
to take corrective 

Consultant review of Monitoring Reports will be split into the following sections: 

1. Vegetation
2. Invasive Species
3. Hydrology
4. Wildlife Observations
5. Topsoil
6. Pollutants
7. Signage
8. Wetland Recommendations (as applicable)

a. Financial Guarantee Release
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To:
Barbara McBeth, AICP
City of Novi
45175 10 Mile Road
Novi, Michigan 48375

CC:
Lindsay Bell, Humna Anjum, Diana Shanahan, Dan
Commer, Milad Alesmail, Stacey Choi

AECOM
39575 Lewis Dr, Ste. 400
Novi
MI, 48377
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP25-02 – Camelot Parc Townhomes PSLR
Concept Plan Traffic Review

From:
AECOM

Date:
March 4, 2025

 

Memo
Subject: JSP25-02 – Camelot Parc Townhomes PSLR Concept Plan Traffic Review

The PSLR concept site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM offers the following comments for the 

applicant to consider as they move forward with site plan development.

GENERAL COMMENTS
1. The applicant, Avalon Park Development, LLC, is proposing a 24-unit residential development featuring two-story 

townhomes.

2. The development is located east of Wixom Road and north of Stonebrook Drive. Wixom Road is under the jurisdiction 

of the City of Novi and Stonebrook Drive is a private street. 

3. The site is zoned R-1 (One Family Residential) with an existing PSLR overlay.

4. The following traffic related deviations will be required if plans are not revised:

a. Lack of offset between the back-of-curb and the sidewalk, where there are no parking spaces. 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS
1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, as follows.

ITE Code: 215 – Single-Family Attached Housing

Development-specific Quantity: 24 Dwelling Units

Zoning Change: N/A

Trip Generation Summary Estimated Trips Estimated Peak-
Direction Trips

City of Novi 
Threshold

Above 
Threshold?

AM Peak-Hour Trips 7 5 100 No

PM Peak-Hour Trips 10 6 100 No

Daily (One-Directional) Trips 132 N/A 750 No

2. The City of Novi generally requires a traffic impact study/statement if the number of trips generated by the proposed 

development exceeds the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 100 trips per either the AM or PM peak 

hour, or if the project meets other specified criteria. 
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Trip Impact Study Recommendation

Type of Study: Justification

None
The applicant submitted a Trip Generation Analysis memo that also concluded

that no further traffic studies are required.

TRAFFIC REVIEW
The following table identifies the aspects of the plan that were reviewed. Items marked O are listed in the City’s
Code of Ordinances. Items marked with ZO are listed in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Items marked with ADA are
listed in the Americans with Disabilities Act. Items marked with MMUTCD are listed in the Michigan Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

The values in the ‘Compliance’ column read as ‘met’ for plan provision meeting the standard it refers to, ‘not met’
stands for provision not meeting the standard and ‘inconclusive’ indicates applicant to provide data or information
for review and ‘NA’ stands for not applicable for subject Project. The ‘remarks’ column covers any comments
reviewer has and/or ‘requested/required variance’ and ‘potential variance’. A potential variance indicates a
variance that will be required if modifications are not made or further information provided to show compliance
with the standards and ordinances. The applicant should put effort into complying with the standards; the variances 
should be the last resort after all avenues for complying have been exhausted. Indication of a potential variance
does not imply support unless explicitly stated.

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
1 Driveway Radii | O Figure IX.3 25’ Met Within required range.

2 Driveway Width | O Figure IX.3 28’ Met No parking allowed on
Avalon Drive and Camelot
Drive.

3 Driveway Taper | O Figure IX.11 - N/A

3a Taper length

3b Tangent

4 Emergency Access | O 11-194.a.19 A second

emergency

access road

with gate

located along

Wixom Road

Met

5 Driveway sight distance | O Figure VIII-E 260’ Met

6 Driveway spacing - N/A Proposed driveway not on a
major arterial.

6a Same-side | O 11.216.d.1.d

6b Opposite side | O 11.216.d.1.e

7 External coordination (Road agency) - N/A

8 External Sidewalk | Master Plan & EDM Existing

sidewalk

along Wixom

Road and

Stonebrook

Drive

N/A
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EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
9 Sidewalk Ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28-K Indicated at

entrance

Met Update R-28-J detail
included to the latest R-28-K
version.

10 Any Other Comments:

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
11 Loading zone | ZO 5.4 - N/A

12 Trash receptacle | ZO 5.4.4 Trash
collection to
be provided
by individual
residential
waste
management
service

Met

13 Emergency Vehicle Access Fire truck
turning
movements
provided

Met

14 Maneuvering Lane | ZO 5.3.2 - N/A

15 End islands | ZO 5.3.12 - N/A

15a Adjacent to a travel way

15b Internal to parking bays

16 Parking spaces | ZO 5.2.12 16 proposed See Planning review letter.

17 Adjacent parking spaces | ZO 5.5.3.C.ii.p <15 spaces
in one row

Met

18 Parking space length | ZO 5.3.2 19’ Met

19 Parking space Width | ZO 5.3.2 9’ Met

20 Parking space front curb height | ZO
5.3.2

4” shown in
details

Not Met 6” curb required in front of
19’ parking spaces.

21 Accessible parking – number | ADA 1 required, 2
proposed

Met

22 Accessible parking – size | ADA Not
dimensioned

Inconclusive Dimension width of
accessible aisle and spaces.

23 Number of Van-accessible space | ADA 1 required, 1
proposed

Met

24 Bicycle parking

24a Requirement | ZO 5.16.1 None
required,
none
proposed

N/A

24b Location | ZO 5.16.1 - N/A

24c Clear path from Street | ZO 5.16.1 - N/A

24d Height of rack | ZO 5.16.5.B - N/A

24e Other (Covered / Layout) | ZO 5.16.1,
Text Amendment 18.301

- N/A
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INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
25 Sidewalk – min 5’ wide | Master Plan 5’ proposed Met The applicant could extend

the sidewalk for the full
length on the north side of
Avalon Drive.

26 Sidewalk ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28-K Indicated Met Update R-28-J detail
included to the latest R-28-K
version.

27 Sidewalk – distance back of curb | EDM
7.4

No offset
provided

Not Met A deviation will be
required for no offset.

28 Cul-De-Sac | O Figure VIII-F - N/A

29 EyeBrow | O Figure VIII-G - N/A

30 Turnaround | ZO 5.10 20’ radius,
20’ width

Met

31 Any Other Comments:

SIGNING AND STRIPING
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
32 Signing: Sizes | MMUTCD Provided Met

33 Signing table: quantities and sizes Provided Met

34 Signs 12” x 18” or smaller in size shall be
mounted on a galvanized 2 lb. U-channel
post | MMUTCD

Provided Met

35 Signs greater than 12” x 18” shall be
mounted on a galvanized 3 lb. or greater
U-channel post | MMUTCD

Provided Met

36 Sign bottom height of 7’ from final grade |
MMUTCD

Provided Met

37 Signing shall be placed 2’ from the face
of the curb or edge of the nearest
sidewalk to the near edge of the sign |
MMUTCD

Provided Met

38 FHWA Standard Alphabet series used for
all sign language | MMUTCD

Provided Met

39 High-Intensity Prismatic (HIP) sheeting to
meet FHWA retro-reflectivity | MMUTCD

Provided Met

40 Parking space striping notes Not provided Inconclusive Provide in future submittal.

41 The international symbol for accessibility
pavement markings | ADA

Not provided Inconclusive Provide in future submittal.

42 Crosswalk pavement marking detail Not provided Inconclusive Provide in future submittal.

43 Any Other Comments: Proposed “Do Not Block Sidewalk” signs shown on site plan
but not listed in sign quantities table.

Note: Hyperlinks to the standards and Ordinances are for reference purposes only, the applicant and City of Novi

to ensure referring to the latest standards and Ordinances in its entirety.
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Should the City or applicant have questions regarding this review, they should contact AECOM for further clarification.

Sincerely,

AECOM

Paula K. Johnson, PE

Senior Transportation Engineer

Saumil Shah, PMP

Project Manager
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March 4, 2025 

 

City of Novi Planning Department              

45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.  

Novi, MI      48375- 3024 

 

Re:  FACADE ORDINANCE REVIEW   

 Camelot Parc Townhomes, PSLR, JSP25-02  

 Façade Region: 1,  Zoning District: RM-1,    

   

Dear Ms. McBeth; 

This façade review is based on the drawings by TRI Design Group, dated 1/7/25. The 

maximum and minimum percentage of façade materials required by the Façade Ordinance 

is shown in the right-hand column. Materials in non-compliance, if any, are highlighted in 

red. Colored renderings were provided. The Sample Board required by Section 5.15.4.D of 

the Ordinance was not provided. The sample board should be provided prior to the Planning 

Commission and/or City council meeting.   

 

Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding is considered Wood Siding for the purpose of the Façade 

Ordinance (Footnote 13). The Façade Ordinance allows up to 50% of this material on 

buildings considered to be “residential style architecture” (Footnote 10). The proposed 

buildings have sloped gable roofs, punched window openings, attached garages, and 

individual entrances and are therefore considered residential style architecture with respect 

to the Façade Ordinance.  

 

3-Plex                  Front Left Right Rear

Ordinance 

Maximum 

(Minimum)

Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% 100% (30% Min)

Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%

Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%

Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%  
 

4-Plex                  Front Left Right Rear

Ordinance 

Maximum 

(Minimum)

Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% 100% (30% Min)

Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%

Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%

Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%  

Façade Review Status Summary:  

Approved, Section 9 Waiver Not Required 



            Page 2 of 3 

  

 

5-Plex                  Front Left Right Rear

Ordinance 

Maximum 

(Minimum)

Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% 100% (30% Min)

Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%

Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%

Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%  
 

Façade Ordinance (Section 5.15) - As shown above all façades are in full compliance 

with the Façade Ordinance. A sample board indicating the proposed colors and textures of 

all façade materials should be provided prior to the Planning Commission meeting.   

 

Complies 

(Yes / No)

C.i Maximum Height 35', 2.5 Stories YES

C.11.a(1) Front Façade Offsets, 4' every 50' YES

C.11.a(2) Pedestrain entrance on front and rear façade, not greater than 60' YES

C.11.a(3) Pedestrain entracces recessed 4' min. w/ covered porch, YES

C.11.b(1) Gable and hip roof lines YES

C.11.b(2) Roofs feaures to reduce roofing material to 70% max. YES

C.11.b(3) Minimum roof slope of 6:12 with gutters and downspouts YES

C.11.b(4) Roof material; shingles, slate, metal, etc. YES

C.11.b(5) Solar colercors allowed but not required. YES

C.11.c(1) Windows divided lite, 6 SF max. YES

C.11.c(2) Windows 15' max. width, 2' separation YES

C.11.c(3) Window trim; moldings or shutters YES

C.11.d

Complies with the Façade Ordinance Section 5.15, except flat metal, standing 

seam, spandrel glass, display glass, EIFS, granite, marble and C-brick are not 

allowed.

YES

PSLR Ordinance (Section 3.21)

 
 

Planned Suburban Low-Rise Ordinance (Section 3.21) – Section 3.21.C of the 

Ordinance sets additional requirements for buildings in the PLSR District. As shown above 

the proposed facades substantially comply with the PLSR Ordinance requirements. 
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Notes to the Applicant:  

1. Inspections – The Façade Ordinance requires inspection(s) for all projects. Materials 

displayed on the approved sample board will be compared to materials delivered to 

the site. It is the applicant’s responsibility to request the inspection of each façade 

material at the appropriate time. Inspections may be requested using the Novi 

Building Department’s Online Inspection Portal with the following link. Please click 

on “Click here to Request an Inspection” under “Contractors”, then click “Façade”. 

 http://www.cityofnovi.org/Services/CommDev/OnlineInspectionPortal.asp.  

 

2.  RTU Screening - It should be noted that all roof top units must be screened from view 

from all vantage points both on-site and off-site using materials in compliance with 

the Façade Ordinance.  

 

Sincerely, 

DRN & Architects PC 

 

 

Douglas R. Necci, AIA 



 
 
 
 

 
 
February 25, 2025 

 

TO: Barbara McBeth - City Planner 
       Lindsay Bell - Plan Review Center 
       Dan Commer – Plan Review Center 
       Diana Shanahan – Plan Review Center 
       Stacey Choi – Planning Assistant 
        
RE: Camelot Parc Townhomes 
 
PSP# 24-0004 
 
Project Description:  
                  Build a 6 multi-tenant building off Wixom Rd & Stonebrook. 
 
Comments: 

• All fire hydrants MUST be installed and operational prior to 
any combustible material is brought on site. IFC 2015 3312.1 

• For new buildings and existing buildings, you MUST comply 
with the International Fire Code Section 510 for Emergency 
Radio Coverage. This shall be completed by the time the 
final inspection of the fire alarm and fire suppression 
permits. 

• Fire apparatus access drives to and from buildings through 
parking lots shall have a minimum fifty (50) feet outside 
turning radius and designed to support a minimum of thirty-
five (35) tons. (D.C.S. Sec 11-239(b)(5)) 

• All new multi-residential buildings shall be numbered.  Each 
number shall  be a minimum 10 inches high, 1 inch wide 
and be posted at least 15 feet above the ground on the 
building where readily visible from the street.   
(Fire Prevention Ord.) 

• The ability to serve at least two thousand (2,000) gallons per 
minute in single-family detached residential; three 
thousand (3,000) gallons per school areas; and at least four 
thousand (4,000) gallons per minute in office, industrial and 
shopping centers is essential. (D.C.S. Sec.11-68(a)) 

• Fire hydrant spacing shall be measured as “hose laying 
distance” from fire apparatus.  Hose laying distance is the 
distance the fire apparatus travels along improved access 
routes between hydrants or from a hydrant to a structure. 

• Hydrants shall be spaced approximately three hundred 
(300) feet apart online in commercial, industrial, and 
multiple-residential areas. In cases where the buildings 
within developments are fully fire suppressed, hydrants shall 
be no more than five hundred (500) feet apart. The spacing 
of hydrants around commercial and/or industrial 
developments shall be considered as individual cases 
where special circumstances exist upon consultation with 
the fire chief. (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68 (f)(1)c) 

CITY COUNCIL 
 
Mayor 
Justin Fischer 
 
Mayor Pro Tem 
Laura Marie Casey 
 
Dave Staudt 
 
Brian Smith 
 
Ericka Thomas 
 
Matt Heintz 
 
Priya Gurumurthy 
 
 
 
 
City Manager 
Victor Cardenas 
 
Director of Public Safety 
Chief of Police 
Erick W. Zinser 
 
Fire Chief 
John B. Martin 
 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Scott R. Baetens 
 
Assistant Fire Chief 
Todd Seog 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Novi Public Safety Administration 
45125 Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
248.348.7100 
248.347.0590 fax 
 
cityofnovi.org 



 
 
Recommendation:  
                     Approved with Conditions       
 
Sincerely, 

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

 



 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

MARCH 23, 2026 - EXCERPT 
 

 



REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI 

MONDAY, MARCH 23, 2026, AT 7:00 P.M. 
 
Mayor Fischer called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.   

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

ROLL CALL: Mayor Fischer, Mayor Pro Tem Casey, Council Members Gurumurthy, 

Heintz, Martinez, Smith, Staudt 

 

ALSO PRESENT: Victor Cardenas, City Manager 

 Danielle Mahoney, Assistant City Manager 

 Tom Schultz, City Attorney 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

 

Member Heintz removed the MedStar presentation as the presenter was not in 

attendance at the meeting.    

 

CM 26-03-030 Moved by Heintz, seconded by Gurumurthy; MOTION CARRIED: 7-0  

 

To approve the agenda as amended. 

 

Roll call vote on CM 26-03-030 Yeas: Casey, Gurumurthy, Heintz, Martinez, 

Smith, Staudt, Fischer 

 Nays: None  

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: None 

   

PRESENTATIONS:  

 

1. Plante Moran Realpoint Public Safety Building Project Update 

 

Mr. Todd Fenton from Plante Moran Realpoint came with his colleague, Brian Weber. He 

said they were there to provide a high-level update on the work to date on this project, 

essentially where they’ve been, where they are today and where they are going since 

the voters passed the bond proposal in August of last year. The majority of their work to 

date has circled around site due diligence and regulatory issues, both with the PSB site 

and then the Fire Station 2 site, which is relatively new for everyone at the meeting and 

then the Fire Station 3 site on Venture. He said they are going through land surveys and 

doing Geotech soil sampling and analysis. They’re doing wetland mitigation analysis and 

management planning, contaminated soils and moving soils around. He said they’ve 

probably seen what is referred to as “Mount Novi” is no longer there. That was part of the 

due diligence for the road project that they’re going through. They’ve been doing storm 

water management as well. 

 

Mr. Fenton said this part of the process is always fraught with what they don’t know, so 

there’s a lot of investigation going on in terms of what is under the ground. He said on 

that level, they are working with the City and with DTE on some infrastructure issues with 

utility relocations that could impact some of the site work on the PSB site. This is part of 
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Mayor Fischer said Member Gurumurthy, Mayor Pro Tem Casey and he had the pleasure 

of joining them for dinner the day before. He said Novi is proud of their relationship with 

the Japanese community and how many Japanese residents and businesses they have. 

He also said it was an honor to have them in attendance.  

 

ATTORNEY REPORT: None 

 

AUDIENCE COMMENTS:  

 

Steve Potocsky, 48849 Rockview Road, said he lives in the Villas at Stonebrook. He said 

they have been discussing road agreements and things like that. They do not have an 

agreement as of yet. Respectfully, the residents in Stonebrook would like to do what they 

can to somehow come up with a meeting to be scheduled with the city officials to discuss 

a few items related to Stonebrook projects.  

 

Pauline Wolstencroft, 40611 Oakwood Drive, said they have owned their home for almost 

22 years. Currently, there is a project where they are installing fiber lines to improve the 

infrastructure. Their home backs up to 9 Mile. She said she went outside her back gate 

leading out to 9 Mile and she almost fell into a four-foot trench that the installers had put 

there and did not tell the homeowners about. She said no one had told them that they 

were going to dig that far down or that they were putting a trench at the opening of 

their back gate. They marked off the area with caution tape for the people walking along 

the 9 Mile sidewalk but did not bother to inform the homeowners that the trench was 

there behind the gate. Secondly, near the middle of the yard, they installed a huge 

structure. This is not consistent with the other things that have been installed within the 

neighborhood. She said she lost a quarter of her yard. She lost a part of her yard when a 

contractor went through and cut down her trees and put in the sidewalks. She said no 

one contacted her from the City. She asked how the City can take her property and not 

tell her. She said that is not right. She asked why their lot was selected. She asked why 

they couldn’t go across the street, why not go next to 9 Mile on the other side of the 

sidewalk. She has already lost trees, her vegetable garden, her square footage. She said 

she is still taxed on that square footage and the City is not paying her. She wants all of 

those structures removed from her property. If they have to be there, they need to find a 

place where they can put them where it’s not interfering with her daily life. She said even 

though there is a privacy fence, she can still see them through the slats. She said since 

started putting in this fiber optic stuff, her internet does not work. She is really 

disappointed. She has lived there most of her life and she is disgusted with what she has 

had to give up for the infrastructure in Novi with no communication whatsoever from the 

City.  

             

CONSENT AGENDA REMOVALS AND APPROVALS:  

 

CM 26-03-031 Moved by Smith, seconded by Martinez; MOTION CARRIED: 7-0  

  

To approve the Consent Agenda as presented. 
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public parking that would have access to the park. Mr. Shapiro said there have been 

many changes to the plans from the 400 down to what they have. It’s a passive park and 

it’s approximately 1,500 feet to the Beacon Hill Park. They contributed $25,000 to the 

Beacon Hill Park for whatever, but it’s meant to be an extension of Novi walkability. There 

are parking spaces there and there will be reciprocal signage which is also part of the 

PRO. They are public roads. If there’s some overflow, there are no units there, but there 

are no provisions. Most of those are all conservation easements in that area. Member 

Gurumurthy clarified that mostly the expectation is more walking and going there versus 

accessing the park versus coming in cars and parking and stuff because she thinks they 

have to park on the roads. Mr. Shapiro said it’s meant to be a walking trail with passive 

benches that connects to the Beacon Hill Park that has spaces and it’s really a passive 

for the walkers and bikers of the trail. They do not anticipate, nor did the City Parks and 

Recreation Department anticipate a need for parking which is provided by Beacon Hill. 

When the discussion came up, they agreed to pave. They’re going to put an 800-foot-

long connection immediately for that 1,500 feet across the corner Trinity property to the 

park, so they’ll know it’s one entity. He doesn’t anticipate any problems. 

 

Member Gurumurthy said one last thing was the SMART bus stop that’s going to move. 

She said she’d encourage them to continue to talk about covered parking as much as 

possible for the SMART bus stop when they have those discussions. Mr. Shapiro said that 

goes through their process and they mandate the specifications. The one thing they did 

get approval on them early, but they’ll do the mandating in the final of what the 

specifications are. They know they are going to do the park and amenity, the passive 

pocket park adjacent to it, but the specs are mandated by SMART at the appropriate 

time.  

 

Member Heintz said he wanted to reiterate what Member Gurumurthy just said. He said 

he finds potential value. He is supportive of this. There are a lot of great aspects of this 

and the very green and sustainability-focused development such as offering tankless 

water heaters and different things like that. He applauds the effort they have put in. He 

said there is that consideration of looking for opportunities for where, if people don’t live 

immediately adjacent to that potential development, they can still take advantage of 

this one-mile trail. He would like people to have the opportunity to use that space if they 

are driving by, so he would like the developer to consider having parking available 

whenever possible.                   

 

Roll call vote on CM 26-03-035 Yeas:  Staudt, Fischer, Casey, Gurumurthy, 

Heintz, Martinez, Smith 

 Nays: None 

 

5. Consideration for tentative approval requested by Avalon Investment Group, LLC, for  

Camelot Parc Townhomes, a 22-unit for-sale townhome development. 

 
City Manager Cardenas said this came before Council on February 23, 2026. At that time, 

Council directed both sides to come back with a mutually agreed-upon agreement. He 

said he wasn’t sure if that had happened or not, but the petitioner was there to address 

City Council and to answer any questions.  
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Jared Kimesaid they prepared a brief presentation to summarize and address specific 

points that had been mentioned at that previous conversation. He showed a slide called 

“Deviations and Safeguards” and said Member Martinez had asked questions regarding 

deviations and safeguards, so they wanted to highlight the deviations that were 

requested as part of the PSLR agreement. He said the majority of these deviations are 

not detrimental to the community; they’re primarily for preservation here. He said he was 

highlighting just a couple of the items that have material impact as it relates to the 

ordinance itself. 50% of the open space being preserved shall be active. For this particular 

development, because they are preserving so much open space, it increases the 

amount of that 50% requirement above what they would normally see on a typical 

development. In addition to that, because of the preservation, they’ve added some 

additional features to the walking trails. It’s a bench fit system. Instead of just having 

benches and trail, there will be signage at each of the bench locations with a couple 

activity steps there to enhance the activity of that space, make it an active workout trail 

for those that are participating in the trail there.  

 

Mr. Kime said some of the other items on there, specifically for the minor drive exceeding 

600 feet in length, it’s only a minor deviation from that, but noting that their access road 

to that 600+-foot road access it from the center, so you really only have about 300 feet 

in either direction for that trail. Those are really some of the main deviations that aren’t 

really preservation related. They just wanted to highlight those there, so it’s clear in 

understanding the deviations and safeguards for the development.  

 

Mr. Kime showed a slide called “Public Benefits.”  He said this is the same slide they have 

shown before. He just wanted to reiterate the public benefits that they’re providing for 

the community. First and foremost is a $30,000 contribution towards the Wildlife Wood 

Park renovation project. In addition to the public access for the nature trails with the 

easement that they’d be placing over it, and the extensive preservation on site and the 

habitat enhancements. He showed another slide called “Preservation Area” and said this 

was a refresh on the slide they presented in February 2026. It highlights the extensive areas 

of green space preservation on the property. He showed another slide called “Public 

Nature Trail” and said this was a blow-up image of what that the added activities at the 

benches would look like. There would be a sign mounted on a pole at each of the bench 

locations with exercises to complete at each of those steps.  

 

Mr. Kime showed a slide called “Tree Mitigation” and said one of the comments they 

received was to try to incorporate the additional trees. At that time, they had 11 or 13 

trees that still needed to be paid into the tree fund last time. What they propose to do is 

along the trail that goes between the preserved wetland and where they’d be creating 

the wetland mitigation, they’d implant some of those trees within the mitigation area. It 

will help provide some shade for the pathway and it will get them to the full installation 

of all the trees that were required for replacement. He said while this does have a minor 

impact on the ability to plant all the other required plantings as part of the mitigation, 

they’re different types of trees, different sizes. They feel as long as they’re putting them 

along the border, they won’t have an overly detrimental impact to the additional 

planning requirements for that mitigation.  
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Mr. Kime showed a slide called “Stonebrook Drive Shared Maintenance” and said on the 

Stonebrook shared maintenance plan, they updated the proposed maintenance area 

and contribution amounts. They are now including the full length of the Stonebrook Drive 

for the full corridor and all the landscaping, pavement, and snow removal. They also 

increased the percentage contribution from the pro rata share of 21%, based on the 

number of units, to 25% for the full length of that drive. Their understanding is that the 

agreement has not formally been agreed to yet by the HOA, but they have been actively 

trying to contribute to reach an agreement. 

 

Mr. Jim Polyzios said with respect to the negotiations with the Villas regarding the 

agreement, shortly after their last appearance before Council, he reached out to express 

their desire to increase the scope of coverage all the way up to the entrance of the Villa, 

so the entire length of Stonebrook Drive. He offered to increase the percentage. That 

caused a breakthrough where the Villas provided Mr. Polyzios with certain calculations 

that he agreed upon as to square footage rates and then they hypothetically ran 

through some numbers based on their 2026 budgets and both parties mutually agreed 

that this was the formula and format to go forward. He incorporated that into the shared 

maintenance agreement that he had previously sent them and he waited for feedback. 

Mr. Polyzios said the HOA responded last Thursday or Friday with 10-12 essential provisions 

and conditions they wanted incorporated into the agreement. He was able to add all of 

them except four. Those four would be incorporated into the development agreement. 

They were not really meant to be in the maintenance agreement. He has 

accommodated their last-minute requests and he thought they were on track to get 

something done and on Monday (the day of the meeting), the HOA said they were not 

prepared to move forward. He said he has done the best he could. Mr. Kime said that 

brings them to the end of the open items Council gave them in February.  

 

Member Smith said, seeing as he was the one that proposed postponing this for two 

weeks, he should probably weigh in on it a little bit. He said two weeks ago, he moved to 

postpone until this meeting to allow both parties to continue good faith negotiations on 

how to share the road and the other open issues. When the Villas was approved, it was 

known that there was going to be a development here. It was known that the road was 

going to be shared in some format. There was no mention of cost-sharing with the Villas 

at that point. He thinks the developers have done a great job of responding to the 

concerns of City Council and working with the residents. He is disappointed the HOA 

wasn’t able to come up with accepting the agreement yet, but he said a couple of 

weeks ago that Council is there to do the hard jobs, and he believes it is time to do that.                         

 
CM 26-03-036 Moved by Smith, seconded by Staudt: MOTION CARRIED 6-1 

 

Consider Tentative approval of the request of Avalon Investment 

Group, LLC, JSP25-02, for a Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) 

Overlay Development Agreement Application and Concept Plan 

for the Camelot Parc Townhomes based on the following findings, 

City Council deviations, and conditions, with the direction that the 

applicant shall work with the City Attorney’s Office to prepare the 
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required Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay Agreement and 

return to the City Council for Final Approval:  

 

1. The PSLR Overlay Development Agreement and PSLR Overlay 

Concept Plan will result in a recognizable and substantial benefit 

to the ultimate users of the project and to the community. [The 

applicant proposes a walking trail through a 0.92 acre area of 

woodland to be preserved, which meets the10% site area 

requirement. Most of this nature trail will be publicly accessible 

from an entrance on Wixom Road. There are benches in separate 

locations as enhancements of the common open spaces shown 

on the site. Much of the property is wetland area to be preserved 

and wetland mitigation, with over 50% of the site to be placed in 

conservation easements. Removal of invasive species, native 

seeding, and habitat structures for wildlife are proposed to 

enhance the natural features of the property. The site would have 

a connection to Wildlife Woods Park, the extensive pathway 

system within Ascension Providence Park hospital campus to the 

east and ITC Trail. The applicant also proposes to contribute to a 

list of improvements to the Wildlife Woods Park pavilion and 

restrooms as a benefit to the larger public.] 

2. In relation to the underlying zoning or the potential uses 

contemplated in the City of Novi Master Plan, the proposed type 

and density of use(s) will not result in an unreasonable increase 

in the use of public services, facilities and utilities, and will not 

place an unreasonable burden upon the subject property, 

surrounding land, nearby property owners and occupants, or the 

natural environment. [The estimated number of daily vehicle trips 

is 132, which is less than the 750 trip threshold for a Traffic Study. 

Peak hour trips also do not reach the threshold of 100 trips 

(Estimated: 5 peak hour AM trips, 10 peak hour PM trips). The 

proposed use is expected to have minimal impacts on the use of 

public services, facilities, and utilities over what the underlying 

zoning would allow. The proposed concept plan impacts about 

0.37 acres of existing 2.41 acres of wetlands and proposes 

removal of approximately 20 of the regulated woodland trees. 

The plan indicates appropriate mitigation measures will be 

provided and woodland replacement credits will be planted on-

site to the extent practical.]   

3. In relation to the underlying zoning or the potential uses 

contemplated in the City of Novi Master Plan, the proposed 

development will not cause a negative impact upon surrounding 

properties. [The proposed buildings are buffered by landscaping 

and preserved natural features. The multi-family residential use is 

a reasonable transition from the two-family and one-family 

developments to the west, east and south and the commercial 

shopping center to the north.]   
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4. The proposed development will be consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the City of Novi Master Plan, and will be consistent 

with the requirements of this Article [Article 3.1.27]. [The proposed 

development could help provide for missing middle housing 

needs that are walkable to the commercial areas to the north, 

which is recommended in the City’s Master Plan for Land Use. The 

area was included in the PSLR overlay in the Master Plan and 

Zoning Map, which permits multiple-family uses as a special land 

use. The proposed arrangement of buildings and site layout 

minimizes the impact on existing natural features.]   

5. City Council deviations for the following (as the Concept Plan 

provides substitute safeguards for each of the regulations and 

there are specific, identified features or planning mechanisms 

deemed beneficial to the City by the City Council which are 

designed into the project for the purpose of achieving the 

objectives for the District as stated in the planning review letter):   

a. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.i to allow development to front 

on an approved private drive, which does not conform to the 

City standards with respect to required sixty-foot right-of-way, 

as the road was previously approved for the Villas at 

Stonebrook development, and because the shared access 

reduces the number of curb cuts on Wixom Road.  

b. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii.d. to allow two buildings to be 

a minimum of 25 feet apart (minimum 30 feet required) as the 

remaining buildings are properly spaced, and the 5-foot 

deviation is relatively minor.  

c. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii.c. to allow parking spaces to 

be within 8 feet of a building (15 feet minimum required), as 

they are no closer than the driveway parking permitted.  

d. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow reduction of minimum 

percentage of active recreation areas (50% of open spaces 

required, approximately 32% provided), as the development 

proposes connection and improvements to Wildlife Woods 

Park, which contains connections to the Providence and the 

ITC tail systems, and providing additional active recreation 

would cause greater wetland and woodland impacts.  

e. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii and Sec. 5.5.3 to allow 

absence of required landscaped berm along Wixom Road 

north of the emergency access drive due to resulting 

woodland impacts and there is no development proposed in 

that area. In addition, the berm south of the access drive is 

not long enough to provide undulation.  

f. Deviation from Sec. 3.6.2.M to allow deficiencies in the 

required 25-foot wetland buffers north of Avalon Drive, with 

the condition that the developer install signage and plantings 

to prevent mowing and other disturbance.  
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g. Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B(10) to allow a deficiency in street 

trees along Wixom Road, as the existing utility easements and 

pathway do not provide room for them. 

h. Deviation from Sec. 5.10.1.B.ii to allow a minor drive to exceed 

600 feet. The anticipated traffic for 22 units is low and a major 

drive would require wider road width and not permit 

perpendicular visitor parking, and would be unnecessary for 

this small site and cause greater impacts to natural features.  

i. Deviation from Sec. 4.04, Article IV, Appendix C-Subdivision 

ordinance of City Code of Ordinances for absence of a stub 

street required at 1,300 feet intervals along the property 

boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property 

boundary, due to conflict with existing wetlands and 

woodlands. 

j. Deviation from Design and Construction Standards to allow 

sidewalks to be placed adjacent to the curbed roadway, as 

to locate them further from the road would cause greater 

impacts to natural features, and traffic volume and speeds 

are low. 

k. Deviation from Code of Ordinances, Section 11-256, to allow 

an absence of sidewalks in some areas north of Avalon Drive, 

as there are no buildings adjacent to those areas, and 

building the sidewalks would cause greater impacts to 

wetlands.  

l. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the 

staff and consultant review letters and the conditions and the 

items listed in those letters being addressed on the Preliminary 

Site Plan; and 

6. The following conditions shall also be made part of the PSLR 

Agreement: 

a. Consistent with its representations at the Planning Commission 

meeting, the applicant shall work in good faith with the Villas 

at Stonebrook to enter into a reasonable Maintenance 

Agreement that requires the applicant’s property to share in 

maintenance costs for Stonebrook Drive (subject to City 

review). 

b. A conservation easement shall be provided for the remaining 

woodland and wetland areas, woodland credit 

replacements, and wetland mitigation areas, to ensure 

permanent protection of these natural features 

(approximately 4.25 acres). Such easements shall also be 

reflected on the Master Deed for the property.  

c. A public access easement shall be placed over a portion of 

the nature trail through the northern area of the property, west 

of the stormwater detention basin. Such easement shall also 

be reflected on the Master Deed for the property.  
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d. Wetland areas and buffers shall be enhanced with 

appropriate seeding and plant selection, placement of 

habitat structures, as well as invasive species removal, which 

will be shown and reviewed during site plan submittals.  

e. Wetland and Woodland impacts shall be permitted by the 

Planning Commission during site plan review under the 

process and conditions of the Code of Ordinances.  

f. Disturbance of the wetland buffer area shall be discouraged 

by the installation of appropriate landscaping and signage. 

g. The applicant shall provide funding to the Department of 

Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services to complete the 

improvements to Wildlife Woods Park pavilion and restrooms, 

as proposed in the applicant’s letter dated November 17, 

2025, in order to address potential impacts of use by residents 

of those facilities. 

h. Items noted in the Staff and Consultant review letters, except 

as otherwise noted in the Agreement, shall be addressed in 

the site plan process.  

 

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. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Casey said she was pleased to see the number, the dollar figure, for what 

Camelot Parc residents are going to be asked to assume from a cost perspective to 

cover the maintenance of the road, the trees, the snow removal, etc. She didn’t have 

an idea of what that was going to look like, so she’s pleased that at least for 2026, the 

forecast would be about $350 per unit. She was afraid it was going to be much higher. 

$350 is significant, but she was afraid it was going to be much higher than that. She said 

the developers have done a lot of great work to get an agreement settled. She is 

somewhat surprised that they have agreed to go all the way from Wixom Road to the 

entrance of Stonebrook. Truthfully, they had her when they suggested going to the park. 

She appreciates what they’ve done. $351 is going to be added as part of the HOA fee 

on top of what other HOA requirements that these residents are going to take on. Now, 

they’re going to take another $350+ as it grows over time with inflation and any kind of 

cost increase for materials and work. These residents are going to be taking that cost. She 

thanked them for the work they’ve done to get this far and she’s looking forward to 

seeing that this gets approved by the residents of the Villas as well. 

 

Member Staudt asked City Attorney Schultz if this would come back to them for final 

approval. City Attorney Schultz said yes, for the agreement and for final approval. 

Member Staudt clarified that they have a time period between tentative approval and 

final approval where they can finalize any negotiations they may have. City Attorney 

Schultz said yes. Member Staudt said if they are unable to come up with a number, 

Council is not entitled under the development agreement to do anything. City Attorney 

Schultz said Council is not obligated to. That’s correct. Mayor Fischer said, following up 

on Member Staudt’s question, how long did City Attorney Schultz anticipate that this 
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would take. He said part of that question is, if Council wanted an agreement 

incorporated as part of the PRO, it would not be wise to wait until the day of the PRO final 

coming to Council. City Attorney Schultz would need that information; the agreement 

needs to be made earlier in order to be incorporated. City Attorney Schultz said yes, 

absolutely. Mayor Fischer asked City Attorney Schultz how far ahead of time. He asked 

how long the Grove took. City Attorney Schultz said a little over a month. 

 

Roll call vote on CM 26-03-036 Yeas:  Fischer, Casey, Gurumurthy, Heintz, 

Smith, Staudt 

 Nays: Martinez 

 

6. Discussion on the future of the Novi Ice Arena based on a referral from the Finance and 

Administration Committee 

 
City Manager Cardenas said as a result of the FAC meeting that occurred on February 

19, 2026, the Committee directed city administration to bring forward three options for 

City Council discussion and possible action as it pertains to the future of Novi’s Ice Arena. 

Those options were: (1) Solicit bids for sale of the Ice Arena with potential deed restrictions 

on any potential resale of the property or building. (2) Obtain bids on additional studies 

such as a 20-year capital needs assessment, site building and operational due diligence 

and operational ownership option analysis. (3) Maintain current operations. City staff will 

continue to monitor the financial performance and projections of Suburban Arena 

Management who is the operator of the facility, including the arena’s capital needs.  City 

Manager Cardenas said representatives from Suburban Ice were there to address any 

questions Council had. Mr. Jeff Muck was also there for the same reason.  

 

Mayor Fischer thanked the committee and the staff for all the work that went into this. If 

Council looks at the packet that was put together, they’ll see it is quite comprehensive. 

They dove into many different aspects of the financial conditions of the Ice Arena, talking 

about projections for future capital needs and going back and forth multiple times to 

really deep dive into that kind of analysis. He said there was a lot of comprehensive 

information, but they were able to boil it down to give Council an idea of what they’re 

looking at. He recognizes that not everything in the city should be viewed and evaluated 

like a business. He knows he tends to get a rap for that, but he understands that, at the 

same time, they are a city and their job is to provide services that matter to the residents—

not because they necessarily generate profit. At the same time, when they’re talking 

about something like an ice arena, which is a large capital asset set up as an enterprise 

fund, it’s certainly prudent to occasionally take a look at the ownership structure, make 

sure it still makes sense, and ensure that they expect to operate this entity in a financially 

sustainable way. What he has learned through this process is they’re not out there to make 

money on the ice arena. He wishes there were ways to do that, there are for-profit 

enterprises that do that. He wishes they could extract some of that so they could reinvest 

it in Novi’s Parks Department. They have learned that the law and the way things are set 

up, they aren’t able to do that. At best, they’re meant to break even. So, they have this 

operation and they’ve seen all the financials, it breaks even. Meanwhile, they have a 25-

year-old asset with increasing maintenance costs and likely growing capital needs. 

Realistically, they are breaking even, continuing to carry a lot of downside risk with zero 


