
 

ADELL CENTER PRO 
JZ18-24 with Rezoning 18.724 

 
 
 
 

ADELL CENTER PRO JZ 18-24 AND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.724 
Consideration at the request of Orville Properties, LLC for a Zoning Map Amendment 18.724 for 
Planning Commission’s recommendation to City Council for a Planned Rezoning Overlay Concept 
Plan (PRO) associated with a zoning map amendment, to rezone from Expo (EXPO) to TC (Town 
Center). The subject property is approximately 21.48 acres and is located at 43700 Expo Center Drive, 
north of Grand River Avenue and south of I-96 in Section 15. The applicant is proposing to develop the 
property as a multi-unit commercial development consisting of nine units accessed by a proposed 
private drive. The current PRO Concept plan includes a request for an Unlisted Use Determination 
under Section 4.87 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Required Action 
Recommendation to the City Council for approval or denial or postponement of the rezoning 
request from Expo (EXPO) to TC (Town Center) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay Concept Plan.  

  
 
REVIEW RESULT DATE COMMENTS 

Planning Recommends 
Postponement 08-13-18 

 Deviations requested from the following 
standards:  

- Building height 
- Frontage on public road 
- Building setbacks 
- Parking setbacks 
- Location of dumpsters 
- Lots in floodplain 
- Lack of loading 
- Location of loading space 
- Size of loading space 
- Minimum required parking 
- Sign ordinance 
- Side lot lines 
- Open space 
- Lighting and photometric 

 Additional information requested prior to City 
Council consideration of the PRO request 

Engineering Approval 
recommended 08-09-18 

 Deviation for stub street, length of cul-de-sac, 
gravel surface for secondary access required 

 Additional items to be addressed with 
Preliminary Site Plan 

Landscaping Approval 
recommended 08-08-18 Additional items to be addressed with 

Preliminary Site Plan 

Wetlands Approval 
recommended 08-13-18 

 A City of Novi non-minor Wetland permit 
would be required at the time of site plan 
approval 



 A Wetlands restoration plan is recommended 

Woodlands Approval 
recommended 08-07-18 

 A City of Novi Woodland permit would be 
required at the time of site plan approval 

 A Woodlands restoration plan is 
recommended 

Traffic Approval not 
recommended 08-13-18 

 Lack of traffic study due to City’s 
comprehensive traffic study 

 Three lanes required for proposed Adell Drive 
 Several undetermined or missing site elements 

such as loading and dumpster locations and 
truck turning patterns.  Additional information 
requested for complete review 

Façade  
Approval 
recommended 
with conditions 

08-14-18 

 Drury Inn: Section 9 waiver recommended 
 iFLY: Section 9 waiver recommended with 

conditions 
 Fairfield: Applicant indicated to comply at the 

time of Preliminary Site Plan 
 Carvana: Section 9 waiver recommended 
 Planet Fitness: Additional elevations required; 

Section 9 waiver recommended with 
conditions 

 Monument signs and landscape wall subject 
to Façade Ordinance 

Fire 
Approval 
recommended 
with Conditions 

07-30-18 
 Secondary access required for Unit 5 
 Additional items to be addressed with 

Preliminary Site Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



UMotion sheet 
 
UApproval  
In the matter of the request of Orville Properties, LLC, for the Adell Center JZ18-24 with Zoning 
Map Amendment 18.724, motion to recommend approval to the City Council to rezone the 
subject property from EXPO (Exposition) to TC (Town Center) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay.   

 
The recommendation includes the following ordinance deviations for consideration by the City 
Council: 

1. Planning deviation from section 3.1.26.D for exceeding the maximum allowable building 
height of 65 feet and maximum allowable 5 stories, for the following, provided they 
conform to the 2015 International Building Code standards for High-Rise (Type I or Type II) 
construction: 

a. Unit 5 Drury Hotel (84’-5”, 7 stories proposed),  
b. Unit 8 Carvana (75’-10”, 8 tiers proposed), and  
c. Unit 1 I-fly (70 feet)  

 
2. Planning deviation from section 5.12 to allow lack of required frontage on public road for 

Units 1 through 8. Frontage is proposed a proposed private drive, built to City standards;  
 

3. Planning deviation to allow lack of required frontage on public road as listed in section 
5.12 for Unit 9. Frontage is proposed on a private access/secondary emergency access 
drive; 
 

4. Planning deviation from section 3.27.1.C to allow for not meeting the minimum 
requirements for exterior side yard building setback of 50 feet from I-96 Rights-of-way for 
Unit 1.  A minimum setback of 32.5 ft. is requested; 
 

5. Traffic deviation from section 11-194(a)(7)of Design and Constructions Standards Manual 
to allow exceeding the maximum allowable length of the proposed cul-de-sac street 
length of 800 feet, from the centerline intersection of Crescent Boulevard to the center of 
the bulb of the Adell Center Drive cul-de-sac. A maximum of 1,540 feet is proposed;  
 

6. Planning deviation from section 3.1.25.D to allow reduction of minimum required front 
parking setback of 20 ft., from the proposed access easement.  A maximum of 18 feet is 
requested; 
 

7. Planning deviation from section 3.1.25.D to allow reduction of minimum required interior 
side parking setback of 20 ft. for the following units as shared access is proposed 
between parking lots; (UStaff’s recommendationU) 

a. Unit 1: 14 ft. along West, 0 ft. along South 
b. Unit 2: 15 ft. along South 
c. Unit 3: 15 ft. along West and 5 ft. along South 
d. Unit 4: 5 ft. along East 
e. Unit 5: 10 ft. along West 
f. Unit 6: 0 ft. along West 
g. Unit 7: 0 ft. along East and 10 ft. along West 
h. Unit 8: 10 ft. along East 

 -OR- 



Planning deviation from section 3.1.25.D to allow absence of the minimum required 
interior side parking setback of 20 ft. for Units 1 through 8; (applicant’s request) 

 
8. Planning deviation from section 3.1.25.B& C to allow the water tower is to remain on its 

own separate site (Unit 9). This is not a principal permitted use of a site. It is also not 
considered an accessory use, since its proposed use is not detailed; provided that the 
creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for the purpose of housing the 
tower on its own shall be addressed in the PRO Agreement including, but not limited to, 
the prohibition of future uses in the event the tower is removed and requirements relating 
to maintenance obligations; 
 

9. Planning deviation from section 4.19.2.F to allow alternate location for dumpsters, instead 
of required rear yard for units 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8, provided the proposed location does not 
impact traffic circulation and appropriate screening is provided at the time of 
preliminary site plan. The applicant requests dumpsters to be allowed in exterior/interior 
side yards; 
 

10. Planning deviation to allow partial rear yards for Units 3, 4 and 5 to be located within the 
floodplain, as listed in section 4.03A of Subdivision Ordinance, provided there is no 
danger to health, life or property are proposed. There appears to be no impacts 
proposed for Units 3 and 5. A pedestrian bridge is proposed on Unit 5; 
 

11. Planning deviation to allow lack of required loading areas, as listed in section 5.4.2., for 
unit 9 as requested by the applicant;  
 

12. Planning deviation to allow lack of required loading areas, as listed in section 5.4.2., for 
units 1, 3, 4 and 5 as requested by the applicant; 
-OR-  
Planning deviation to allow placement of loading areas in alternate locations instead of 
required rear yard or interior side yard for double frontage lots, as listed below, provided 
proposed locations do not conflict with traffic circulation and appropriate screening will 
be provided at the time of Preliminary site plan review (UStaff’s recommendation U): 

a. Unit 1: exterior side yard 
b. Unit 3: interior side yard (no double frontage) 
c. Unit 4: interior side yard (no double frontage) 
d. Unit 5: exterior side yard or front yard under canopy 

 
13. Planning deviation to allow placement of loading areas in alternate locations instead of 

required rear yard or interior side yard for double frontage lots, as listed below, provided 
proposed locations do not conflict with traffic circulation and appropriate screening will 
be provided at the time of Preliminary site plan review: 

a. Unit 2: interior side yard (no double frontage) 
b. Unit 6: exterior side yard 
c. Unit 7: exterior side yard 
d. Unit 8: exterior side yard 

 
14. Planning deviation to allow for reduction of minimum required square footage for 

loading area as listed in section 5.4.2., for all units except 4 and 9.  A minimum of 10 sq. ft. 
per each front foot of building is required. The following are proposed.  A minimum of 400 
square feet proposed for Units 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7. A maximum of 750 square feet is proposed 
for Unit 8; (applicant’s request) 



-OR- 
The applicant shall provide supporting data to justify the proposed loading area square 
footages, to be reviewed and approved by Planning Commission at the time of 
Preliminary site plan approval; (staff’s recommendation) 
 

15. Planning deviation from standards of Sec. 5.12 for up to 5% reduction in minimum 
required parking(to be established by staff after reviewing the calculations provided)  for 
each unit within the development subject to the individual users providing satisfactory 
justification for Planning Commission’s approval  of the parking reduction at the time of 
respective site plan approval; 
 

16. Façade deviation to allow the following allowable percentages listed in section 5.15 of 
Zoning Ordinance for the buildings listed below:  

a. Unit 1 I-fly (based on the assumption that no EIFS is being proposed):  
i. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% on front, 10% on right, 10% 

on left and 18% on rear proposed) 
ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on 

front, 10% on right, 10% on left and 18% on rear proposed)) 
iii. Overage of painted concrete (0% allowed, 59 % on front, 70% on right, 

70% on left and 52% on Rear proposed) 
iv. Overage of Flat metal panels (50% maximum allowed, 93% on front, 90% 

on right, 90% on left and 82% on rear proposed) 
–OR- 

v. The applicant shall provide revised elevations addressing comments 
provided in Façade review letter dated August 14, 2018 for Planning 
Commission’s approval of Section 9 waiver at the time of Site Plan 
approval;  (staff’s recommendation) 

b. Unit 2 Planet Fitness 
i. Underage of Brick (30% minimum required, 20% proposed on rear) 
ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 39% on 

front and 20% on  rear proposed) 
iii. Overage of CMU (0% allowed, 16% on front, 60% on rear proposed) 
iv. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 37% on front proposed) 
v. The side and rear elevations shall be provided and shall generally match 

the same percentages as the front. 
vi. The percentage of CMU shall not significantly exceed 10% on any façade 

–OR- 
The applicant shall provide revised elevations addressing comments provided in 
Façade review letter dated August 14, 2018 for Planning Commission’s approval 
of Section 9 waiver at the time of Site Plan approval;  (staff’s recommendation) 

c. Unit 5 Drury Inn:  
i. Underage of Brick and Stone combined (50% minimum required, 46% on 

right, 46% on left and 36% on rear proposed); 
ii. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 43% on front facade, 47% on 

right, 47% on left facade and 58% on rear facade proposed) 
d. Unit 8 Carvana:  

iii. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% proposed on front facade) 
iv. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on 

front, 30% on right facade, 30% on left and 39% on rear facade proposed) 
v. Overage of display glass (25% maximum allowed, 80% on front facade, 

63% on right facade, 63% on left façade and 57% on rear facade 
proposed) 



 
17. The applicant shall provide necessary information to identify the necessary deviations 

from Chapter 28, Signs from City Code of Ordinances for I-fly, Drury, Planet Fitness and 
Carvana prior to the City Council’s consideration for tentative approval of PRO Concept 
plan; 
-OR-  
The applicant shall seek necessary approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals for any 
deviations for any signs proposed for individual Units, as a condition of PRO agreement;  
 

18. The following deviations from Chapter 28, Signs, from City Code of Ordinances for the 
two development signs proposed for Adell Center as listed below;  

a. Entranceway Sign Area (Section 28-1 & 28-5(b)(2)a) to allow for an increased sign 
area of 60 square feet. A deviation of 20 square feet is requested. 

b. Entranceway Sign Height (Section 28-5(a) to allow for a 15’ high monument sign. 
A deviation of 9 feet is requested. 

c. Ground Sign Area (Section 28-1 & 28-5(b)(2)a) to allow for an increased sign area 
of 265 square feet. A deviation of 165 square feet is requested. 

d. Ground Sign Height (Section 28-5(a) to allow for a 15’ high monument sign. A 
deviation of 9 feet is requested. 

e. To allow two ground signs on Unit 6. A maximum of one sign is allowed.  
 

19. Planning deviation to allow Side Lot lines between Units 6 and 7, 4 and 5, 1 and 2 for not 
being perpendicular or radial to the road, as listed in section 4.02.B Article IV, Appendix 
C-Subdivision ordinance of City Code of Ordinances; 
 

20. Planning deviation to allow proposing the minimum required Open Space for each Unit 
as Common element spread within the development boundaries as shown in the Open 
Space Plan, provided the applicant restores the wetland/woodland on the southerly 
portion of the site pursuant to a plan meeting City ordinance requirements is submitted 
and approved at the time of Wetland permit/preliminary site plan approval, and 
provides the pedestrian walkway through the open space as proposed. (A minimum of 
15% of total site area designed as permanently landscaped open areas and pedestrian 
plazas is required per section 3.27.1.F.);  
 

21. Traffic deviation from section 7.13.1.D.to waive the requirement for required Traffic 
Impact Study as the site falls under the study boundaries for the ongoing Comprehensive 
Traffic study by the City;  
 

22. Planning deviation from Section 5.7.3.K. to allow exceeding the maximum spillover of 1 
foot candle along interior side property lines provided the applicant submits a 
photometric plan that demonstrates that the average to minimum light level ratio is kept 
the maximum allowable 4:1; 
 

23. Planning deviation to allow exceeding the maximum spillover of 1 foot candle and 
approvable increase of the average to minimum light level ration from 4:1 within the 
Adell Drive pavement areas as listed in Section 5.7.3.K. along access easements along 
Adell Drive,  at the time of or Preliminary Site Plan review for the individual units; 
 

24. Engineering deviation from section 4.04, Article IV, Appendix C-Subdivision ordinance of 
City Code of Ordinances for absence of a stub street required at 1,300 feet interval 
along the property boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property boundary; 



 
25. Engineering deviation from Section 11-194(a)19 of the Design and Construction 

Standards for allowing gravel surface for the secondary emergency access road within 
Unit 2 lot boundaries until construction of Unit 2 site improvements or until an agreed 
upon timeline provided in the PRO agreement;  
 
The applicant shall conform to the maximum 15 bay parking requirement at the time of 
Site plan approval for individual units; 

 
The following items shall beU addressed in the PRO Concept Plan prior to City Council 
consideration of Planned Rezoning Concept PlanU, and/or items listed above based on Planning 
Commission’s determination: 

1. The applicant shall revise and provide the accurate legal description of the subject 
parcel and the road rights-of-way for the Ring Road prior to PRO Concept plan and 
PRO Agreement approval; 
 

2. A list of end users for each unit as listed in the applicant’s response letter dated July 3, 
2018 shall be included on Sheet 02; 

 
3. The applicant shall consider pedestrian activity and connections across Adell Center 

Drive and to the various parcels throughout the site on either side of Adell Drive in an 
effort to provide a more walkable district; 

 
4. The applicant shall provide a secondary access point to the parking lot for Unit 5; 
 
5. Sheet 2 states that the proposed building and parking lot layouts are conceptual 

only. This is not consistent with the Concept Plan as submitted. This note shall be 
removed; Any notes that refer to the Concept Plan as subject to change  at the time 
of Preliminary Site Plan approval shall be removed from all plans; 

 
6. Changes to allowable uses listed on Sheet 2 shall be made as listed below 

a. Regroup as permitted uses and special land uses as listed in Section 3.1.25.  
b. A note shall be added that each of the uses is subject to Use Standards in Article 

4 of Zoning Ordinance; 
c. Drive-thru is allowed in TC subject to special land use and certain conditions. They 

shall be located within 300 feet from intersection of two arterials. Units 6 and 7 do 
not qualify for drive-thru use. All references to drive-thru shall be eliminated. 

d. Medical offices and laboratories is a not a permitted use under TC district. This 
item shall be removed; 

e. Last two bullet points on sheet 2 that references to other uses and accessory 
structures shall be removed;  

 
7. The applicant shall remove note number 5 on sheet 12 since pavement markings will 

be reviewed as part of the individual Units’ site plan reviews; 
 

8. The applicant shall submit additional information as requested in the Planning review 
letter to allow staff to verify any additional deviations that may be required to be 
reviewed at  this time; 

 



9. The applicant shall revise the length of the drive aisle in the southeastern parking lot 
in Unit 5 to be no longer than 150 feet to conform to the fire code requirement; 

 
If the City Council approves the rezoning, the Planning Commission recommends the following 
conditions be made part of the PRO Agreement: 

1. The creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for the purpose of housing 
the water tower on its own is a required deviation that will need to be addressed in 
the PRO Agreement. No other use than the existing tower shall be permitted, 
maintenance of this Unit must be addressed in the PRO agreement;   

 
2. A irrigation plan and any necessary easements that demonstrates the applicant’s 

intent will be required at the time of the approval of the Roads and Utilities plan;  
 
3. The PRO Agreement shall specifically enumerate future changes to the use on Unit 4, 

if any; otherwise use of Unit 4 shall be limited to parking only; 
 

4. The applicant shall indicate the proposed decorative brick wall on Sheet 2, PRO 
Concept Plan; 

 
5. The applicant shall develop the road with a three-lane cross-section to further 

accommodate left-turning activities and provide a wider “buffer zone” for large 
vehicles entering/exiting the various facilities without entering into the opposing 
traffic through lane, at the time of Preliminary Site Plan approval; 

 
6. The applicant shall provide a list of restricted uses on the PRO Concept plan, to be 

included in the agreement to ensure a quality development. Some of the staff 
recommended uses are as follows: 

a. Gas Stations 
b. Sexually-oriented businesses 
c. Medical/Recreational Marijuana Uses 
d. Hookah bar/lounges or similar uses 
e. Vape shops or similar uses 
f. Convenience Stores 
g. Fast-food restaurants 
h. Fast food restaurants with a drive-through 
i. Tattoo parlors 

 
7. The applicant shall confirm understanding that they may be subject to certain off-site 

and/or on-site mitigation measures as a result of the region-wide traffic impact study. 
Any mitigation measures that are determined as part of the region-wide traffic 
impact study shall consider existing congestion and network deficiencies absent this 
project, as well as the proportion of existing versus future traffic, in evaluation and 
determination of responsibility of such measures; 
 

8. The applicant shall provide an approvable wetland/woodland restoration plan for 
the southerly portion of the site at the time of Wetland permit/Preliminary Site Plan 
approval for Roads and Utilities; 
 

9. The applicant shall stake the trail proposed on the south part of the site prior to 
construction to allow for the City of Novi’s staff and consultants to approve the 
alignment prior to the applicant’s construction of the trail;  



10. The timeline for paving the temporary gravel secondary access in the event Unit 2 is 
not completed within a certain period of time shall be addressed in the PRO 
agreement; 

 
11. The applicant shall obtain all necessary off-site easements for connecting secondary 

emergency access to the west prior to Final Site Plan approval for Roads and Utilities;  
 
12. The applicant shall note that the following would possibly require an amendment to 

the PRO agreement, unless otherwise agreed upon: 
a. Any major changes to building and parking layout from the approved PRO 

plan  
b. Any deviations from ordinance requirements that are not 

requested/approved at this time  
c. Any change of use for any of the units that are not listed as part of the 

allowable uses 
d. Reduction of established minimum parking count, below the offered 

maximum of 5 percent reduction.  A shared parking study may be required at 
that time 

e. Any future redevelopment for any of the units, other than what is shown on 
the Concept Plan 

f. Deviations from the Sign Ordinance that are not identified as part of the 
current review 

 
[Insert any additional conditions] 
 
This motion is made because the proposed Town Center zoning district is a reasonable 
alternative to the Master Plan for Land Use, because the development will improve a property 
that is blighted, and because the likelihood of alternative development is unknown and the 
potential for less favorable development exists. 
 
UPostpone 
In the matter request of Orville Properties, L.L.C. for the Adell Center, JZ18-24 with Zoning Map 
Amendment 18.724, a motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO 
and Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to provide additional information and to allow 
the City staff and consultants, and the Planning Commission, to evaluate all aspects of the 
Concept Plan as proposed.  This recommendation is made for the following reasons: 
 

1. Additional information is required regarding parking to allow the City staff and 
consultants and the Planning Commission to determine the nature and extent of the 
variance or deviation requested as part of the PRO.  The applicant has provided total 
number of parking spaces required per ordinance, spaces required per user and spaces 
proposed. The applicant has provided some supporting data for most of the units with 
the response letter dated August 15, 2018;  

2. The creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for the purpose of housing the 
water tower on its own is a required deviation and the future and current use and 
maintenance of this Unit have not been indicated.   The applicant has indicated that the 
tower will be put into use for possible landscape irrigation, but the irrigation plans have 
not yet been submitted; 

3. The proposed 7,000 square feet future building on Unit 4 is not feasible and appears to 
be too large for this Unit size. The applicant shall provide possible future uses for this unit;  

4. The applicant shall provide a list of approvable allowable/restricted uses on the PRO 
Concept plan, to be included in the agreement to ensure a quality development; 



5. The City’s facade consultant has requested additional information for Planet Fitness and 
I-Fly as described in the façade review letter; 

6. Additional information is required regarding sign packages for certain of the uses, in 
particular Carvana and I-Fly, which have not been completed and submitted in the 
required format with all required information. The applicant now proposes to put this in 
the Master Deed restrictions.  

7. The Open space plan (Sheet 19) proposes the required open spaces on Unit 6, Unit 4, 
end of the cul-de-sac and south side of the Middle Rouge River. The southerly area 
contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 25 percent of the open 
area. The southern area of the site contains a large quantity of undesirable, invasive 
plant and shrub species located in the wetlands and woodland areas as well as refuse 
and debris generally located along the banks of the Walled Lake Branch. The applicant 
shall provide a proposed restoration/site enhancement plan that addresses these items 
in order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic open Space area for the 
development as indicated in the response letter.  It is not clear whether the buyers of the 
proposed units will agree to provide and maintain the open space as shown on the 
open space plan; 

8. The applicant is encouraged to address and/or reduce the number of deviations 
required and provide information showing how each Zoning Ordinance provision sought 
to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of 
the development that would be in the public interest, and would be consistent with the 
Master Plan and the surrounding area; 

9. The applicant shall have the opportunity to clarify through a modified submittal if any 
PRO conditions are being offered under the PRO provisions of the Zoning Ordinance; 

 --OR-- 
 
UDenial 
In the matter of the request of Orville Properties, LLC, JZ18-24 with Zoning Map Amendment 
18.724, motion to recommend denial to the City Council to rezone the subject property from 
EXPO (Exposition) to TC (Town Center) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay, because: 

1. The proposed zoning is not consistent with the Master Plan for Land Use recommendation 
for Office Research Development Technology land uses for the subject property; 

2. The applicant has not met its burden under the Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) 
ordinance to provide PRO conditions that result in the enhancement of the project area 
as compared to the existing zoning that can only be achieved through use of the PRO.  

3. The applicant has not proposed site specific regulations that are, in material respects, 
“more strict or limiting than the regulations that would apply to the land under the 
proposed new zoning district," as required under Section 7.13.2.c. In the absence of such 
regulations and conditions, it cannot be determined whether, compared to the existing 
zoning it would be in the public interest to grant the rezoning with PRO or whether the 
benefits of the proposal can be found to clearly outweigh the reasonably foreseeable 
detriments thereof; 

4. The applicant has not established that there are enhancements proposed under the 
PRO Concept Plan that would not be likely to be achieved without utilizing the PRO 
process, as set forth in the staff and consultant review letters;  

5. The applicant has not established a basis for many of the proposed deviations for the 
reasons set forth in the staff and consultant review letters, and it therefore cannot be 
determined that if the deviations were not granted, it would prohibit an enhancement of 
the development that would be in the public interest; 
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Phase 1
sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height price total
AC 15 Amelanchier canadensis Serviceberry 2.5" as shown B&B 250.00$  3,750.00$        
AR 12 Acer rubrum 'October Glory' October Glory Red Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  4,800.00$        
AS 6 Acer saccharum 'Green Mountain' Green Mountain Sugar Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  2,400.00$        
CA 11 Cornus alternifolia Alternate Leaf Dogwood 2.5" as shown B&B 250.00$  2,750.00$        
CP 25 Cratagus p. 'Presidential' Presidential Hawthorn 2.5" as shown B&B 250.00$  6,250.00$        
LT 16 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  6,400.00$        
SR 17 Syringa reticulata Japanese Flowering Lilac 2.5" as shown B&B 250.00$  4,250.00$        
UP 28 Ulmus x. 'Pioneer' Pioneer Elm 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  11,200.00$      

Mulch
126 4" Deep Shredded Hardwood Bark Mulch  $35/s.y. 4,410.00$        
427 Sod $6/ s.y. 2,562.00$        

3,229 Seed $2.5/s.f. 8,073.00$        
Irrigation 26,000.00$     

Total 82,845.00$      
Future Phases
sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height
ARF 4 Acer rubrum 'October Glory' October Glory Red Maple 3.0" as shown B&B
CMF 23 Cornus mas Cornalian Cherry Dogwood 2.5" as shown B&B
CPF 7 Cratagus p. 'Presidential' Presidential Hawthorn 2.5" as shown B&B
CSF 263 Chrysanthemym x superbum 'Alaska' Alaska Shasta Daisy as shown #2 cont.
KFF 204 Calamagrostis x. a. 'Karl Forester' Karl Forester Grass as shown #3
LTF 6 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" as shown B&B
MRF 40 Malus 'Royal Raindrops' Royal Raindrop Crab 2.5" as shown B&B
PAF 190 Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hameln' Dwarf Fountain Grass as shown #2
RFF 675 Rudbeckia fulgida speciosa 'Goldsturm' Black Eyed Susan as shown #2 cont.
SRF 9 Syringa reticulata Japanese Flowering Lilac 2.5" as shown B&B



Phase 1
sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height price total
Greenbelt

AR 9 Acer rubrum 'October Glory' October Glory Red Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  3,600.00$        
AS 5 Acer saccharum 'Green Mountain' Green Mountain Sugar Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  2,000.00$        
LT 3 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  1,200.00$        
RF 65 Rudbeckia fulgida speciosa 'Goldsturm' Black Eyed Susan as shown #2 cont. 15.00$    975.00$           
UP 11 Ulmus x. 'Pioneer' Pioneer Elm 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  4,400.00$        

Woodland Replacement
ASI 4 Acer saccharum 'Green Mountain' Green Mountain Sugar Maple 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  1,600.00$        
QRI 5 Quercus rubra Red Oak 3.0" as shown B&B 400.00$  2,000.00$        

Mulch
16 4" Deep Shredded Hardwood Bark Mulch  $35/s.y. 910.00$           

2,136 Sod $6/ s.y. 12,816.00$      
Irrigation 16,000.00$     

Total 45,501.00$      

Future Phases
sym. qty. botanical name common name caliper spacing root height
Greenbelt
ACF 9 Amelanchier canadensis Serviceberry 2.5" as shown B&B
ARF 2 Acer rubrum 'October Glory' October Glory Red Maple 3.0" as shown B&B
CAF 3 Cornus alternifolia Alternate Leaf Dogwood 2.5" as shown B&B
CMF 6 Cornus mas Cornalian Cherry Dogwood 2.5" as shown B&B
CPF 18 Cratagus p. 'Presidential' Presidential Hawthorn 2.5" as shown B&B
CSF 340 Chrysanthemym x superbum 'Alaska' Alaska Shasta Daisy as shown #2 cont.
KFF 123 Calamagrostis x. a. 'Karl Forester' Karl Forester Grass as shown #3
MR 4 Malus 'Royal Raindrops' Royal Raindrop Crab 2.5" as shown B&B
PAF 554 Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hameln' Dwarf Fountain Grass as shown #2
RFF 65 Rudbeckia fulgida speciosa 'Goldsturm' Black Eyed Susan as shown #2 cont.
SRF 11 Syringa reticulata Japanese Flowering Lilac 2.5" as shown B&B
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PLANNING REVIEW 

August 13, 2018 



 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
PETITIONER 
Orville Properties, LLC   
 
REVIEW TYPE 
1st Revision: Rezoning Request from EXPO (Expo) to TC (Town Center) with a Planned Rezoning 
Overlay (PRO) 
 
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Section 15 

Site Location Address: 43700 Expo Center Drive; Parcel Id: 50-22-15-476-045 
north of Grand River Avenue and south of I-96 in Section 15 

Site School Novi  Community School District 
Current Site Expo: Expo 
Proposed Site TC: Town Center 
Adjoining Zoning North C: Conference (across I-96) 
 East TC: Town Center 
 West I-2: General Industrial  
 South I-1: Light Industrial 
Current Site Use Vacant; Existing unused parking lot 

Adjoining Uses 

North Novi Oaks Hotels 
East Retail/Restaurants  
West Industrial Office
South Industrial Office

Site Size Approximately 21.8 Acres (950,073 SF) 
Plan Date Revised: July 19, 2018 (Original: June 6, 2018) 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant is proposing to develop the property as a multi-unit commercial development 
consisting of nine units accessed by a proposed private drive.  The development proposes a mix of 
two hotels, one fitness center, two restaurants, one indoor recreational facility, off-street parking lot 
for seasonal events and an unlisted use similar to automobile sales facility. The existing water tower 
on site is proposed remain on a separate unit. The current PRO Concept Plan includes a request for 
an Unlisted Use Determination under Section 4.87 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The table below lists the prospective users for each unit based on the information provided by the 
applicant at the time of Pre-application meeting.  
 
Unit No. End Users Proposed Height Proposed Use Category 

Unit 1 I-Fly 70 ft.  Indoor Commercial Recreation 
Facilities 

Unit 2 Planet Fitness 40 ft. to 50 ft. (2 stories) Indoor Commercial Recreation 
Facilities 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

August 13, 2018 
Planning Review  

Adell Center PRO 
JZ 18-24 with Rezoning 18.724 
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Unit 3 Fairfield Inn & 
Suites 63 ft.  (5 stories) Hotels 

Unit 4 Temporary 
parking lot Not provided Off-street Parking Lot 

Unit 5 Drury Inn & Suites 84.5 ft.. (7 stories) Hotels 

Unit 6 Restaurant 20 ft. -30ft.   
(1 story) End user to be determined 

Unit 7 Restaurant 20 ft. -30ft.  (1 story) End user to be determined 

Unit 8 Carvana 75’-10” (8 tiers) Unlisted Use 

Unit 9 Water Tower 120 ft. Existing tower Existing Structure 
 
Note, however, that the current revised Concept plan does not appear to clearly identify the same 
end users as are set forth in the Table above. The applicant’s response letter prior to Planning 
Commission meeting dated July 3, 2018 requested to include the end users in the PRO agreement. 
References to the specific users that are still identified may appear throughout this review. 
 
The applicant is not proposing a phased construction; however, the applicant is proposing to build 
the roads and the utilities first. Individual users will build within the respective unit boundaries shown 
on the plan. The applicant submitted a narrative and a Community Impact Statement.  
 
CHANGES WITH THE CURRENT SUBMITTAL 
The applicant has provided a revised concept plan submittal following the last Planning 
Commission public hearing. The revised submittal addressed some of the issues raised in the last 
round of reviews and some of the comments discussed by the Planning Commission. Staff’s 
summary of changes is listed below. Except for the change to road width and associated changes, 
other revisions are minor. Staff comments in detail are provided throughout the report: 
 

1. Increased the proposed private road width from 30 feet to 36 feet 
2. Unit 2 and 3 are sited closer to each other with the current layout  
3. Unit 1, 6, 7 and 8 are reduced in size to accommodate road expansion 
4. Internal parking lot layout for Unit 6, 7, Unit 2 (Fairfield) and Unit 8(Carvana) is changed 
5. Provided a revised list of deviations 
6. Provided updated Open space calculations. Staff comments provided later in the review. 
7. Indicated pedestrian trail in the southern area on the revised PRO Concept plan 
8. Proposed additional pedestrian nodes and connections to individual buildings 
9. Indicated Future Right Of Way lines on the PRO Concept plan 
10. Provided additional signage details for Adell property signs 
11. Revised elevations for I-Fly building (supplemented via e-mail after hard copy submittal) 
12. Revised narrative for Carvana 
13. Provided parking calculations on the plans 
14. Proposed parking spaces reduced from 911 to 811 (reduction of 100 spaces), most likely 

due to roadway expansion 
15. Required parking spaces are reduced by 38 spaces from last submittal, because the 

applicant has eliminated Unit 4 parking from required calculations.  
16. Dumpster locations are indicated for some of the units 
17. Unit 4 is now referred to as temporary use and a reference to seasonal events is removed 

from the plans.  
18. A list of revised allowable uses within Town Center district is provided.  

 
PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY 
The applicant submitted for a Pre-Application Meeting, which was held on May 14, 2018. Staff 
indicated that the proposed zoning conflicts the future land use designation and requested 
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additional information to make an informed recommendation to the Planning Commission and the 
City Council.  
 
The proposed rezoning category requested by the applicant is currently not supported by the 
Future Land Use Map. The applicant has requested to waive the requirement to attend Master 
Planning and Zoning Committee with a letter dated June 11, 2018 
 
Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 11, 2018 and postponed their recommendation 
to Council based on the following motion: Staff Comments based on the current submittal are 
provided in bold.  
 
In the matter request of Orville Properties, L.L.C. for the Adell Center, JZ18-24 with Zoning Map 
Amendment 18.724, a motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO and 
Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to provide additional information and to allow the City 
staff and consultants, and the Planning Commission, to evaluate all aspects of the Concept Plan as 
proposed.  This recommendation is made for the following reasons: 
  

1. Additional information is required regarding parking.  The applicant’s materials refer to a 
shared parking study, but no such study has been provided for review by the staff and 
consultants or the Planning Commission.  In addition, at this time, the materials provided by 
the applicant do not include information regarding the minimum number of spaces that are 
required by ordinance to be provided, and the number provided per each proposed use or 
site, so that the City staff and consultants and Planning Commission can determine the 
nature and extent of the variance or deviation requested as part of the PRO.  Information 
that the City normally would have includes things such as parking counts per use or site 
based, for example, on the number of hotel rooms and amount of banquet space (for the 
hotel uses) and/or the number of seats or employees for the restaurants proposed.  The 
materials and documentation provided so far is insufficient for the review required. Parking 
calculations are provided as a separate table. The applicant has provided total number of 
parking spaces required per ordinance, spaces required per user and spaces proposed. 
There is no supporting data that shows that how the applicant has arrived at those numbers. 
Staff is not able to confirm the numbers provided as required due to missing information. 
Please refer to the Parking memo attached to the review letter for more details.  
 

2. The staff and the Planning Commission require more information regarding the effect of 
widening the pavement for the roadway, as recently proposed by the applicant (such as a 
revised concept plan with updated lot lines, setbacks, greenbelt, conceptual parking lot 
layout, etc.), from 30 feet to 36 feet, which may result in different/additional variances or 
deviations as described in the planning staff’s memo. The current revised concept plan 
indicates Current revised plan proposes a 36 foot wide road as recommended by the 
Engineering review. Lot layout is adjusted accordingly. Units 6, 7 and 8 appear to be made 
smaller to allow for the expansion. The revisions eliminate the three major deviations listed 
by the Engineering review. However, the Planning deviations from previous layout are similar 
to the ones with the current layout.  
 

3. If the road is not widened from 30 feet to 36 feet, the City staff and consultants have asked 
for additional information as described in the planning staff’s memo. This item is not 
applicable anymore as the road has been revised to 36 feet wide. However, staff 
recommends the applicant consider striping it for a 3-lane roadway for better traffic flow 
throughout the development.  
 

4. Information regarding the use of the water tower, if any, as part of the development has not 
been provided. The applicant did not explicitly provide additional information with regard to 
a use for the water tower, as part of development, in the response letter. A note on sheet 10-
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Demolition Plan refers to revising water lines to and from the water tower for future 
connection to irrigation system. A reference to irrigation plans is made, but those plans are 
not included in the submittal.  
 

5. Additional information is required with regard to the proposed uses for Unit 4; more 
specifically, if the uses are more intense than simply parking they may require additional 
improvements (e.g., a turn lane), and additional trip generation information may be 
required. Additional information with regard to possible uses for Unit 4 is not listed on the 
plans or in a response letter.  
 

6. The City’s facade consultant has requested additional information regarding certain of the 
uses as described in the façade review letter. Additional information requested by Façade 
with regard to Fairfield and Planet Fitness elevations which have not been provided. The 
submittal packet included older version of the I-Fly elevations. However, I-Fly’s 
representatives requested staff to review a PDF version of updated elevations. The applicant 
is asked to insure that the requested elevations be included with subsequent submittals. 
 

7. Additional information is required regarding sign packages for certain of the uses, in 
particular Carvana and I Fly, which have not been completed and submitted in the 
required format with all required information. Additional information is required regarding 
sign packages for certain of the uses, in particular Carvana and I-Fly, which have not been 
completed and submitted in the required format with all required information. This issue is 
not addressed with the current submittal. Additional dimensions for the Adell development 
signage have been provided. 

8. The City’s Traffic Consultant and City Engineer have not resolved the speed limit on the 
roadway, which may affect the driveway spacing between Units 3 and 4, and between 
Units 2 and 3. The City’s Traffic Consultant is in agreement with the 25 mph speed limit 
proposed by the applicant for Adell Drive. 
 

9. The location and exact description of the 15% open space needs to be clarified; the trails 
referred to need to be shown, and the effects on woodlands as described in the woodland 
consultant’s letter must also be clarified. Applicant has identified 15 percent open space in 
various locations within the site, the majority of it being located along the southern part. This 
area contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 25 percent of the open 
space area in the southerly portion. Wetlands are not considered usable open space.  Staff 
would support a deviation for not meeting the minimum requirements for open space, 
provided the applicant considers restoration efforts to existing wetlands and woodlands are 
in order to make it more usable and aesthetically pleasing as recommended in Wetlands 
review letter.  The proposed trail is shown on the PRO Concept plan. It appears that there are 
no impacts to any regulated woodlands. The plan notes that path will be field located. Staff 
recommends that field location is inspected by staff prior to installation. Ideally, the 
applicant should attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-foot 
wetland buffers while preserving existing trees. 

10. The applicant is encouraged to address and/or reduce the number of deviations required 
and provide information showing how each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be 
deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the 
development that would be in the public interest, and would be consistent with the Master 
Plan and the surrounding area. The applicant has provided a revised list of deviations. 
Please refer to Page 15 for detailed comments on this item.  
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11. The applicant should have the opportunity to clarify if any PRO conditions are being offered 
under the PRO provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant did not provide any 
information addressing this item. 
 

12. The applicant should incorporate more elements of the Town Center (TC) District relative to 
pedestrian walkability and shared parking in order to comply more with the TC District 
requirements and guidelines. With the current revised submittal, the applicant added little 
pocket parks at regular intervals and provided pedestrian connections to individual 
buildings. The plan also proposes a decorative brick wall along Adell Drive. These 
requirements are however required by the Town Center Ordinance. Some additional 
elements like small pocket parks, a promenade in Unit 4 and a trail in the open space area 
are proposed. The applicant should still consider providing connectivity between northern 
and southern developments and providing larger pocket parks.  

 
PRO OPTION 
The PRO option creates a “floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a 
parcel.  As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to be changed (in this case from 
EXPO to TC) and the applicant enters into a PRO agreement with the City, whereby the applicant 
submits a conceptual plan for development of the site. The City Council reviews the Concept Plan, 
and if the plan may be acceptable, it directs for preparation of an agreement between the City 
and the applicant, which also requires City Council approval.   Following final approval of the PRO 
concept plan and PRO agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan 
approval under standard site plan review procedures.  The PRO runs with the land, so future owners, 
successors, or assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent modification by the City 
of Novi.  If the development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning and PRO concept 
plan expires and the agreement becomes void. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Planning Commission will be provided with a motion for postponement, approval and denial in the 
Planning Commission packets to be shared prior to the meeting.  The Commission should consider 
postponing the decision to a later date to allow the applicant additional time to address the 
additional information/clarification as discussed in the Parking Memo attached and other 
comments discussed in this review.   
 
COMMENTS 
It is staff’s opinion that the proposed rezoning district of TC, Town Center may be a reasonable 
alternative for the subject property, even though it is not supported by future land use map.  
However, the application is missing information and there are too many deviations from the 
ordinance standards for Planning Staff to be able to support the request at this time.  Some of the 
concerns are as follows;  

 
1. As the applicant stated in the submitted narrative dated June 05, 2018, staff agrees that it is 

highly unlikely that another exposition center will be built on this property since Suburban 
Collection showplace is well established in City of Novi. However, as the current EXPO 
zoning district allows, alternative uses to an exposition facility are currently permitted, and 
the intent indicates the EXPO district is also designed to promote research, office and light 
industrial development, and help meet the needs of the City’s expected future economy for 
all types of research, office, light industrial and related uses.  In addition to the permitted 
Exposition facilities uses, the EXPO District also allows professional office buildings, offices 
and offices sales and service activities, public or private health and fitness facilities and 
clubs, medical offices, research and development, technical training and design of pilot or 
experimental products, data processing centers, warehousing, and many other uses as 
listed in the ordinance. As noted, many of the uses permitted in the I-1 Light Industrial District 
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in Section 3.1.18, except greenhouses and pet boarding facilities are currently permitted as 
the property is zoned.  

2. The last operating building on the subject property was the Novi Exposition facility which 
was demolished in 2012. The site has been vacant since then. The subject property is an 
ideal candidate for redevelopment either under the current zoning, or another zoning 
district.   

3. The subject property is the only undeveloped property located near the edge of the 
existing Town Center District boundary.  

4. The City’s Future Land Use map indicates Office Service Technology (OST) which allows most 
of the uses previously identified such as hotels and motels (when designed to be an integral 
part of the office development), sit-down restaurants, indoor recreational facilities and Off-
street parking lots as permitted uses. One exception to this is Carvana, which requires City 
Council approval for unlisted use determination. The submitted development plan is not 
currently proposing any office related uses; therefore the hotel and restaurant uses would 
currently not fit within the OST District. (Staff does not agree with applicant’s interpretation 
that the OST retail overlay services are applicable to the subject property) 

 
The proposed uses (except Carvana which is subject to separate City Council approval) and the 
rezoning category could therefore be acceptable alternative to the current zoning, or to the Town 
Center zoning district, but the proposed Concept Plan does not meet the design intent of Town 
Center district Ordinance for multiple reasons and is also not conforming to multiple requirements of 
the Ordinance. Staff believes that the applicant has ample opportunity to modify the plan to meet 
the intent of TC district and note the following for applicant’s consideration: 
 

1. TOWN CENTER AREA STUDY:  The property’s proximity to the surrounding retail, restaurants 
and hotels could make the proposed rezoning category appropriate; the applicant should 
be able to achieve greater compliance with the design guidelines from Town Center Area 
Study and redesign the site layout to more closely meet the intent of Town Center district. 
Town Center area study offers the following recommendations for northwest area which is 
immediately abutting the subject property.  

a. Use Middle Rouge in site design  
b. Pedestrian‐oriented with small front/side setbacks.   
c. Shared parking located at rear or side of building. 

 
2. DESIGN AND LAYOUT CONCERNS: The current layout is more consistent with a traditional 

industrial park layout we typically see in Light Industrial districts.  The applicant has stated 
that the current unit boundaries have been mutually agreed upon with purchasers and the 
applicant has confirmed our understanding that the applicant is reluctant to make major 
layout changes in their response letter dated July 3, 2018.  The applicant can still consider: 

a. Providing additional amenities within the site such as benches, safety paths, 
decorative lighting etc., which the applicant has indicated that the end users will 
provide with individual site plan applications.  

b. Enhancing the site design to use the existing branch of the Middle Rouge River as an 
amenity or focal point. A restoration plan suggested by our Wetland review would 
address this concern.  

c. Creating safe and attractive pedestrian connections between the units by creating 
breaks in the sea of parking.  A couple of pedestrian nodes and sidewalks are 
added, but no changes to parking lot are proposed.  

d. Expanding and enhancing the proposed pocket parks.  
e. Better defining the potential uses and layout for Unit 4. It is not referred to as 

temporary uses. A reference to seasonal events is removed.  
f. Proposing shared parking among the various proposed uses; and thereby providing 

additional green spaces by reducing the parking spaces. A formal Shared parking 
agreement is currently not proposed.  
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g. Considering revisions to site plan to minimize the number of deviations requested. 
Road layout is modified thereby eliminating all Engineering deviations.  

 
3. PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT: As stated in Sec. 3.1.25.A., ‘The TC, Town Center district 

is designed and intended to promote the development of a pedestrian accessible, 
commercial service district in which a variety of retail, commercial, office, civic and 
residential uses are permitted’. The proposed uses (with the exception of Carvana) can be 
classified as commercial/entertainment uses which align with the intent of TC, Town Center 
district. The current revised submittal proposed some pedestrian nodes and pedestrian 
connections to buildings. There appears to be a disconnect between northern and southern 
parts of development along Adell Drive. The applicant can consider crosswalk as 
recommended in Traffic review to allow for better pedestrian connectivity and use this 
opportunity to create larger pocket parks in those areas.  
 

4. ALLOWABLE USES FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT: List of suggested allowable uses provided by 
the applicant on sheet 2, should be revised to address the following:  

a. Regroup as permitted uses and special land uses as listed in Section 3.1.25.  
b. Add a note that each of the uses is subject to Use Standards in Article 4 of Zoning 

Ordinance 
c. Drive-thru is allowed in TC subject to special land use and certain conditions. They 

should be located within 300 feet from intersection of two arterials. Units 6 and 7, 
proposed for a drive-thru do not qualify. A reference to drive-thru should be 
eliminated. 

d. Medical offices and laboratories is a not a permitted use under TC district. This item 
should be removed 

e. Last two bullet points on sheet 2 that references to other uses and accessory 
structures should be removed.  

f. The applicant should also provide a list of restricted uses on the PRO Concept plan, 
to be included in the agreement to ensure a quality development. Some of the staff 
recommended uses are as follows 
 Gas Stations 
 Tattoo Parlors 
 Medical/Recreational Marijuana Uses 
 Adult uses 
 Pawn shops 
 Hookah bar/lounges or similar uses 
 Vape Shops or similar uses 
 24-hour Convenience Stores 
 Fast-food or fast-food with drive-through restaurants 

 
5. POSSIBLE USES FOR UNIT 4: Sheet 2 notes that “The parking lot and gazebo shown on the 

proposed unit is planned to be a temporary use by the developer and is subject to future 
developer in accordance with PRO agreement for the Adell center.” The future building is 
estimated to be 7,000 square feet. There are 38 spaces proposed at this time. The applicant 
should note that the future use and size for the proposed building is limited by the parking 
available. For example, a 7,000 sq. feet restaurant could not be allowed because it would 
require 100 spaces and a loading zone. Due to unknown factor of future use, location and 
size of the building, any future changes to use and/or layout would require an amendment 
to the PRO agreement. It is staff’s opinion that a 7,000 square feet building is not feasible 
and large for this Unit size. The PRO agreement will need to address future changes to the 
use, if any. 
 

6. OFF-STREET PARKING LOTS FOR SEPARATE USES: ‘The TC Town Center district is further 
designed and intended to discourage the development of separate off-street parking 
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facilities for each individual use, and to encourage the development of off-street parking 
facilities designed to accommodate the needs of several individual uses’. The proposed 
concept plan depicts each unit as having related parking within their respective unit 
boundaries, with the exception of the both the restaurants. All the parking lots are mostly 
connected to each other with shared access drives with the exception of Unit 5 (Drury 
Hotel). It is staff’s opinion that this development provides an opportunity to reduce parking 
by proposing shared parking arrangement, supported by a shared parking study, thus 
leaving additional space for public gathering or usable open space or  to reduce 
deviations. Carvana noted in their narrative that they have reduced their minimum parking 
from 40 to 30 in order to address this comment. Data to support such as a reduction is 
recommended to be provided (i.e. shared parking study etc.).  
 

19. PARKING CALCULATIONS: With the current revised submittal, proposed parking spaces are 
reduced from 911 to 811 (reduction of 100 spaces), most likely due to roadway expansion. 
Required parking spaces are reduced by 36 spaces from last submittal, because the 
applicant has eliminated Unit 4 parking from required calculations. Based on the 
calculations, the applicant has provided, which the staff is unable to confirm at this time, it 
appears that additional 42 spaces are proposed within the development. Of those, 38 are 
proposed on Unit 4. If Unit 4 is considered overflow parking for the development, then its 
possible future development would eliminate the parking overage. The applicant should 
provide information requested by staff in planning memo on establishing the minimum 
parking requirement so that staff can establish the minimum parking requirement, i.e. verify 
applicant’s counts. The applicant should note that any further reduction to established 
minimum parking requirement would warrant a shared parking study or an amendment to 
PRO agreement for reduction in parking requirement at that time, by the individual user who 
makes the request. The scope of work for a shared parking will be determined based on the 
units affected by the request at that time and would need to be agreed to by all affected 
units. 
  

7. UNLISTED USE DETERMINATION:  The intent of the Town Center District recognizes that uses 
such as new and used motor vehicle sales can have a disruptive effect on the intended 
pedestrian orientation of the districts. One of the proposed uses, Carvana, is a non-
traditional model used for used vehicle sales. It does not have traditional style of larger 
horizontal parking lots for sale vehicles display. It is an experimental concept. However there 
is no guarantee for the long-term viability of the use.  Please refer to Unlisted Use 
Determination memo provided under a separate packet for more comments on unlisted 
use determination. Staff is currently unable to make a full determination on the nature of the 
use because of the lack of information such as alternate use for the building, identified use 
category in other communities and date to support the proposed parking counts. The 
applicant is asked to refer to the attached memo and address the staff’s concerns.  
 

8. ADELL DRIVE: Traffic review recommends that the developer develop the road with a three-
lane cross-section to further accommodate left-turning activities and provide a wider 
“buffer zone” for large vehicles entering/exiting the various facilities without entering into the 
opposing traffic through lane.  

 
5. OPEN SPACE AND RESTORATION PLAN: The Open Space Plan (Sheet 19) proposes the 

required open spaces on Unit 6, Unit 4, end of the cul-de-sac and south side of the Middle 
Rouge River. The southerly area contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 
25 percent of the open area. The southern area of the site contains a large quantity of 
undesirable, invasive plant and shrub species located in the wetlands and woodland areas 
as well as refuse and debris generally located along the banks of the Walled Lake Branch. 
The applicant should consider providing a proposed restoration/site enhancement plan 
that addresses these items in order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic Open Space 
area for the development. 
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6. RING ROAD/PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The Revised Concept Plan indicates the City-

owned Right-of-Way for the Ring Road improvements. However, the ALTA survey (sheet 06) 
and legal description are not updated. The applicant should provide the accurate legal 
description to PRO Concept Plan approval. Sheet 19 indicates the following square footages 
for the site 

 Property Area: 979,123 SF 
 Potential Future Right-of-way Area: 29,050 SF (0.67 Acres) 
 Net property Area: 950,073 SF 
 Total wetlands: 0.92 Acres 

 
7. DEVIATIONS: The applicant has provided a revised list of deviations with the current 

submittal. The widening of the proposed private drive eliminated three Engineering 
deviations and minor change to layout eliminated another parking lot design deviation. The 
current list provided some clarity to some concerns discussed by staff, but does not propose 
to reduce the number of deviations. Please refer to Page xxx for detailed comments from 
staff. Staff continues to believe that there is some opportunity to reduce a few deviations or 
at least provide additional date to support the request such as reduction of parking and 
side parking setbacks etc.  

 
8. PRO CONCEPT PLAN: Sheet 2 states that the proposed building and parking lot layouts are 

conceptual only. This does not meet the intent of PRO Concept plan. This note must be 
removed. Development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive 
requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan. The applicant should note that the 
following would possibly require an amendment to the PRO Agreement, unless otherwise 
agreed upon: 
 

a. Any major changes to building and parking layout from the approved PRO Plan 
would possibly require an amendment to the PRO plan.  

b. Any deviations that are not requested/approved at this time  
c. Change of use for any of the units that are not listed as part of the allowable uses 
d. Reduction of established minimum parking count. A shared parking study may be 

required at that time.  
e. Future development for Unit 4 
f. Deviations from Sign Ordinance 

 
9. FUTURE SITE PLAN REVIEWS: The proposed development is an ambitious project that would 

require a carefully laid out implementation plan. The applicant, who is also the current land 
owner, is proposing to build the roads and the utilities and divide the land into individual 
condominium units. Each future buyer will then be responsible for getting necessary site plan 
and other permit approvals, and be responsible for each unit’s construction. There is no 
tentative timeline indicated for completion of all units. Until all units are completed, the 
impacts of construction traffic to the surrounding areas/businesses are hard to contemplate.  
 
Since the development will be tied to PRO plan, when individual site plans are submitted for 
review, they are expected to conform to the code requirements for all items that are not 
are regulated by the approved deviations and conditions as part of the PRO Agreement. 
For these reasons, it is vital staff to have a clear understanding of what is being proposed at 
this time in order to provide clarity for future reviews. The applicant should provide the intent 
to address possible or anticipated future deviations if they are not requested at this time. This 
information is provided with the current submittal.  
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COMPARISON OF ZONING DISTRICTS 
The following table provides a comparison of the current (EXPO) and proposed (TC) zoning 
classifications.  
 

 EXPO Zoning 
(Existing) 

TC 
(Proposed) 

Intent 

The EXPO Exposition Overlay district is 
designed to accommodate the 
development of a planned exposition 
facility.    The EXPO district is also designed 
to promote research, office and light 
industrial development, and help meet the 
needs of the City’s expected future 
economy for all types of research, office, 
light industrial and related uses 

The TC, Town Center district is designed 
and intended to promote the 
development of a pedestrian 
accessible, commercial service district 
in which a variety of retail, commercial, 
office, civic and residential uses are 
permitted. 

Principal Permitted 
Uses 

See attached copy of Section 3.1.14.B for 
EXPO uses 
Uses permitted in the I-1 Light Industrial 
District in Section 3.1.18, except 
greenhouses and pet boarding facilities. 
See attached copy Section 3.1.18.B and 
Sec. 4.77 I-1 uses in EXPO 

See attached copy of Section 3.1.25.B 
Most of the proposed uses are 
permitted; Carvana is considered an 
unlisted use and subject to City 
Councils approval. More comments are 
provided in this letter 

Special Land Uses  See attached copy of Section 3.1.14.C See attached copy of Section 3.1.25.C 
Minimum Lot Size 

Section 3.24 Sec. 3.6.2.D determined by lot layout Maximum Lot 
Coverage 
Building Height 65 feet or 5 stories 65 feet or 5 stories whichever is less 

Building Setbacks 50 ft. or height of building (See section 3.24 
for  more regulations) 

Sec. 3.27.1.C 
Depends on type of road frontage; 
Unlike EXPO, buildings are expected to 
be closer to the street. Proposed street 
for the current PRO is considered a non-
residential collector;  
Front: 0 ft. minimum; 10 feet maximum 
Side and rear: 0 feet minimum; no 
maximum 

Usable Open 
Space Not Applicable 

200 sq. ft. 
Minimum usable open space per 
dwelling unit 
15% gross open space 

Minimum Square 
Footage 

Not Applicable 
Minimum FAR 0,5 

Not applicable 

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

 Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Master Plan Land Use Designation 

Subject Property Current: EXPO Vacant/unused 
parking lot 

Office Research Development Technology 
(uses consistent with OST Zoning District) 

Eastern Parcels TC: Town Center Retail/Restaurants 
TC Commercial 
 (uses consistent with TC Zoning District) 

Western Parcels I-2 General 
Industrial Industrial Office Industrial Research Development Technology 

(uses consistent with I-1  Zoning Districts) 
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Northern Parcels  
 

C: Conference 
(across I-96) Novi Oaks Hotels PD2 and Regional Commercial  

(uses consistent with RC  Zoning District) 

Southern Parcels I-1 Light Industrial Industrial Office Office Research Development Technology 
(uses consistent with OST Zoning Districts) 

                 
 The subject property is tucked in a dead-end corner abutted by interstate to the north and heavily 
wooded area to the South and strip retail to the east. The site location provides limited to zero 
connectivity to adjoining properties to north, west and south. The nearest property boundary is 
approximately 400 feet from Novi Road to the east.  
 
Comau Industries, located to the west, is the only property between the subject property and rail 
road tracks. It is a well-established industrial automation company. The only connection between 
the subject property and the 
Comau site is the secondary 
emergency access proposed by 
the applicant. There is no other 
vehicular or pedestrian 
connection proposed. It is highly 
unlikely that Comau property will 
be redeveloped for a different 
land use.  
 
There is an existing water tower 
which is proposed to remain in its 
own unit as a non-conforming 
structure and/or use.    The 
purpose of the tower as a part of 
the new development is not 
defined at this time. It appears 
that no changes are proposed to 
the tower itself.  
 
Existing land use patterns indicate 
a concentration of retail and 

Zoning                  Future Land Use 

Existing Land Uses in the Vicinity 
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restaurants on all sides with some residential to the south of Grand River Avenue and railroad tracks 
as shown in the image to the right. The subject property is an ideal candidate for redevelopment.  It 
is currently zoned as Expo (Expo) and has been vacant since 2012. Suburban Showplace is a 
successful exposition facility in 
Novi. The last operating building 
on the subject property was the 
Novi Exposition facility which was 
demolished in 2012. It is highly 
unlikely that another exposition 
facility will be developed in close 
proximity. Although significant 
opportunities exist both as zoned 
(EXPO uses including I-1 uses 
except greenhouses and pet 
boarding facilities) and as master 
planned (OST uses). It is staff’s 
opinion that the proposed 
rezoning to Town Center district 
may be appropriate reasonable 
alternative to the 
recommendations of the Master 
Plan recommendation.  
 
It is evident that the proposed 
development that includes taller 
buildings up to 85 feet tall with 
unique uses and unique architectural styles is going to change the existing streetscape (see image 
below) dramatically along I-96 frontage. Other buildings along the I-96 frontage range in height 
from approximately 25 feet to 50 feet in height.  The applicant is proposing a unified landscape and 
hardscape design along the proposed Adell drive to unify the development. The concept plan 
proposes a 3 feet tall berm with landscaping along I-96 frontage. The image above indicates the 
approximate heights of existing buildings in the vicinity. 

 
Refer to Review Summary on Page 13 for potential traffic impacts created by this property.  
 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL  
The Novi Expo Center was located on the subject property from 1992 till the building was 
demolished in 2012. The site has been vacant since then. Currently, the only structure on the 
property is the existing water tower in the northwest corner of the site, the previous building 
concrete slab and the unused parking lot. Previously, the owner proposed a couple of conceptual 
ideas for redevelopment, but none of those concepts moved forward.  

Existing Streetscape along I-96 frontage 

Approximate Building Heights in the Vicinity 
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The current zoning of EXPO District allows hotels, restaurants and recreational facilities as permitted 
uses, when part of a development that includes an exposition facility, I-1 uses except greenhouses 
and pet boarding facilities). The site measures approximately 23 acres of which approximately only 
4 acres are covered by regulated wetlands and woodlands. This leaves about 19 acres of 
contiguous land for development. The redevelopment potential for the site using the current zoning 
is entirely possible, given the flexibility that the EXPO District affords. 
  
The Future Land Use map recommends Office Service Technology (OST) uses of the site.  The OST 
District allows most of the uses such as hotels and motels (when designed to be an integral part of 
the overall OST Office development), sit-down restaurants (when part of an office building) and 
indoor recreational facilities, as well as Off-street parking lots, as permitted uses. The primary 
exception to that appears to be Carvana. The current development is not proposing any office 
related uses. The recommended rezoning category of TC may not allow all the proposed uses.   
Due to its proximity to the surrounding retail, restaurants and hotels, the proposed rezoning to TC, 
Town Center may be appropriate.  
 
With the current revised submittal, the applicant added little pocket parks at regular intervals and 
provided pedestrian connections to individual buildings. The plan also proposes a decorative brick 
wall along Adell drive. These requirements are required by the Town Center Ordinance. However, 
as previously discussed, the applicant should be able to achieve greater compliance with the 
design guidelines from similar areas within the Town Center Area Study, and redesign the site layout 
to more closely meet the intent of Town Center district. The current layout is more consistent with a 
traditional industrial park layout we typically see in Light Industrial districts. 
 
REVIEW CONCERNS 
ENGINEERING: The requested rezoning to Town Center will result in utility demands that are 
approximately equal to the utility demand if the property were to be redeveloped under the 
current EXPO zoning.  The conceptual storm water management plan indicates underground 
storage in three locations sized for bankfull volume. The PRO plan is now revised to meet the 
general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances, the Storm Water Management 
Ordinance and/or the Engineering Design Manual. Please refer to Engineering review letter for 
more details. 
 
TRAFFIC: Based on the initial results of a preliminary analysis that was done to assess roadway 
capacity impacts of the proposed Adell Center development, the City’s consultants identified that 
the intersection of Novi Road and Crescent Boulevard is expected to be able to accommodate 
the additional traffic during the AM and PM peak periods. The intersection of Novi Road and Grand 
River currently operates under congested conditions which may worsen with the added traffic 
demand. It should be noted that the construction of Crescent Boulevard from Adell Drive to Grand 
River Avenue is could alleviate some of the pressure of the Novi Road and Grand River intersection. 
Please refer to Traffic review letter for more details.  
 
WOODLANDS: Based on the Woodland Summary information on the Tree Inventory Plan (Sheet 17), 
there appear to be a total of 312 surveyed trees on the subject property. Of these, 32 of the trees 
are not located within the Regulated Woodland Boundary leaving a total of 280 Regulated 
Woodland Trees. Two trees are proposed to be removed for proposed utility installation. The Plan 
proposes a compacted limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake Branch 
of the Middle Rouge River. The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that the limestone path is 
to be field located in order to minimize the impact to the existing understory. The applicant in his 
deviation # 20 listed in the cover letter indicated all low deadfall and small brush throughout the 
southerly portion of the site will be removed. A proposer restoration plan is required to be reviewed 
and approved by the City staff and consultants.  
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WETLANDS:  The southern portion of the site (south 
of the existing asphalt parking lot) contains the 
Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River, 
wetlands, floodplains and trees. This area 
(approximately 7 acres), contains the areas of City-
regulated wetlands.  Our wetland consultant is 
unable to identify the impacts to wetlands or 
buffers accurately. It appears some buffer impacts 
may be required for proposed parking lot 
improvements for Units 3, 4 and 5. The site plan 
proposes a pedestrian connection over the Middle 
Rouge River. A limestone path is also proposed 
within some of the wetland buffers. A wetland 
restoration plan is also recommended.  Additional 
comments and concerns are detailed in wetland 
review letter.  
 
FIRE SECONDARY EMERGENCY ACCESS: Unit 5 
would require a secondary emergency access as it 
is not connected to rest of the parking lot. The 
applicant is proposing a temporary gravel surface 
for secondary access within Unit 2.  The applicant 
indicated that the access will be paved with the construction for Unit 2.  The deviation can be 
supported if the gravel surface is temporary and short-term. The timeline for paving the access in 
the event Unit 2 is not completed within a certain period of time should be addressed in the PRO 
agreement.  
 
 
2016 MASTER PLAN FOR LAND USE: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
The proposed development could be said to follow some of the objectives listed in the 2016 Master 
Plan for Land Use update (adopted by Planning Commission on July 26, 2017) as listed below. Staff 
comments are in bold.  
1. COMMUNITY IDENTITY 

a. Maintain quality architecture and design throughout the City.  The development 
proposes various buildings with different architectural styles. However, the applicant is 
proposing a consistent entryway wall and landscape along the proposed private drive 
that may serve to unify the development, as required by the Town Center Ordinance.  
 

2. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
a. Retain and support the growth of existing businesses and attract new businesses to the 

City of Novi. The property is positioned to accomplish this goal with any appropriate 
development.  

 
3. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT / COMMUNITY IDENTITY 

a. I-96/Novi Road Study Area.  Develop the I-96/Novi Road Study Area in a manner that 
reflects the importance of this important gateway to the City in terms of its location, 
visibility, and economic generation. Mitigate impacts to the City’s infrastructure. The 
subject property falls in that study area and is located at an important gateway to the 
City. Impacts to city’s infrastructure and mitigation required are yet to be determined.  
 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP 
a. Protect and maintain the City’s woodlands, wetlands, water features and open space. The 

proposed concept plan is not proposing to impact regulated wetlands. It is unclear whether 

Regulated Woodlands and Wetlands 
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the applicant is proposing to preserve the site’s remaining wetlands and woodlands by way 
of a conservation easement.  
 

MAJOR CONDITIONS OF PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY AGREEMENT 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specific PRO conditions in 
conjunction with a rezoning request.  The submittal requirements and the process are codified 
under the PRO ordinance (Section 7.13.2).  Within the process, which is initiated by the applicant, 
the applicant and City Council can agree on a series of conditions to be included as part of the 
approval which must be reflected in the Concept Plan and or the PRO agreement.  
 
The PRO conditions must  be in material respects, more strict or limiting than the regulations that 
would apply to the land under the proposed new zoning district. Development and use of the 
property shall be subject to the more restrictive requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan, 
and/or in the PRO Conditions imposed, and/or in other conditions and provisions set forth in the 
PRO Agreement. The applicant should submit a list of conditions that they are seeking to include 
with the PRO agreement.  The applicant’s narrative does not specifically list any such PRO 
conditions at this time. The current submittal did not include a response letter or a revised narrative 
that would have addressed this issue.  
 
Sheet 2 states that the proposed building and parking lot layouts are conceptual only. This does not 
meet the intent of PRO Concept plan. This note should be removed. As stated above, 
development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive requirements shown or 
specified on the PRO Plan. The applicant should note, any major deviations from the approved 
PRO plan would possibly require an amendment to the PRO plan.  
 
ORDINANCE DEVIATIONS 
Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
within a PRO agreement.  These deviations must be accompanied by a finding by City Council that 
“each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, 
prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that 
approving the deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the 
surrounding areas.”  Such deviations must be considered by City Council, who will make a finding 
of whether to include those deviations in a proposed PRO agreement.  A proposed PRO 
agreement would be considered by City Council only after tentative approval of the proposed 
concept plan and rezoning.   
 
The Concept Plan submitted with an application for a rezoning with a PRO is not required to 
contain the same level of detail as a preliminary site plan. Staff has reviewed the applicant’s 
Concept Plan in as much detail as possible to determine what deviations from the Zoning 
Ordinance are currently shown. The applicant may choose to revise the concept plan to better 
comply with the standards of the Zoning Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submitted 
with the understanding that those deviations would have to be approved by City Council in a 
proposed PRO agreement. The following are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance and other 
applicable ordinances shown on the concept plan.  The applicant has submitted a narrative 
describing the requested deviations.  
 
The applicant has provided a list of deviations in the cover letter that is not complete or accurate. 
The applicant is asked to revise the list based on staff’s comments provided in this letter and the 
other review letters. The applicant is asked to be specific about the deviations requested and 
provide a justification to explain how if each deviation “…were not granted, [it would] prohibit an 
enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that approving the 
deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas.” 
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Following is the list of deviations is in the same order listed in the applicants cover letter dated July 
19, 2018 and the Sheet 2.  
 

1. Exceeding building height (Sec.3.1.26.D): TC allows a maximum building height of 65 ft. or 5 
stories whichever is less. Unit 5 Drury Hotel (84’-5”, 7 stories), Unit 8 Carvana (75’-10”, 8 tiers) 
and Unit 1 I-fly (70 feet) exceed the maximum height and number of stories allowed. The 
applicant has requested the deviation for all three buildings. Buildings in excess of 55’ may 
need to conform to the 2015 International Building Code standards for High-Rise (Type I or 
Type II) construction. 
 

2. Lack of frontage on a Public Street for Units 1 through 8 (Sec. 5.12): Each of the proposed lots 
(units 1 through 8) has access from the proposed private drive. The applicant has requested 
this deviation for Units 1 though 8. Staff supports the deviation as the proposed private drive 
is built to City standards.  
 

3. Lack of frontage on a Public/Private Street for Unit 9 (Sec. 5.12): Unit 9 does not have any 
frontage on any drive. It is considered a landlocked parcel with no frontage. Access is 
proposed to be provided by a private access easement. This access easement also allows 
a secondary emergency access for the entire development.  The applicant has requested 
this deviation.  
 

4. Exterior Side Yard Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.25 D): Unit 1 does not meet the minimum 
required building setback for the exterior side yard fronting I-96. A minimum of 50 ft. is 
required, approximately 35 ft. is proposed. The applicant has now requested a deviation, but 
did not specify the distance. The applicant states it is mechanical equipment compound. 
Generation 9 elevations include the mechanical equipment inside the building. The 
deviation appears to be for entire height of the building within the required yard. Staff 
requests clarification/update for the impact of this deviation.  
 

5. Exceeding Cul-de-sac street distance (11-194(a)(7)): Adell Drive exceeds the maximum 
allowable length of the proposed cul-de-sac street length of 800 (proposed 1,450 feet) from 
the centerline intersection of Crescent Boulevard to the center of the bulb of the Adell 
Center Drive cul-de-sac. The applicant has requested this deviation and is supported by 
staff.  
 

6. Front Parking Setback (Sec 3.1.25.D): TC requires a minimum front yard parking setback of   
20 ft. from the access easement. A deviation is required from all parking adjacent to Adell 
drive. There appears to a proposed reduction of 2 ft. Instead of asking for a reduction in 
setback deviations, the applicant is requesting to allow measuring the setback from edge 
of sidewalk. The Concept plan proposes a 20 ft. setback from edge of sidewalk. Staff 
supports the request if the request is revised for a reduction of setback as opposed 
changing the way to measure the setback.  
 
The applicant is also requesting a deviation for front parking setbacks from Crescent 
Boulevard, I-96 ROW and all other PRO perimeter boundaries. This is not applicable as the 
Concept plan proposes minimum front setback from I-96 ROW and Crescent Boulevard.  
 

7. Side Parking Setback (Sec. 3.1.25.D):20 ft. minimum is required from all side lot lines. 
Proposed setbacks are listed below : 

a. Unit 1: 14 ft. approximately along West, 0 ft. along South 
b. Unit 2: 15 ft. approximately along South 
c. Unit 3: 5 ft. approximately along South 
d. Unit 4: 5 ft. approximately along East 
e. Unit 5: 5 ft. approximately along East 
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f. Unit 6: 0 ft. approximately along West 
g. Unit 7: 0 ft. approximately along East and 10 ft. along West 
h. Unit 8: 10 ft. approximately along East 

 The applicant requests a deviation to allow 0 ft. setback for all side yards for Units 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 
 and 8. A deviation is required for Unit 4 and 5 as well which is not required at this moment. 
 Staff does not support the request and recommends identifying the approximate minimums 
 for each unit instead of 0 setbacks for overall site. Allowing a possibility for 0 side setbacks 
 allows a possibility of lesser green space. 
  
 Unit 1-I-fly: Trip generation study provided. Parking for upto 46 spaces is justified. The 
 applicant can consider reducing the parking and comply with the parking setback 
 requirement. 
 
 Note: The applicant is also asked to clarify the actual setback distance for each of these 
 lots. The above provided numbers are just approximations. 

 
8. Water Tower (unit 9) (Sec. 3.1.25.B& C): The applicant is proposing that the water tower is to 

remain where it is currently located, but on its own separate site (Unit 9). This is not a 
principal permitted use of a site. It is also not considered an accessory use, since its 
proposed use is not detailed.  The creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for 
the purpose of housing the tower on its own is therefore a required deviation that will need 
to be addressed in the PRO Agreement (e.g., what happens to the property if the owner 
determines to remove it, access, etc). The future and current use and maintenance of this 
Unit must be addressed in the PRO agreement, at a minimum.   
 

9. Dumpsters in Exterior side yard (Sec. 4.19.2.F.): Dumpsters are required to be in rear yard 
only. Dumpsters are shown in exterior/interior side yards for Units 5, 6, 7 and 8 on the 
Concept plan. Dumpster locations are not indicated for other units. The applicant is 
requesting to allow dumpster in exterior side yard for Units 1, 5, 6, and 7. The request should 
be amended to allow interior side yard and Unit 1. Staff supports the request if it does not 
impact traffic circulation and appropriate screening is provided.  
 

10. Lots in floodplain (Sec. 4.03A): Lots cannot be created within floodplain that increases 
danger to health, life or property. Units 3, 4, and 5 lie partially within the floodplain. There 
appears to be no impacts proposed for Units 3 and 5. A pedestrian bridge is proposed on 
Unit 5. The applicant has made this request. Staff supports the request noting additional 
permits may be required for pedestrian bridge.  
 

11. Lack of Loading Areas (Sec. 5.4.2.):  loading space is required for uses in TC district. The 
applicant requests a deviation for lack of loading zone for Unit 1, 3, 4, 5 and 9. Loading 
areas are not indicated for the remaining units and a deviation is also not requested at this 
time. Staff does not support this request except for Unit 9 for reasons detailed in Plan Review 
Chart and Traffic review letter 
 

12. Location of loading space in exterior/interior side yard: Loading zones are to be located in 
rear yard or interior side yard for double frontage lots. The applicant has requested a 
deviation for alternate location for Unit 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7. This request is made in the event 
Item 11 is not approved for units 1, 3 and 5. Staff supports this request provided the 
applicant demonstrates that proposed locations do not conflict with traffic circulation and 
appropriate screening will be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review.  It 
appears that loading space for Unit 8 is also located in the exterior side yard, but a 
deviation is not requested.  

 
13. Reduction of Loading Area (Sec. 5.4.2.): A minimum of 10 square feet per each front foot of 
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building is required. The applicant has requested a deviation for reduction of minimum 
required loading space for all units except 4 and 9.  This request is made in the event Item 
11 is not approved for units 1, 3, 5 and 9.  Staff can support the deviation if the applicant 
can provide additional data to support the area requested. For example, we believe Unit 8 
may require a larger space than 750 square feet due to the nature of vehicle delivery.  

 
14. Loading area in building setback: The applicant has requested a deviation to allow loading 

areas within building setback. This is not applicable, as loading areas subject to parking 
setbacks, not building.  
 

15. Section 9 Waivers: The applicant has provided building elevations for I-Fly, Carvana, Planet 
Fitness, Fairfield Inn and Suites and Drury Inn. 

a. Unit 1 I-Fly: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported contingent on some 
revisions made as suggested in Façade review letter.  

i. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% on front, 10% on right, 10% on 
left, 18% on rear) 

ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on front, 
10% on right, 10% on left, 18% on rear) 

iii. This review assumes no EIFS.  
b. Unit 2 Planet Fitness: Elevations provided. Incomplete submittal. Deviations identified. 

Section 9 waiver not supported. 
c. Unit 3 Fairfield Inn: Elevations provided. Incomplete submittal. Deviations identified. 

Section 9 waiver not supported. With the current submittal, Fairfield’s representative 
has provided a letter dated 07-18-18 stating that the elevations will conform to the 
Ordinance requirements at the time of Site Plan review. We interpret this to mean 
that all façade materials will be brought into full compliance with the Façade Chart 
and that no Section 9 Waiver(as listed below) will be required after said revisions are 
made. 

i. Under of brick (30% minimum required, 14% on front, 16% on right, 16% on left 
and 23% on Rear proposed) 

ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 15% on 
front, 19% on right, 19% on left and 25% on Rear proposed) 

iii. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 67% on front, 34% on right, 34% on 
left and 55% on Rear proposed) 

iv. Overage of Phenolic simulated wood (25% maximum allowed, 44% on right 
and 44% on left proposed) 

d. Unit 5 Drury Inn: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported.  
i. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 43% on front, 47% on right, 47% on 

left and 58% on Rear proposed) 
e. Unit 8 Carvana: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported. 

ii. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% proposed on front side) 
iii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on front, 

30% on right, 30% on left and 39% on Rear proposed) 
iv. Overage of display glass (25% maximum allowed, 80% on front, 63% on right, 

63% on left and 57% on Rear proposed) 
 

16. Sign Deviations for individual units: The application has provided information about signage 
for I-Fly, Drury and Carvana as part of the original PRO Concept plan submittal. However, 
formal sign permit applications were provided for Drury, Adell Center and Carvana. Our 
permit reviewers have identified multiple deviations for the proposed signage. At the same 
time, they have requested additional information to further verify conformance to other sign 
permit requirements. Please refer to their comments provided under separate cover for 
more details. As mentioned earlier, staff do not recommend a blanket approval for 
deviations without reviewing the complete submittal or without knowing the extent of 
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deviations sought. The current submittal included updated information for Adell Center 
development signage only. The applicant has requested a deviation to allow for building 
signage for I fly, Drury, Planet Fitness, Carvana and Adell Center Development Signs (see 
item 18). All monument signs for individual units are subject to sign ordinance requirements. 
Any signage, wherein the deviations are not approved as part of the current PRO plan 
approval, should conform to the code requirements at a later time. It is unclear whether 
signage deviations (City Code) are appropriate as part of the PRO process (Zoning 
Ordinance), also staff is unable to identify all the deviations that are required at this time. 

17. Minimum required parking: The applicant should provide information requested by staff in
Plan review chart so that staff can establish the minimum parking requirement, i.e. verify
Parking Counts. The applicant should note that any further reduction to established
minimum parking requirement would warrant a shared parking study or an amendment to
PRO agreement for reduction in parking requirement at that time. Staff is not able to make
a determination as the minimum listed by the applicant is not verified.

18. Sign deviations for Adell Center development signs: Refer to sign review letter attached for
more information.

19. Side Lot lines: The current unit layout does not conform to the Section 4.02.B of Subdivision 
Ordinance. Side lot lines between Units 6 and 7, 4 and 5, 1 and 2 do not meet the 
requirement. The applicant is requesting the deviation for lot lines for 1, 6, 7, and 8. It should 
be revised as listed above.  

20. Open Space: 15 percent of the total site area is required to be planned Open Space. It
should include permanently landscaped open areas and pedestrian plazas. The applicant
is proposing to meet the requirement by proposing it as part of common elements as
opposed to individual units. The applicant has identified 15 percent open space in various
locations within the site, the majority of it being located along the southern part. This area
contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 25 percent of the open space
area in the southerly portion. Wetlands are not considered usable open space.
Approximately 13 percent open space is proposed when wetlands are deducted from the
Open Space calculations. Staff would support a deviation for not meeting the minimum
requirements for open space, provided the applicant considers restoration efforts to existing
wetlands and woodlands are in order to make it more usable and aesthetically pleasing as
recommended in Wetlands review letter.

21. The applicant requested a deviation to allow all future renovations, alterations or additions
shall be brought into compliance with the approved PRO agreement. This is not considered
a deviation. This is a condition of approval. Any elevations which are not part of current
request are expected to conform to City’s Façade Ordinance. This should be removed from
list of deviations.

22. Lack of Traffic Impact Study (Sec. 7.13.1.D.): Lack of traffic study as the site falls under the
study boundaries for Comprehensive Traffic study, which is ongoing. The applicant has
provided trip generation information for the development that will be incorporated into the
region-wide traffic impact study. AECOM supports the variance for lack of a full Traffic
Impact Study as part of the plan review process such that the applicant understands that
they may be requested to provide additional traffic-related data and information during
the review of the Prelminary Site Plan. The applicant should also confirm the understanding
that they may be subject to certain off-site and/or on-site mitigation measures as a result of
the region-wide traffic impact study.

23. Lighting spillover front property lines (Sec. 5.7.3.K.): Maximum illumination at the property
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line shall not exceed 1 foot candle. The intent of this requested deviation is unclear. The 
proposed access easement acts as a Right-of-way for the subject property. Staff can 
support a deviation to exceed 1 foot candle along access easements along Adell Drive, 
within reason, upon review of a Conceptual photometric plan.  
 
 

24. Lighting spillover along interior property lines (Sec. 5.7.3.K.): Maximum illumination at the 
property line shall not exceed 1 foot candle. The applicant requested a deviation to allow 
illumination to exceed 1 foot candle along interior side parking lot lines between units. Staff 
supports the deviation as parking is either spread along the Unit lines or is closer than the 
minimum parking setback. However, this deviation can be supported is the average to 
minimum light level ratio is kept the maximum allowable 4:1. The applicant has not 
demonstrated if this can be achieved. This can be demonstrated by providing a lighting 
plan with assumed light pole locations for an estimated calculation. 
 

25. The deviation request to allow 53.5 foot front building setback for Unit 3. This is not 
applicable as the minimum required front building setback for interior front lot lines is 15 feet, 
which Unit 3 appears to comply.  
 

Other deviations that may be required 
Following is the list of deviations that may or may not be required. The applicant is asked to provide 
clarification whether it is their intent to meet the Ordinance requirements at the time of Preliminary 
site plan submittal or whether any of those deviations are requested at this time. If any deviations 
are requested at this time, the applicant is asked to submit additional information for review. Staff 
does not recommend blanket deviations with many unknown factors.  
 

1. Minimum Bike Parking Required Per Use (Sec. 5.16): Refer to Planning chart for requirements 
2. Side Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.25 D): Units 6 and 7 do not appear to meet the minimum 15 

ft. side yard building setback. The applicant is asked to clarify the distance in order to 
determine whether this deviation is required.  

3. End Islands (Sec. 5.3.12): A landscape island is required every 15 spaces. Units 2, 4, 7 have 
parking bays greater than 15 contiguous space. This deviation is not supported by staff as 
revisions can be made so that the deviations can be avoided. 

4. Please refer to Façade review for additional comments and revisions recommended. Any 
monument signs, accessory structures over 200 square feet, rooftop appurtenances and 
dumpster enclosures are subject to Façade Ordinance requirements and are required to 
conform to the Ordinance requirements if deviations are not sought prior to PRO concept 
plan approval. 

5. Should the minimum same side driveway spacing requirements not be met, the applicant 
may be required to seek a deviation.  

6. Should the proposed number of drive approaches and/or the drive approach system not 
comply with the guidance in the ordinance, the applicant may be requested/required to 
provide justification and/or apply for deviations.  

7. A waiver is required if the applicant moves forward with painted islands.  
8. On Unit 8, the applicant shall provide a landscaped end island on the east end of the 

northern parking bay, or may seek a variance for lack of an end island.  
9. The applicant is proposing a gravel emergency access driveway, per sheet 12. The use of 

gravel would require a variance. The timeline for paving the access in the event Unit 2 is not 
completed within a certain period of time should be addressed in the PRO agreement. 

10. Please note that this review is just based on the plans submitted for the overall development, 
as no landscape plans for the individual units were provided except for the greenbelt 
plantings.  As such, it is assumed that each unit’s other landscaping (parking lot interior and 
perimeter), building foundation, and loading zone screening) will meet all landscaping 
requirements.  If any landscape waivers are requested for a unit, that unit’s site plans will 
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need to be submitted for consideration by the Planning Commission prior to PRO Concept 
plan approval.  

11. A stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 feet along the 
perimeter is required by ordinance. Refer to Engineering review for more details.  
 
 
 

APPLICANT’S BURDEN UNDER PRO ORDINANCE 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance (PRO) requires the applicant to demonstrate that certain 
requirements and standards are met.  The applicant should be prepared to discuss these items, 
especially in number 1 below, where the ordinance suggests that the enhancement under the PRO 
request would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be assured without utilizing the Planned 
Rezoning Overlay.  Section 7.13.2.D.ii states the following: 
 

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

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

 
PUBLIC INTEREST/ BENEFITS TO PUBLIC UNDER PRO ORDINANCE 
Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning 
would be in the public interest and the benefits to public of the proposed PRO rezoning would 
clearly outweigh the detriments. The following are being suggested by the applicant (as listed in 
their narrative dated June 05, 2018 as benefits resulting from the project.  The applicant has not 
provided an update since then. Our comments from previous remain because staff is still indicating 
that additional information about aspects of the project is needed: 
 
1. The proposed development will convert a vacant parcel of property at a major intersection 

and entryway into the City of Novi.  
2. The development of this property will reduce any chances of crime associated with a vacant 

parcel by providing new development with continuous movement of people and vehicles 
throughout the property.  

3. This development will convert a property that is currently zoned EXPO center into a zoning 
district that will allow a use that is beneficial to neighborhood businesses and the community in 
general.  

4. This development will help produce a more positive image of the City of Novi by the 100,000 
plus motorists travelling along Interstate on a weekly basis.  

5. The approval of this development will bring additional entertainment, overnight stay and dining 
opportunities to the City that will benefit the City of Novi residents as well as bring in residents 
and visitors from neighboring communities.  
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6. This development is centrally located to several communities that will serve as a weekend long 
youth sporting tournaments and weekly events held at the Suburban showplace. These events 
typically bring in people from all over southeast Michigan and the United states.  

7. The approval of this development will trigger a sale of proposed units within Adell Center 
thereby generating an increase in property values in addition to the value of neighboring 
properties.  

8. The approval of this development will create 200-300 temporary construction jobs and 
permanent jobs.  

9. The approval of this development will increase the tax base within the City of Novi. As reported 
by the Mayor at a recent City Council meeting, the city desires to increase the tax base to fund 
additional services such as police, fire and parks departments. Items 1 through 9 may be 
accurate statements, but the applicant might want to address whether it requires a PRO 
rezoning process (as opposed, for example, to a “straight” rezoning to a district like TC) to 
accomplish them. 

10. It is estimated that this development will increase the tax base by over $3 million annually, plus 
an additional personal property tax generated from the new businesses. Staff cannot comment 
on the accuracy of this figure. 

11. The approval of the proposed development will include the improvement of over three acres of 
existing city regulated woodlands/wetland areas to allow for better access by the public. This 
may be accurate, but the City would need more detail to understand the extent of benefits to 
the public. 

12. The approval of this development will include a consistent and cohesive streetscape and 
signage package throughout. This is a determination for the Planning Commission and Council 
to make. 

13. The proposed development includes new public art (pocket parks) locations for placement of 
community art. More information on the art being referred to is required to evaluate this. 

 
SUMMARY OF OTHER REVIEWS 

1. Engineering Review (dated 08-09-18): It meets the general requirements on Chapter 11, 
Storm water management ordinance or Engineering design manual. Engineering 
recommends approval. 

2. Landscape Review (dated 08-08-18): Landscape review has identified deviations that may 
be required. Staff supports only a few. Refer to review letter for more comments. Landscape 
recommends approval provided individual site plan conform to the code at the time of site 
plan approval.  

3. Wetland Review (dated 08-0618): An authorization to encroach into 25 foot buffer setback is 
required for this site plan at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review. Wetlands recommend 
approval. A wetland restoration plan is recommended for the southerly portion.  

4. Woodland Review (dated 08-07-18): A City of Novi woodland permit is not required for the 
proposed plan. Additional comments to be addressed at the time of Preliminary Site Plan 
review. A woodland restoration plan is recommended for the southerly portion. 

5. Traffic Review (dated 08-13-18): Traffic requested additional information to verify 
conformance and identify additional deviations. Additional Comments to be addressed 
with the revised concept submittal.  Traffic is currently not recommending approval.  

6. Facade Review (dated 08-14-18): There appear to be significant deviations on the 
proposed elevations. Façade review was unable to make a determination as to the degree 
of compliance with the Façade Ordinance due to a lack of information for a few. Façade is 
currently not recommending approval for some of the building elevations. Refer to Façade 
review for more details.  

7. Fire Review (dated 07-30-18): Fire has provided additional comments and questions that 
would require clarification. Revisions to plan are required to conform to secondary access 
and maximum length of fire access drives without a turn around.  
 
 



JZ 18-24 Adell Center with Rezoning 18.724                                                                              August 13, 2018 
Revised PRO Concept Plan: Planning Review (1st Revision)  Page 23 of 23 
 

 

NEXT STEP: PLANNING COMMISSION 
Some of the reviews are currently not recommending approval at this time. While the applicant 
addressed the roadway width issue and other minor design changes, staff does not believe that 
some aspects of the plans are fully completed as requested at the last Planning Commission 
meeting.  There are a number of items that still need to be clarified and further information is 
requested for additional review.  However, the PRO Concept Plan is scheduled to go before 
Planning Commission for consideration on August 22, 2018 based on applicant’s request. Please 
provide the following by 10 am on August 16, 2018. Staff reserves the right to make additional 
comments as this expedited review continues.  
 

1. Concept Plan submittal in PDF format. Staff has received this item with the initial submittal 
2. A response letter addressing ALL the comments from ALL the review letters and primarily a 

request for waivers as you see fit based on the reviews. 
3. A color rendering of the Site Plan, if any to be used for presentation purposes. 
4. Façade boards as requested by Façade review letter. If you want to bring the board to the 

meeting, please send a picture of the façade board by August 16th to include in the PC 
packet.  

 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org 

 
 

 
_________________________________________ 
Sri Ravali Komaragiri – Planner 
 
Attachments: Planning Review Chart 
Section 3.1.14.B – EXPO Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.14.C - EXPO Special Land Uses 

Section 3.1.18.B – I-1 permitted uses 
Section 3.1.25.B – TC Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.25C – TC Special Land Uses 
Sec. 4.77. I-1 uses in EXPO district 

 



 
 

- Bold: Items that need to be addressed by the applicant prior to the approval of the PRO Concept Plan 
- UUnderlined: UItems that need to be addressed prior to the approval of the Preliminary Site Plan 
- UBlue and underline: UItems in are items that do not currently conform to the Zoning Ordinance and may be 

considered as a deviation 
 
Item Required Code Proposed Meets 

Code 
Comments 

Zoning and Use Requirements 

Master Plan 
(adopted July 26, 
2017) 

Office Research 
Development 
Technology 

Restaurants, 
recreational facilities, 
hotels, off-street parking 
and a unlisted use 

No The applicant has requested 
that the subject property be 
rezoned to TC, to permit 
most of the uses proposed 

Town Center Area 
Study 

This site is in close 
proximity to study area 
boundary for Town 
Center Area study 
adopted in 2014 

The applicant is 
requesting to rezone to 
TC. 
 
 

No? Given that the proposed 
rezoning would be an 
extension of existing TC 
boundary, the applicant 
should further consider 
recommended design 
guidelines with regards to 
pedestrian circulation, 
amenities and plazas, etc 
and try to incorporate them 
into the current design 

Zoning 
(Effective Dec. 25, 
2013) 

EXPO TC: Town Center No U See note below for ‘Uses’ 

USES 

UPlease include the corresponding end user information for each unit on the PRO Concept plan (Sheet 2) as a 
separate table as provided at the time of Pre-application plan. References to some of the end users are found 
in noted for requested deviations.   
List of suggested allowable uses provided by the applicant on sheet 2, should be revised to address the 
following:  

1. Regroup as permitted uses and special land uses as listed in Section 3.1.25.  
2. Add a note that each of the uses is subject to Use Standards in Article 4 of Zoning Ordinance 
3. Drive-thru is allowed in TC subject to special land use and certain conditions. They should be located 

within 300 feet from intersection of two arterials. Units 6 and 7, proposed for a drive-thru do not qualify.U A 
reference to drive-thru should be eliminated. 

4. Medical offices and laboratories is a not a permitted use under TC district. This item should be removed 

PLANNING REVIEW CHART: TC - Town Center District with a Planned Rezoning Overlay(PRO) 
 
Review Date: August 3, 2018 
Review Type: Revised PRO Concept Plan (1 P

st
P Revision) 

Project Name: 18-27 ADELL CENTER 
Plan Date: July 19, 2018  
Prepared by: Sri Ravali Komaragiri, Planner 

E-mail: 28TUskomaragiri@cityofnovi.orgU28T     Phone: 248.735.5607 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

5. Last two bullet points on sheet 2 that references to other uses and accessory structures should be 
removed.  

6. The applicant should also provide a list of restricted uses on the PRO Concept plan, to be included in 
the agreement to ensure a quality development. Refer to Planning review letter for more details.  

7. Uses proposed should specifically exclude the following:  gas station, tattoo parlors, marijuana-related 
uses, adult uses, vape shops, hookah facilities, pawn shops, 24-hour convenience stores and fast food 
drive-thru restaurants; 

Uses Permitted  
(Sec 3.1.26.B & C) 
Sec. 3.1.25.B. - Principal Uses Permitted. 
Sec. 3.1.25.C. – Special Land Uses Permitted. 
 
 
Sec. 4.87 Unlisted Use Determinations:  
Where a proposed use of land or use of a 
building is not contemplated or specified by this 
Ordinance, or where the Planning Division has a 
question as to the appropriateness of a use that 
involves other features that were not 
contemplated or specified by this Ordinance, 
the Planning Division shall request a 
determination from the City Council, after 
review and recommendation from the Planning 
Commission, as to what district or districts, if any, 
in which the proposed use may be appropriate 
as a special land use. In acting upon the 
request, the City Council shall take into 
consideration the spirit, purpose and intent of 
the Ordinance and the Master Plan for Land 
Use. 
 
If the City Council determines that:  
1. Such use does not appear to be expressly 
authorized in the zoning ordinance as a 
principal permitted use or a principal use 
permitted subject to special conditions,  
2. Such use does not appear to have been 
contemplated by this Ordinance as a principal 
permitted use or a principal permitted use 
subject to special conditions, or  
3. Such use involves features which do not 
appear to have been contemplated by the 
zoning ordinance as features of a principal 
permitted use or a principal permitted use 
subject to special conditions, the City Council 
shall specify what district or districts, if any, in 
which the proposed use may be appropriate as 
a special land use.  
 
Following such a determination, a party 

Unit 1: I-Fly 
Indoor Commercial 
Recreation Facilities 

Yes  
Permitted Use 

Unit 2: Planet Fitness 
Indoor Commercial 
Recreation Facilities 

Yes Permitted Use 

Unit 3: Fairfield Inn & 
Suites 
Hotels 

Yes Permitted Use 

Unit 4: Off-street Parking 
Lot- Temporary Use 
 
Future building of up to 
7,000 sq. ft. 

No? Permitted Use 
Additional information is 
required with regards to 
type of events, frequency of 
events and estimated 
attendance 
 
A note on sheet 2 indicates 
that a future building of up 
to 7,000 sq. ft. will be built at 
a later time. Use is not 
specified. Any future 
development for this 
development which is 
different from the current 
PRO concept plan would 
require an amendment to 
the PRO approval.  
 
USize of the building will limit 
any future use; actual size of 
the building would likely to 
be less than 7,000 square 
feet 

Unit 5: Drury Inn & Suites 
Hotels 

Yes Permitted Use 

Unit 6: Restaurant 
End user to be 
determined 

Yes? Permitted Use if a sit-down 
restaurant.  More 
information is requested. 

Unit 7: Restaurant 
End user to be 

Yes? Permitted Use if a sit-down 
restaurant.  More 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

authorized to do so may file an application 
pursuant to Section 6.2 for approval of the use 
as a special land use in a district in which the 
City Council has determined the use may be 
appropriate as a special land use. 

determined information is requested. 

Unit 8: Carvana 
Unlisted Use 

No? UThis appears to be an 
unlisted use and is subject 
to conditions of Section 4.87U 
Unlisted use determination.  
 
Refer to revised Planning 
Review letter for more 
comments and review of 
unlisted use determination 
request.  

Unit 9: Water Tower 
 

Yes? The existing water tower 
which is proposed to remain 
in its own unit as a non-
conforming structure and/or 
use.   A note on sheet 10 
demolition plan refers to 
revising water lines to and 
from water tower for future 
connection to irrigation 
system. A reference to 
irrigation plans is made, but 
those plans are not included 
in the submittal. 
 
It appears that no changes 
are proposed to the tower 
itself.  
 
One of the requested 
deviations indicates that the 
water tower will not be the 
condominium association’s 
responsibility; however the 
responsible party is not 
defined. UThese items would 
need to be addressed, at a 
minimum, in the PRO 
agreement.  

Density 
Future Land Use 
Map(adopted July 
26, 2017) 

Not Applicable Residential 
development not 
proposed 

NA  

Phasing Show proposed phasing 
lines on site plan. 
Describe scope of work 
for each phase.  
Each phase should be 
able to stand on its own 

Phasing is not proposed. 
 
However, the applicant 
proposes to complete 
improvements for roads 
and utilities, Unit 1 and 

NA?   
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

with regards to utilities 
and parking 

Unit 4, public trails along 
middle Rouge River and 
develop a site 
condominium in one 
phase. Individual users 
are responsible for 
improvements within 
their lot boundaries.  

6.3 SITE CONDOMINIUMS 

The applicant proposes to complete improvements for roads and utilities, Unit 1 and Unit 4, public trails along 
middle rouge river and develop a site condominium in one phase as indicated on the PRO concept plan. Each 
individual user is responsible for site plan review and approvals and construction of each unit at respective 
schedules. There is no tentative timeline indicated for completion of all the units.   
 
Please refer to Section 6.3 Site Condominiums and Section 6.1.E. for requirements for Roads and Utilities plan.  

Lot Depth to Width 
Ratio 

A depth-to-width ratio of 
3 to 1 shall normally be 
considered a maximum. 

All units meet the 
requirement 

Yes  

Frontage on street 
Sec 4.02.B.1 

Every lot shall front or 
abut on a street 

All units front a private 
street except for Unit 9 

No The applicant has requested 
this deviation 

Side lot lines 
Sec 4.02.B.2 

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

Units 1, 7 and 9 do not 
meet the code 
 
The applicant has noted 
on sheet 2 that the lot 
line between 6 and 7 is 
subject to change 
based on final 
configuration. 

Yes The applicant has revised 
layout to make Unit 8 
conform to the code. 
 
A deviation is required for 
unit 4 and 5 as well, which is 
not currently requested 
 
 

Floodplains in the lots 
Sec. 4.03.A 

Lots cannot be created 
within floodplain that 
increase danger to 
health, life or property 

Units 3, 4 and  have 
flood plain in part of 
their rear yards 

No The applicant has requested 
this deviation 

Streets 
Sec. 4.04. A.1.b 

Stub street required at 
every 1,300 feet along 
property boundary 
unless the extension is 
impractical  

None proposed.  
 
 

No? This deviation is not 
requested at this time.  
 
 

Secondary Access 
Sec. 4.04.A. 1.h 
 

A secondary access is 
required 

One is provided for 
entire development 
from Unit 9 to parking lot 
to the west.  
 
All individual unit parking 
lots are connected to 
each other providing 
alternate point of 

No Refer to Engineering  review 
for more details 
 
Unit 5 requires a secondary 
point of access 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

access except Unit 5.  

PRO Concept Plan Submittal: Additional requirements 

Written Statement 
(Site Development 
Manual) 
 
The statement should 
describe the items 
listed to the right 

Potential development 
under the proposed 
zoning and current 
zoning 

The applicant has 
addressed this item in 
the narrative.  

Yes Staff agrees that the Town 
Center maybe a reasonable 
alternative to the existing 
zoning.  

Identified benefit(s) of 
the development 

Public benefits are 
proposed at this time.  

No? Please refer to Plan Review 
letter for more comments 
 
An update is not provided 
for this item with the current 
revision 

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

List of deviations are 
included in the narrative 

No? List of deviations is not 
comprehensive. Applicant 
has provided a revised list of 
deviations with the current 
submittal. They address 
some of staff concerns, but 
do not provide clarity for 
some as requested. Please 
refer to the letter for 
additional comments.  
 
The applicant is asked to 
consider the additional 
conditions as suggested in 
the Planning review letter.  

Sign Location Plan 
(Page 23,SDM) 

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

1BProvided and 
approved; Signs are 
installed on site 

2BYes  

Traffic Impact Study 
(Site development 
manual)  

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

The site falls under the 
study boundaries for 
Comprehensive Traffic 
study which is ongoing 

Yes? Refer to Traffic review letter 
for more comments 

Community Impact 
Statement (CIS) 
(Sec. 2.2) 

- Over 30 acres for 
permitted  non-
residential projects  

- Over 10  acres in size 
for a special land use  

- All residential projects 
with more than 150 
units 

- A mixed-use 
development, staff 
shall determine 

It appears to be a 
mixed-use 
development, based on 
the number of different 
uses.   
 
A CIS is provided 

Yes? Refer to Planning Review 
letter for more comments.  
 
 

Height, bulk, density and area limitations  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

Frontage on a Public 
Street 
(Sec. 5.12)  
(Sec. 6.3.2.A) Each 
building site shall front 
on and have direct 
access to a public 
street or onto a 
private street that 
complies in all 
respects to the 
Design and 
Construction 
Standards (Novi 
Code Chapter 11) 
applicable to public 
streets and roadways 

Frontage upon a public 
street is required 
 
 

Current concept plan 
proposed a site 
condominium. Each of 
the proposed lots has 
access from the 
proposed private drive. 
Unit 9 does not have 
any frontage on any 
drive.  

No One deviation for all units 
fronting on private drive 
 
One deviation for lack of 
any frontage for Unit 9.   
 
Easements for access to 
public street will be required 

Access To Major 
Thoroughfare  
(Sec. 5.13) 

Access to major 
thoroughfare is required, 
unless the property 
directly across the street 
between the driveway 
and major thoroughfare 
is either multi-family or 
non-residential 

Master site has access 
to Crescent Boulevard, 
individual parcels have 
access to internal 
private drive; No single 
family residential zoning 
in the vicinity 

NA  

Open Space Area 
(Sec. 3.27.1.F) 

15% (permanently 
landscaped open areas 
and pedestrian plazas). 
 
Open space can be 
calculated for either 
each individual unit or 
for the entire 
development 

An Open space plan 
(sheet 19) is provided. 
Open space is spread in 
five different areas.  
 
The exhibit has been 
updated with acreage 
for future Right-of-way.  
 
 
Total Site: 979,123 SF 
Potential Future ROW: 
29,050 SF 
Net site area: 950,073 SF 
 
 
Open Space Area 
including wetlands: 
159,431 SF (16.78%) 
Wetlands: 39,984 SF 
 
Open Space excluding 
wetlands: 119447 (12.57 
%) 
 

No? Additional details for open 
space area are not shown in 
order to verify the eligibility 
towards the calculation. 
What amenities are 
proposed in those areas? 
 
Open space calculation 
should exclude wetland 
areas? Percentage for open 
space excluding wetlands 
does not meet the minimum 
fifteen percent.  
 
This will be considered a 
deviation if the minimum 15 
percent is not met 
 
A wetland/woodland 
restoration plan is 
recommended. Please refer 
to wetland and woodland 
reviews.  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

The plan indicates a 
pedestrian connection 
over the wetlands to 
that area.  
 

Maximum % of Lot 
Area Covered 
(By All Buildings)  
(Sec. 3.6.2 D) 

No Maximum 
 
 

Appears to meet 
requirements. Lot 
coverage appears to 
range from 2% to 15% for 
each individual units 

Yes  

Building Height  
(Sec.3.1.26.D) 
 

5 stories or 65 ft, 
whichever is less 
 
Provisions for additional 
height only applies for 
TC-1, not TC district 
 
 
 
Language in item 1 
under requested 
deviations appear to 
imply that the deviation 
request is for all buildings 
and four buildings are 
indicated as an 
example.  
 
 
Buildings in excess of 55’ 
may need to conform to 
the 2015 International 
Building Code standards 
for High-Rise (Type I or 
Type II) construction. 
 
 

Unit 1:70 ft (I-fly) No It exceeds the maximum 
allowed. It is considered a 
deviation 

Unit 2: 40 ft. to 50 ft. (2 
stories) 

Yes  

Unit 3: 63 ft. (Fairfield) No It exceeds the maximum 
allowed. It is considered a 
deviation.  
 
What is a typical height for 
each tier? 

Unit 4: Building not 
proposed at this time 

No? Provide more information 
about gazebo height.  

Unit 5: 84’5”and 7 stories 
(Drury) 

No It exceeds the maximum 
allowed. It is considered a 
deviation 

Unit 6: 20 ft. -30ft.   
(1 story) 

Yes  

Unit 7: 20 ft. -30ft.  
 (1 story) 

Yes  

Unit 8: 75’-10” and 8 tiers 
(Carvana) 

No It exceeds the maximum 
allowed. It is considered a 
deviation 

Unit 9:120 ft. Existing 
tower (Non-conforming 
existing structure) 

No?  

Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.26 D) and (Sec. 3.27.1.C) 

Non-residential collectors and Local Streets 
Additional setbacks may also be required by Planning Commission or City Council if deemed necessary for 
better design or functionality.  
Proposed Adell drive is considered a non-residential collector road. Refer to Traffic review for more detail.  

NOTE REGARDING SETBACKS:  
The current submittal indicates the front lot lines at the edge of proposed curb. Under the list of deviations, the 
applicant is proposing to build a private road built to City standards and including the road as a common 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

element.  
 
Proposed road is considered a non-residential collector and would require a 70 feet access easement. All 
setbacks must be calculation from the edge of access easement. Remove reference to variable width for Adell 
Center Drive. List the appropriate width and access easement. 
 
ROW WIDTH 
(Sec. 6.3.2.B) Where streets and roadways are private, front yard setbacks shall be measured as if such right-of-
way lines existed; the width of such hypothetical right-of-way shall be based upon the function of such street as 
a major arterial, arterial, minor arterial, residential collector, nonresidential collector, residential street or 
nonresidential street, as those terms are used in the Master Plan for the City of Novi and the City of Novi Design 
and Construction Standards. Private roads are allowed and are proposed. The applicant is proposing to build it 
to City standards with a minimum required 70 feet access easement.  

Front  
50 feet minimum from 
all lot lines for  exterior 
lot  
 
15 feet minimum for 
front side, for interior 
lot lines 
 
15 feet between 
separate buildings on 
same side 

All proposed units must 
have frontage on Adell 
drive. A minimum of 15 
ft. is required.  

15 ft. minimum is 
provided for all units. 
Water tower is its own 
unit and does not have 
frontage on the Adell 
drive 
 

Yes  Setbacks should be 
measure from edge of 
access easement.  
 
Show setback lines from 
Adell drive ROW.  
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
access easement for each 
side for each lot. 

Exterior Side Yard 
50 feet exterior 
15  feet interior 
 
Exterior: lot lines 
located abutting 
non-TC district lots.  
 
Interior: lot lines 
abutting TC district 
lots.  
 

Unit 1: I-96 Exterior: 50 ft.  Approximately 35 ft. 
proposed 

No Applicant should indicate 
the revised building footprint 
for I-fly building and 
indicate the setback 
distance requested 
 
This will be considered a 
deviation if  the plans are 
not revised to meet the 
maximum setback 
 
Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not shown. 
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
access easement for each 
side for each lot. 

Unit 2: NA  NA NA 

Unit 3: NA 

Unit 4: NA 

Unit 5: Interior lot along 
Adell Drive Interior: 15 ft. 

15 ft. min. Yes 

Unit 6: I-96 Exterior: 50 ft. 50 ft. minimum 

Unit 7: I-96 Exterior: 50 ft. 

Unit 8: I-96 Exterior: 50 ft. 

Unit 9: I-96 Exterior: 50 ft. Existing: 50 ft. minimum 

Side Yard  
50 feet exterior 
15  feet interior 
 
Exterior: lot lines 

All units require a 
minimum of 15 ft. from 
side lot lines 

All units appear to have 
a minimum of 15 ft. 
except for Unit 6 and 7. 
Staff is unable to 
determine.  

No ?? Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not shown. 
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

located abutting 
non-TC district lots.  
 
Interior: lot lines 
abutting TC district 
lots.  

Unit 9: Existing Existing access easement for each 
side for each lot. 
 
A deviation for setbacks for 
Unit 6 and 7 is not requested 
at this time. They are 
expected to conform to the 
code 

Rear Yard 
50 feet exterior 
15  feet interior 
 
Exterior: lot lines 
located abutting 
non-TC district lots.  
 
Interior: lot lines 
abutting TC district 
lots.  
 

Unit 1: 15 ft. interior Appears to meet the 
minimum 

Yes?? Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not shown. 
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
access easement for each 
side for each lot. 
 

Unit 2: 50 ft. exterior 

Unit 3: 50 ft. exterior 

Unit 4: 15 ft. interior Building not proposed at 
this time 

Unit 5: 15 ft. interior Unit 5: Not provided 

Unit 6: NA (double 
frontage) 

NA 

Unit 7: NA (double 
frontage) 

Unit 8: NA (double 
frontage) 

Unit 9: NA 

Parking Setback (Sec 3.1.25.D)                                                                     

** Approximate setback from edge of access easement. The concept plan proposed a 20 feet of green space 
between edge of sidewalk and edge of parking.  
 
Setbacks should be measured from edge of access easement. The applicant is requesting a deviation to 
redefine how setbacks are measured, i.e. to allow measuring setbacks from edge of sidewalk as opposed to 
from access easement.  

Front  
Parking Setback 
 
 

20 ft. from access 
easement for private 
roads  

Unit 1: 20 ft. (Cul-de-sac) No? Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not proposed. 
 
** See above 

Unit 2: 18 ft. **. (east) 

Unit 3: 1 to 2 ft.  

Unit 4: 14 ft. 

Unit 5: 18 ft. ** 

Unit 6: 18 ft. ** 

Unit 7: 18 ft. ** 

Unit 8: 18 ft. ** 

Unit 9: Not applicable; 
No parking 

Exterior Side Yard 
Parking Setback 

20 ft. from access 
easement for private 

Unit 1: 20 ft. (I-96) Yes Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not shown. Unit 2: NA 
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 roads Unit 3: NA  
Label the dimension of 
setback from ROW for each 
side for each lot.  

Unit 4: NA 

Unit 5: 20 ft. (Adell dr) 

Unit 6: 20 ft. (I-96) 

Unit 7: 20 ft. (I-96) 

Unit 8: 20 ft. (I-96) 

Unit 9: NA 

Side Yard 
Parking Setback 
 

20 ft. from side lot lines Unit 1: A minimum of 0 ft. 
is provided (south lot 
line) 
West : 14 ft.  

No Setback dimensions for 
each lot are not shown. 
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
access easement for each 
side for each lot. 
 
The applicant requests a 
deviation to allow 0 ft. 
setback for side yards for 
units 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8.  
 
Staff recommends 
identifying the approximate 
minimums for each unit 
instead of blanket deviation 
to allow for 0 setbacks for 
overall site.  

Unit 2: North: 20 ft. min. 
South: appears to be15 
ft. approx. 

Unit 3:  
North: appears to be 20 
ft. approx. 
South: 5 ft.  

Unit 4:  
West: appears to be 20 
ft. approx. 
East: 5 ft. approx. 

Unit 5:  
West: appears to be 20 
ft. approx. 
East: 5 ft. approx. 

Unit 6:  
West 0 ft.  
East: 20 ft.  

Unit 7:  
West: 10 ft.  
East: 0-5 ft.  

Unit 8:  
East: 10 ft.  

Unit 9: Not Applicable 

Rear Yard 
Parking Setback 
 
 

10 ft. from lot lines and 
ROW 

Unit 1: Appears to be 20 
ft. (west) 

Yes? 20 ft. setback line is 
indicated. 
 
Label the dimension of 
setback from edge of 
access easement for each 
side for each lot. 

Unit 2: 20 ft. 

Unit 3: 20 ft. 

Unit 4: 20 ft. 

Unit 5: 20 ft. 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

Unit 6: NA (double 
frontage) 

Unit 7: NA (double 
frontage) 

Unit 8: NA (double 
frontage) 

Unit 9: NA (double 
frontage) 

Note To District Standards (Sec 3.6.2) 

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

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

Units 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8 
have an exterior side 
yard 

No?  

Minimum lot area 
and width 
(Sec 3.6.2.D) 

Except where otherwise 
provided in this 
ordinance, the minimum 
lot area and width, 
maximum percentage 
of lot coverage shall be 
determined by the 
requirements set forth. 

It is unclear whether 
each unit meets 
ordinance standards for 
setback, landscaping, 
parking, loading and 
open space etc. Refer 
to all reviews for other 
notes 

No? Unit 9 does not have any 
frontage on proposed 
private drive 
This is considered a 
deviation if it is not revised 
to conform to the code 
 

Yard setbacks 
(Sec 3.6.2.H&L) 

If site abuts a residential 
zone, buildings must be 
set back at least 3’ for 
each 1’ of building 
height, but in no case 
can be less than 20’ 
setback 

Does not abut 
residential zoning 

NA  

Wetland/Watercourse 
Setback (Sec 3.6.2.M) 

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

Wetland setbacks are 
shown on Sheet 4. It 
appears that there may 
be disturbance to the 
buffer;  
 
A wetland crossing is 
proposed from a 
pathway from Unit 4. 
Additional information 
such as type of 
construction, etc. is not 
provided 

No? Refer to wetlands review 
letter for more detail.  

Parking setback 
screening  
(Sec 3.6.2.P) 

Required parking 
setback area shall be 
landscaped per sec 
5.5.3. 

Unable to determine. 
Information indicated to 
be provided with 
Preliminary site plan for 
individual units 

No? Refer to Landscape review 
for more details. 
 
Parking lot screening should 
conform to the code as 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

deviations are not currently 
requested.  

Modification of 
parking setback 
requirements  
(Sec 3.6.2.Q) 

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

Site plan does not 
conform with front and 
side yard parking 
setback requirements 

No?  

TC-1 District Required Conditions (Sec 3.27) 

Site Plans 
(Sec. 3.27.1.A.) 

Site area under 5 acres: 
Requires Planning 
Commission approval; 
Site area over 5 acres: 
Requires City Council 
approval upon Planning 
Commission 
recommendation 

The parent parcel is over 
5 acres. Individual lots 
are less than 5 acres 

No? Site plan for roads and 
utilities plan and site 
condominium, requires City 
Council approval upon 
Planning Commission 
recommendation.  
 
Site plan approval for 
individual lots less than 
require Planning 
Commission approval, 
unless Council reserves the 
right to approval site plans 
as part of PRO approval 

Parking Setbacks and 
Screening 
(3.27.1 D) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20 ft. from ROW (access 
easement for private 
roads) 

The applicant is 
proposing a minimum of 
20 feet greenbelt from 
edge is sidewalk (18 ft. 
setback from edge of 
access easement) 

No Setbacks should be 
measured from edge of 
access easement. The 
applicant is requesting a 
deviation to redefine how 
setbacks are measured, i.e. 
to allow measuring setbacks 
from edge of sidewalk as 
opposed to from access 
easement. 
 

Surface parking areas 
must be screened by 
either a 2.5 ft. brick wall, 
semitransparent 
screening or a 
landscaped berm from 
all public ROW (access 
easement for private 
roads) 

A combination of brick 
wall and a semi-
transparent screening is 
provided on both side of 
proposed Adell drive 

Yes  
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Comments 

For TC-1, No front yard or 
side yard parking on any 
non-residential collector. 

Not applicable NA  

Architecture/Pedestri
an Orientation 
(3.27.1 E) 
 
 

No building in the TC-1 
district shall be in excess 
of one-hundred twenty-
five (125) feet in width, 
unless pedestrian 
entranceways are 
provided at least every 
one-hundred twenty-
five (125) feet of 
frontage. 

Not applicable 
 
No maximum length of 
buildings for TC 

NA Note 3 on sheet 02 can be 
removed as the 
requirements does not 
apply for buildings in TC 

Façade materials  
(Sec. 3.27.1 G) 
 
 

All sides of the building 
and accessory buildings 
must have the same 
materials. Façade 
materials may deviate 
from brick or stone with 
PC approval. 

Unit 1 I fly: Elevations 
provided. Section 9 
waiver is supported. 

Yes? Please refer to Façade 
review for more details and 
missing information.  
 
If deviations are not 
identified/ requested at this 
time, the elevations are 
expected to conform to the 
code at the time of 
Preliminary Site Plan 
approval.  
 
Section 9 waivers are 
required for Units 1, 2, 3, 5 
and 8.  
 
 
It appears that no changes 
are proposed to the water 
tower at this time.  
 
 

Unit 2 Planet Fitness: 
Elevations provided. 
Incomplete submittal. 
Deviations identified. 
Section 9 waiver is not 
supported 

No? 

Unit 3 Fairfield: 
Elevations provided. 
Incomplete submittal. 
Deviations identified. 
Applicant agreed to 
comply at the time of 
site plan review 

No? 

Unit 4 Temporary 
parking Lot: Building is 
not proposed at this 
time 

 

Unit 5 Drury Inn: 
Elevations provided. 
Section 9 waiver is 
supported. 

Yes? 

Unit 6 Restaurant: 
Elevations not provided 

 

Unit 7 Restaurant: 
Elevations not provided 

 

Unit 8 Carvana: 
Elevations provided. 
Section 9 waiver is 
supported. 

 

Unit 9 Water Tower:  
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Existing non-conforming 
structure 

Parking, Loading, 
Signs, Landscaping, 
Lighting, Etc 
(Sec. 3.27.1 H) 

All loading in TC-1 shall 
be in rear yards.  

Requested rezoning 
category is TC 

NA Refer to comments on 
loading areas on page 18 
for more detail. 

Off-street parking counts 
can be reduced by the 
number of on-street 
parking adjacent to a 
use 

On-street parking is not 
proposed 

NA  

PC may allow parking 
requirement reduction 
when parking areas 
serve dual functions. 

The current revision 
requests a reduction of 
parking spaces. It does 
not request review of 
shared parking spaces 

Yes? Staff is not able to confirm 
the numbers provided as 
required due to missing 
information. Refer to page 
14 for more information 
requested 

Special assessment 
district for structured 
park  

Not proposed NA  

Sidewalks required 
(Sec. 3.27.1 I) 
 
. 

For TC-1 only, Sidewalks 
required along non-
residential collector to 
be 12.5 ft. wide. 

Not Applicable NA  

Direct pedestrian 
access between all 
buildings and adjacent 
areas 

Pedestrian access 
indicated in the current 
set of plans for all units 
except 9.  
 
The intent appears to be 
to restrict pedestrian 
access to Unit 9 

Yes  

Bicycle Paths 
(Sec. 3.27.1 J) 

Bike paths required to 
connect to adjacent 
residential & non- 
residential areas.  

None provided NA?  

Development 
amenities 
(Sec. 3.27.1 L) 

All sites must incorporate 
amenities such as 
exterior lighting, outdoor 
furniture, and safety 
paths in accordance 
with Town Center Study 
Area. 

Minimal amenities are 
proposed ;  
 
Four focal areas are 
provided with 
enhanced landscaping.  
 
Five areas including the 
area to the south are 
identified as open 
space areas, but details 
such as benches, plazas, 

No? The applicant is asked to 
propose more amenities to 
meet the intent of 
destination entertainment 
center as indicated in the 
narrative.  
 
The design has more 
potential for providing more 
defined public gathering 
spaces, especially with Unit 
4.  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

lighting, safety path etc. 
are not provided. Refer 
to sheet 19 

 
Check Landscape plans 
one more time for amenities 
details.. 

Combination of use 
groups within a single 
structure 
(Sec. 3.27.1 M) 
(Sec.3.27.2.B) 

- Additional regulations 
per Sec. 3.27.1.M and 
3.27.2.B apply if 
combination of uses 
proposed in same 
building 

Each building stands on 
its own with a single use 

NA  

Street and Roadway 
Rights-Of-Way 
(Sec. 3.27.1 N) 

Nonresidential collector 
and local streets shall 
provide ROWs consistent 
with DCS standards 
 
Roadway width: 36 feet 
ROW/Access Easement: 
70 feet 

Roadway width: 36 feet 
Access Easement: 70 
feet 

Yes Traffic recommends a 
center turn lane. Refer to 
Traffic and Engineering 
comments for more 
information 
 
 
  

Parking, Handicap Parking and Bike Requirements 

Note: Parking calculations are provided as a separate table. The applicant has listed a column for parking 
required per ordinance, required per user and proposed. No additional information as requested by staff in 
earlier reviews is provided. Staff is not able to confirm the numbers provided as required due to missing 
information. A deviation for reduction in parking is requested, but a justification or shared parking study is 
provided.  

Required Parking 
Calculation 
(Sec. 5.2.12) 
(Sec. 4.82.2) 
 
 
See Individual 
requirements below 

Unit 1:Per Owner : 38 
spaces 

Unit 1: 38 Spaces No? Trip generation study 
provided. Parking for upto 
46 spaces is justified. The 
applicant can consider 
reducing the parking and 
comply with the parking 
setback requirement.  

Unit 2: For1000 
memberships= 182 
spaces 

Unit 2: 185 Spaces Yes Please provide a tentative 
number of memberships 
based on a typical facility 

Unit 3: Per applicant,  
Required 138 Spaces 
Required per users: 129 

Unit 3: 129 Spaces No? Provide information such as 
number of rooms, 
employees and accessory 
uses such as banquet halls, 
if proposed. This determines 
the minimum required 
parking. 
 
A deviation is required as 
the proposed parking 
appears to be less than 
minimum required  

Unit 4: Per applicant, NA Unit 4: 38 Spaces No? Provide additional 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

information with regards to 
nature of temporary use, 
what is the tentative timeline 
for future development. A 
reference to seasonal 
events is eliminated with the 
current submittal.  

Unit 5: Per applicant, 181 
Spaces 

Unit 5: 181 Spaces No? Provide information such as 
number of rooms, 
employees and accessory 
uses such as banquet halls, 
if proposed. This determines 
the minimum required 
parking.  

Unit 6: For 7,000 SF per 
applicant: 100 spaces 

Unit 6: 102 Spaces No Unit 6 does not have 
minimum required spaces 
on their own, but have the 
required spaces for both 
restaurants together. If Unit 6 
built is built prior to Unit 7, it 
will not have sufficient 
parking unless all parking is 
built. Please provide 
clarification 
 
A deviation is requested for 
reduction in parking for Unit 
6 and 7 provided 
cumulative total meets the 
minimum required for both 
units together. The applicant 
should correct the request 
to reflect the actual 
deviation requested.  

Unit 7: For 7,000 SF per 
applicant: 100 spaces 

Unit 7: 84 Spaces Yes  

Unit 8: Per Owner: 30 
Spaces 

Unit 8: 38 Spaces No? Please provide additional 
information how 30 spaces 
are determined to be 
adequate by the owner. A 
trip generation study is 
recommended.  

Unit 9:0 Unit 9: 2 Spaces Yes?  

Total Required: 769 
Spaces per the 
applicant 

TOTAL PROPOSED: 811 
Spaces 

 Previously required: 807 
Previously proposed 911 
 
The plans indicate a 
reduction in required 
parking from last submittal 
without any explanation.  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

 

Minimum Parking Required Per Use (Sec. 5.2.12) 

The applicant should provide required and proposed parking calculation based on the requirements listed 
below.  

Unit 1: I FLY: Indoor 
commercial 
recreation facilities 
1 for 2 people 
allowed under 
maximum 
occupancy (??) 

Unit 2: PLANET FITNESS: 
Indoor commercial 
recreation facilities 
30, 000 SF or less: 1 for 
each 5.5 memberships 
Greater than 30,000 SF: 1 
for each 9 memberships 
(family or individual) 
 

Unit 3: FAIRFIELD: Hotel 
Unit 5: Drury: Hotel 
 
1 for room +  
1 per employee +  
as needed for accessory uses 
+  
Banquet Halls (if any) 
1 per 3 people @ max. occupancy, whichever is greater 

Unit 4: Temporary Use, 
future building 7,000 
SF. Future use not 
identified.  
 
A reference to 
seasonal events 
removed from plans 
 
Size of the building 
will limit any future 
use; actual size of the 
building would likely 
to be less than 7,000 
square feet 
 

Unit 6 and Unit 7: Sit-
down Restaurant 
1 per 70 GLA or 
1 per 2 employees + 1 
per customer 
max capacity including 
waiting areas 

Unit 8: Carvana: 
Undefined Use 
 

Unit 9: Water Tower 

Barrier Free Spaces 
Barrier Free Code 
 
*No deviations since 
this is a Michigan 
Building Code 
requirement 

Unit 1: 2 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 1: 2 Spaces No Minimum required barrier 
free spaces should be 
provided Unit 2: 6 Regular, 1 Van 

accessible 
Unit 2: 0 Spaces No 

Unit 3: 4 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 3: 2 Spaces No 

Unit 4: 1 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 4: 0 Spaces No 

Unit 5: 6 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 5: 7 Spaces Yes 

Unit 6: 3 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 6: 0 Spaces No 

Unit 7: 3 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 7: 0 Spaces No 

Unit 8: 1 Regular, 1 Van 
accessible 

Unit 8: 0 Spaces No 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

Unit 9: 0 Spaces Unit 9: 0 Spaces No 

Minimum number of 
Bicycle Parking  
(Sec. 5.16.1) 

Unit 1: 8 spaces Unit 1: 0 No Provide information to verify 
conformance 
 
 

Unit 2: 8-22 spaces Unit 2:  0 No 

Unit 3: 4 Spaces Unit 3: 0  No 

Unit 4: TBD Unit 4: 0  No 

Unit 5: 4 spaces Unit 5: 0  No 

Unit 6: 2 – 5 spaces Unit 6: 0  No 

Unit 7: 2-5 spaces Unit 7: 0  No 

Unit 8: TBD Unit 8: 0  No 

Unit 9: NA Unit 9:0  No 

Minimum Bike Parking Required Per Use (Sec. 5.16) 

The applicant should provide required and proposed parking calculation based on the requirements listed 
below. 

Unit 1: I FLY 
Unit 2: PLANET FITNESS:  
Indoor  
commercial recreation facilities 
10 % of required/provided car parking, 
minimum of 8 spaces 

Unit 3: FAIRFIELD: Hotel 
Unit 5: Drury: Hotel 
 
Hotel, minimum of 4 
spaces 
 

Unit 4: Seasonal Events: Undefined 
Undefined  

Unit 6 and Unit 7: Sit-down Restaurant 
5 % of required/provided car parking, minimum 
of 2 spaces 

Unit 8: Carvana: 
Undefined Use 
 

Unit 9: Water Tower 

Parking Lot Design Requirements (Sec. 5.3.2.) 

Parking Space 
Dimensions and 
Maneuvering Lanes  
(Sec. 5.3.2) 

- 90° Parking: 9 ft. x 19 ft.  
- 24 ft. two way drives 
- 9 ft. x 17 ft. parking 

spaces allowed as 
long as detail indicates 
a 4” curb at these 
locations 

- 60º 9 ft. x 18 ft. 

All appear to be 9 ft. x 
19 ft.  

No The applicant can consider 
the possibility  of reducing 
the parking spaces and 
adding more green space if 
a shared parking 
agreement is proposed 

Parking lot entrance 
offset 
(Sec. 5.3.6) 

Parking lot entrances 
must be set back 25’ 
from any single-family 
residential district.  

Subject property does 
not abut single-family 
residential district. 

NA  

End Islands  
(Sec. 5.3.12) 

- End Islands with 
landscaping and 
raised curbs are 
required at the end of 
all parking bays that 
abut traffic circulation 
aisles.   

End islands are 
indicated as required. 
Unable to determine the 
compliance with the 
requirements 

No Provide information to verify 
conformance. 
 
A landscape island is 
required every 15 spaces 
 
This information can be 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

- The end islands shall 
generally be at least 8 
ft. wide, have an 
outside radius of 15 ft., 
and be constructed 3 
ft. shorter than the 
adjacent parking stall 

provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 

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

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

Unit 1: Not conforming No  

Unit 2: appear to 
comply 

Yes 

Unit 3: appear to 
comply 

 

Unit 4: NA  

Unit 5: NA  

Unit 6: NA  

Unit 7: NA  

Unit 8: NA  

Unit 9:NA  

Barrier Free Space 
Dimensions  
Barrier Free Code 

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

- 8’ wide with a 5’ wide 
access aisle for regular 
accessible spaces 

Not indicated No This information can be 
provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 

Barrier Free Signs  
Barrier Free Code 

One sign for each 
accessible parking 
space.  

Not indicated No This information can be 
provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 

Bicycle Parking  
General requirements 
(Sec. 5.16) 

- No farther than 120 ft. 
from the entrance 
being served 

- When 4 or more 
spaces are required 
for a building with 
multiple entrances, the 
spaces shall be 
provided in multiple 
locations 

- Spaces to be paved 
and the bike rack shall 
be inverted “U” design 

- Shall be accessible via 
6 ft. paved sidewalk 

Not indicated No This information can be 
provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 
 
A general location should 
be indicated on the 
concept plan 

Bicycle Parking Lot Parking space width: 6 Not indicated No This information can be 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

layout 
(Sec 5.16.6) 

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

provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 

Loading Space 
(Sec. 5.4.2.) 

Loading area required 
for all uses in Town 
Center 

Unit 1: Not proposed; 
Request a deviation for 
lack of loading 

No The applicant has requested 
a deviation for lack of 
loading for Unit 1 (I-fly), Unit 
3 (Fairfield), Unit 4 (off-street 
parking), Unit 5 (Drury) and 
Unit 9 (Water Tower) 
 
 
Carvana appears to require 
loading space for 9-car 
delivery truck and for single 
car haulers. They should 
indicate number of single 
car haulers that will be 
parked on site.  
 
Reasonable justification is 
not provided to support lack 
of loading space for hotels. 
The applicant noted that the 
deliveries would be done 
under canopy in front of 
hotel during off-peak hours 
 
Loading and unloading 
operations are typically 
expected for hotels for food 
and services. 
 
Lack of loading may restrict 
future redevelopment for 
unit 1 and 4, if the site is 
every developed for 
another use than what is 
being proposed at this time. 
 
Seasonal events proposed 
for Unit 4 are not clearly 
defined. Staff is unable to 
make a determination 
whether the deviation can 
be supported. 
 
Lack of loading for Unit 9 

Unit 2: Not provided at 
this time. Did not request 
a deviation for lack of 
loading 

No? 

Unit 3: Not proposed; 
Request a deviation for 
lack of loading 

No 

Unit 4: Not proposed; 
Request a deviation for 
lack of loading 

No 

Unit 5: Not proposed; 
Request a deviation for 
lack of loading 

No 

Unit 6: Not shown on 
plans at this time. Did 
not request a deviation 
for lack of loading 

No? 

Unit 7: Not shown on 
plans at this time. Did 
not request a deviation 
for lack of loading 

No? 

Unit 8: Not shown on 
plans at this time. Did 
not request a deviation 
for lack of loading 

No? 

Unit 9: Not proposed; 
Request a deviation for 
lack of loading 

No 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

can be supported 

Loading Space 
location (Sec. 5.4.2) 

- rear yard or  
- interior side yard 

beyond the side yard 
setback for double 
frontage lots 
 

Unit 1: exterior side yard 
within building setback, 
if deviation for lack of 
loading is not granted 

No In the event the above 
deviation is not approved, 
the applicant is proposing to 
provide a loading space for 
each unit in the following 
yards.  
 
The applicant has requested 
a deviation for an alternate 
location for Unit 1 (I-fly), Unit 
2 (planet Fitness), Unit 3 
(Fairfield), Unit 5 (Drury), unit 
6 and 7 (restaurants) 
 
 
The applicant should note 
that this may effect parking 
counts, which is yet to  be 
verified 

Unit 2: interior side yard 
(not double fronted) 

No 

Unit 3: interior side yard, 
if deviation for lack of 
loading is not granted 
(not double fronted) 

No 

Unit 4: interior side yard, 
if deviation for lack of 
loading is not granted 
(not double fronted) 

No 

Unit 5: exterior side yard 
or front yard under 
canopy, if deviation for 
lack of loading is not 
granted 

No 

Unit 6: exterior side yard 
within building setback 

No 

Unit 7: exterior side yard 
within building setback 

No 

Unit 8: exterior side yard 
within building setback 

No 

Unit 9: exterior side yard 
within building setback, 
if deviation for lack of 
loading is not granted 

No 

Loading Space Area 
(Sec. 5.4.2) 
 
In the ratio of 10 sq. ft. 
per front foot of 
building. 

300 SF  Unit 1: 300 SF, if 
deviation for lack of 
loading is not granted 

Yes  The applicant has requested 
a deviation for reduction of  
for all units except 4 and 9.  
 
In the event the above 
deviation is not approved, 
the applicant is proposing to 
provide the following square 
footages 
 
The applicant should note 
that this may effect parking 
counts, which is yet to  be 
verified 
 

800 SF Unit 2: 400 SF (local 
delivery vehicle) 

No 

560 SF Unit 3: 400 SF (local 
delivery vehicle) 

No 

Building not proposed 
at this time 

Unit 4: Not proposed  

2000 SF Unit 5: 400 SF (local 
delivery vehicle) 

No 

1000 SF Unit 6: 400 SF (local 
delivery vehicle) 

No 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

900 SF Unit 7: 400 SF (local 
delivery vehicle) 

No Carvana appears to require 
loading space for 9-car 
delivery truck and for single 
car haulers. They should 
indicate number of single 
car haulers that will be 
parked on site.  
 

750 SF Unit 8: 750 SF Yes 

NA Unit 9:No building   

Loading Space 
Screening  
(Sec. 5.4.2 B) 

Loading area must be 
screened from view 
from adjoining 
properties and from the 
street.  

Information  not 
provided at this time 

No? A deviation is not requested 
at this time. Individual users 
are expected to conform to 
the requirements at the time 
of site plan approval.  

Dumpster 
Sec 4.19.2.F 
 

- Located in rear yard 
- Attached to the 

building or no closer 
than 10 ft. from 
building if not 
attached 

- Not located in parking 
setback  

- Rear lot abuts ROW, 50 
ft. setback required. 

- Away from Barrier free 
Spaces 

Unit 1: Not shown No? Show dumpster locations for 
all sites to verify 
conformance 
 
If a dumpster is not 
provided, indicate the 
means of proposed trash 
removal 
 
This is considered a 
deviation if it is not revised 
to conform to the code 

Unit 2: Not shown No? 

Unit 3: Rear yard Yes 

Unit 4: Not shown Yes/ 
No 

Unit 5: Appears to be in 
exterior side yard;  

No 

Unit 6: Exterior side yard  

Unit 7: Exterior side yard No? 

Unit 8: interior side yard 
(double fronted lot) 

Yes  

Unit 9: Not shown No? 

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

- Screened from public 
view 

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

- And no less than 5 ft. 
on three sides 

- Posts or bumpers to 
protect the screening 

- Hard surface pad.  
- Screening Materials: 

Masonry, wood or 
evergreen shrubbery 

Not indicated No? This information can be 
provided with Preliminary 
site plan if it conforms to the 
code 

Lighting and Photometric Plan (Sec. 5.7) 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

STAFF COMMENT: Photometric plan and additional information is typically required at the time of Final Site Plan 
when the site is not abutting a residential district.   

Intent (Sec. 5.7.1) 
 

24BEstablish appropriate 
minimum levels, prevent 
unnecessary glare, 
reduce spill-over onto 
adjacent properties & 
reduce unnecessary 
transmission of light into 
the night sky 

25BA plan is provided which 
indicates street lighting 
along Adell drive. 
Lighting and 
photometric information 
for rest of the site is not 
included in the current 
submittal.  

No  

Lighting Plan  
(Sec. 5.7.2 A.i) 
 

Site plan showing 
location of all existing & 
proposed buildings, 
landscaping, streets, 
drives, parking areas & 
exterior lighting fixtures 

   

Building Lighting 
(Sec. 5.7.2.A.iii) 

Relevant building 
elevation drawings 
showing all fixtures, the 
portions of the walls to 
be illuminated, 
illuminance levels of 
walls and the aiming 
points of any remote 
fixtures. 

   

Lighting Plan 
(Sec.5.7.2 A.ii) 

 

Specifications for all 
proposed & existing 
lighting fixtures 

   

Photometric data    

Fixture height    

Mounting & design    

Glare control devices     

Type & color rendition of 
lamps 

   

Hours of operation    

Photometric plan 
illustrating all light 
sources that impact the 
subject site, including 
spill-over information 
from neighboring 
properties 

   

Required Conditions  
(Sec. 5.7.3.A) 

Light pole height not to 
exceed maximum 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

 height of zoning district 
(65 ft. for TC) 

Required Conditions  
(Sec. 5.7.3.B&G) 

 

- Electrical service to 
light fixtures shall be 
placed underground 

- Flashing light shall not 
be permitted 

- Only necessary lighting 
for security purposes & 
limited operations shall 
be permitted after a 
site’s hours of 
operation 

   

Security Lighting 
(Sec. 5.7.3.H) 

 
Lighting for security 
purposes shall be 
directed only onto 
the area to be 
secured. 

- All fixtures shall be 
located, shielded, and 
aimed at the areas to 
be secured.   

- Fixtures mounted on 
the building and 
designed to illuminate 
the facade are 
preferred. 

   

Required Conditions 
(Sec.5.7.3.E) 
 

Average light level of 
the surface being lit to 
the lowest light of the 
surface being lit shall not 
exceed 4:1 

Unable to determine  The applicant has not 
demonstrated if this can be 
achieved. This can be 
demonstrated by providing 
a lighting plan with assumed 
light pole locations for an 
estimated calculation. 

Required Conditions  
(Sec. 5.7.3.F) 
 

Use of true color 
rendering lamps such as 
metal halide is preferred 
over high & low pressure 
sodium lamps 

   

Min. Illumination (Sec. 
5.7.3.K) 

 

Parking areas: 0.2 min    

Loading & unloading 
areas: 0.4 min 

   

Walkways: 0.2 min    

Building entrances, 
frequent use: 1.0 min 

   

Building entrances, 
infrequent use: 0.2 min 

   

Max. Illumination 
adjacent to Non-
Residential  

0BWhen site abuts a non-
residential district, 
maximum illumination at 

  The applicant has requested 
a deviation to allow spillover 
to exceed 1 fc along unit 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

(Sec. 5.7.3.K) 
 

the property line shall 
not exceed 1 foot 
candle 

lines. Staff recommends to 
limit the deviation to interior 
side lot lines one.  
 

Cut off Angles (Sec. 
5.7.3.L) 
 

When adjacent to 
residential districts: 
- All cut off angles of 

fixtures must be 90°  
- maximum illumination 

at the property line 
shall not exceed 0.5 
foot candle 

   

Building Code and Other Requirements 

Accessory Structures 
(Sec. 4.19) 

- Each accessory 
building shall meet all 
setback requirements 
for the zoning district in 
which the property is 
situated 

- Shall meet the façade 
ordinance standards 

A gazebo is proposed 
on Unit 4. Additional 
information is not 
proposed at this time.  
 
 

No? If Gazebo exceeds 200 
square feet, which it 
appears to exceed, then it 
should comply with Façade 
requirements or seek 
necessary Façade 
deviations. 
 
Other structures such as flag 
poles, generators, smoke 
shelters, carports etc are 
subject to accessory 
structures regulations. 
Accessory structures other 
than flag poles should be 
located in rear yard only.  
 

Exterior Building Wall 
Façade Materials 
(Sec. 5.15) 
(Sec. 3.27.1.G) 

Façade Region: 1 
 

Elevation drawings 
submitted for some of 
the units 

Yes/No See Façade review for 
additional comments and 
further detail 

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

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

Elevations are not 
provided for all units  

No This information can be 
provided at the time of 
Preliminary site plan that  
conforms to the code 

Building Code Building exits must be 
connected to sidewalk 
system or parking lot. 

Sidewalks not shown on 
the plans 

No This information can be 
provided at the time of 
Preliminary site plan that  
conforms to the code 

Design and Land description, Sidwell Provided Yes  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

Construction 
Standards Manual 

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

General layout and 
dimension of 
proposed physical 
improvements 

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

Not provided; Submittal 
is not complete 

No Provide additional 
information as requested in 
all reviews to verify 
conformance and identify 
deviations.  

Economic Impact 
 

- Total cost of the 
proposed building & 
site improvements 

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

200-300 temporary or 
permanent jobs 
 
$125 million 
development per 
applicant 

Yes Included in the cover letter 
under benefits to public with 
initial submittal 

Signage 
 
See link below 
28T(Chapter 28, Code of 
Ordinances)28T 

- Signage if proposed 
requires a permit. 

- Signage is not 
regulated by the 
Planning Commission 
or Planning Division. 

3BThe current site plan 
drawings indicate 
signage on some of the 
elevations provided 

4BYes/No 
5BRefer to comments provided 
by our Ordinance 
department on a separate 
packet 
 
It is unclear whether signage 
deviations (City Code) are 
appropriate as part of the 
PRO process (Zoning 
Ordinance), also staff is 
unable to identify all the 
deviations that are required 
at this time. 

Property Address The applicant should 
contact the Building 
Division for an address 
prior to applying for a 
building permit.   

6BOne is not required at 
this time. Individual lot 
address would require 
separate addresses at a 
later time 

7BNo 8BSubmit address application 
after Final Site Plan 
approval. 

Project and Street 
Naming Committee 

9BSome projects may 
need approval from the 
Street and Project 
Naming Committee. 

The applicant requested 
a name change for 
Expo drive to Adell drive. 
It was approved by the 

10BYes? 11BThe project name ‘Adell 
Center’ would require the 
Committee approval as 
well. Please submit an 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code 

Comments 

Committee, but still 
would require City 
Council approval 

application for the project 
name approval.  
 
12BContact Hannah Smith at 
248-347-0579 for more 
information on application 
and process 

Master Deed 13BMaster Deed should be 
approved for site 
condominiums prior to 
stamping set approval 

14BThe applicant is 
proposing to develop 
the property as a Site 
Condominium 

15BNo 16BA site condominium 
approval is required prior to 
start working on a Master 
Deed 

Future Easements - A 60 feet ROW with 
additional 10 feet 
access easement or 70 
feet access easement 
is required for 
proposed Adell drive 

17BA 70 feet access 
easement is provided 
 
A conservation 
easement is not 
proposed 
 
Cross access/parking 
easements are required 
 
The existing well is 
proposed to remain on 
the west of parking lot in 
Unit 1. An easement 
would be required for 
this item.  

18BYes?  

Existing Easements 19BExisting ALTA survey (Sheet 6) should be updated to include Future ROW. Related Libel 
and Page numbers should be listed.  
 
Provided Libel and Page number for temporary construction easement in southern part 
and any other existing easements.  
 

20BNOTES: 
1. 21BThis table is a working summary chart and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance or City of Novi 

requirements or standards.  
2. 22BThe 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. 23BPlease 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. 
 
 
 
 



 
PARKING MEMO 
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TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM:  SRI RAVALI KOMARAGIRI, PLANNER 

THRU:   BARBARA MCBETH, AICP, CITY PLANNER 

SUBJECT:  ESTABLISHING MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENT FOR ADELL  
  CENTER DEVELOPMENT 

DATE:   AUGUST 13, 2018 

 
The intent of the memo is to summarize all comments related to parking requirement for 
the proposed rezoning for Adell center. These comments have been consistently repeated 
from the time of the Pre-application meeting. Parking is a fundamental requirement for a 
successful development. The following table is provided by the applicant on the current 
revised plans, based on each unit owner’s current parking requirement:  

 
Table 1: Parking Calculations and deviations requested by the 

applicant (not verified by staff) 

Unit 

Required 
parking 

per 
ordinance 

Required 
Parking 
per user 

Parking 
proposed 

Deviation Requested 

Unit 1  38 38 52  
Unit 2 182 182 185  
Unit 3 138 129 129 Yes, reduction of 9 
Unit 4 N/A - 38  
Unit 5 181 181 181  
Unit 6 100  102 Yes, see note below 
Unit 7 100  84 Yes, see note below 
Unit 8 30 30 38  
Unit 9  Yes   
Note: This deviation is request is to allow the users if units 6 and 7 to 
share parking based on the current zoning requirements, at the time 
of this submittal, the building sizes and layouts for units 6 and 7 have 
not been finalized. This deviation request would allow sharing of 
parking between units 6 and 7, but not a reduction in overall parking 
requirements between these two units.  

 
As listed above, the applicant has provided the total number of parking spaces required 
per ordinance, spaces required per user and spaces proposed. There is no supporting data 
that shows how the applicant has arrived at these numbers, except for I-fly. Information 
that the City normally would need includes things such as parking counts per use or site 
based, for example, on the number of hotel rooms and amount of banquet space (for the 
hotel uses) and/or the number of seats or employees for the restaurants proposed.  Please 
refer to Table 2 for more detail.  

MEMORANDUM 



 
Table 2: Additional information required to establish the minimum requirement as listed in 
section 5.2.12 

Unit/ End User/ Use 
Type 

(Section 5.2.12) 

Ordinance Requirement 
(Section 5.2.12) 

Additional information Required 

Unit 1: I-Fly 
Indoor Recreational 
Facility 

1 for 2 people allowed under 
maximum occupancy 

I-fly has provided a Trip generation 
data that included parking 
demand information based on 
one ifly site on Frisco, TC. IT 
estimated a weekday parking 
demand of 36 spaces and 
weekend demand of 38 spaces for 
a 10,000 square foot building with 
70 feet tall chamber. The applicant 
is currently proposing a 6,000 
square feet building. I-fly site 
proposes 52 parking spaces at the 
moment and is requesting a 0 
parking setback from the side 
yard. Based on data provided, 
staff and City’s Traffic Consultant 
believe that a total of 46 spaces 
are justified. The applicant has an 
option to reduce the parking and 
propose more green space, 
possibly conform to the side yard 
parking setback.  

Unit 2: Planet Fitness 
Indoor Recreational 
Facility 

30, 000 SF or less:  
1 for each 5.5 memberships* 

Facility Size: 20,000 SF  
Provide 
- Estimated memberships 

Unit 3: Fairfield Inn 
& Suites 
Hotel 

1 for room +  
1 per employee +  
as needed for accessory uses 
+  
Banquet Halls (if any) 
1 per 3 people @ max. 
occupancy 

Provide 
- Number of rooms,  
- Number of employees and  
- List of accessory uses such as 

banquet halls, if proposed 

Unit 4:Temporary 
Parking Lot 
Future Use not 
determined 

N/A 

Future building 7,000 SF. Future use 
not identified.  
 
A reference to seasonal events 
removed from plans 



 
Size of the building will limit any 
future use; actual size of the 
building would likely to be less than 
7,000 square feet 

Unit 5: Drury Inn & 
Suites 
Hotel 

1 for room +  
1 per employee +  
as needed for accessory uses 
+  
Banquet Halls (if any) 
1 per 3 people @ max. 
occupancy 

Provide 
- Number of rooms,  
- Number of employees and  
- List of accessory uses such as 

banquet halls, if proposed 

Unit 6: Restaurant 
Sit-down restaurant 

1 per 70 GLA or 
1 per 2 employees + 1 per 
customer 
max capacity including 
waiting areas, whichever is 
greater 

Provide 
- Gross Leasable Area 
- Estimated number of employees 
- Estimated number of seats 
- Estimated maximum capacity 

including waiting areas 
 

Unit 6 does not have minimum 
required spaces on their own, but 
have the required spaces for both 
restaurants together. If Unit 6 built is 
built prior to Unit 7, it will not have 
sufficient parking unless all parking 
is built.  

Unit 7: Restaurant 
Sit-down restaurant 

1 per 70 GLA or 
1 per 2 employees + 1 per 
customer 
max capacity including 
waiting areas 

Unit 8: Carvana  
Unlisted Use  Unlisted Use  

Carvana stated that “On average, 
our Vending Machine facilities 
have anywhere from 35-45 surface 
parking spaces’ in a project 
narrative submitted for Unlisted Use 
determination under separate 
cover. There is no Trip generation 
study provided as iFly. 
 
The current concept plan only 
proposes 30 spaces which is less 
than the average.  
Provide 
- Number of employees (10-12 

customer service advocates. 
Indicate if there are additional 
employees) 

- number of typical customer visits 
for a similar facility at a different 



location (A trip generation 
study) 

-  reserved parking for delivered 
vehicles etc. 

Unit 9: Water Tower 
Existing structure Not Applicable Two spaces are proposed 

 
With the current revised submittal, proposed parking spaces are reduced from 911 to 811 
(reduction of 100 spaces), most likely due to roadway expansion. Required parking spaces 
are reduced by 36 spaces from last submittal, because the applicant has eliminated Unit 4 
parking from required calculations. Based on the calculations, the applicant has provided, 
which the staff is unable to confirm at this time, it appears that excess 42 spaces are 
proposed within the development. Of those, 38 are proposed on Unit 4. If Unit 4 is 
considered overflow parking for the development, then its possible future development 
would eliminate the parking overage.  

 
Revised Concept Plan 
Based on the preliminary review of the PRO Concept plan, staff identifies the following 
items may result in further reduction of parking spaces. There may be other reasons that 
may be identified at the time of site plan review:  

1. Proposed location for loading spaces. In case of Carvana, additional parking 
spaces for single car haulers.  

2. Proposed location for dumpster location 
3. To keep the parking bay no longer than 15 parking spaces 
4. Changes to driveway dimensions to meet the fire code requirement, for south east 

parking lot on Unit 5 
5. Conflicts with parking lot landscape requirements 

Staff has been requesting to provide a revised Concept Plan to indicate all this information 
with the current PRO plan, so that staff can confirm total parking that can be proposed for 
this development for all uses.  
 
The applicant is currently requesting to approve the PRO Concept plan based on the 
calculations provided in Table 1, which the staff has not yet verified. The applicant should 
provide information requested by staff in in the Table 2 above so that staff can establish the 
minimum parking requirement, i.e. verify applicants counts listed in Table 1. Establishing the 
minimum required parking will indicate the buffer available for possible loss of spaces for 
reasons listed above.  The applicant should note that any further reduction to established 
minimum parking requirement would warrant a shared parking study or an amendment to 
PRO agreement for reduction in parking requirement at that time, by the individual user 
who makes the request. The scope of work for a shared parking will be determined based 
on the units affected by the request at that time and would need to be agreed to by all 
affected units. Staff continues to recommend that a shared parking study may be 
beneficial, if the proposed sites are not expected to have overlapping parking needs 



throughout the day. This would eliminate the need to base a recommendation on 
assumptions.  
  
The City staff and consultants are unable to determine the nature and extent of the 
variance or deviation requested as part of the PRO. The materials and documentation 
provided so far is insufficient for the review required.  



 
ENGINEERING REVIEW 

August 09, 2018



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Applicant 
Orville Properties LLC 
 
Review Type 
PRO revised Concept Plan 
 
Property Characteristics 
 Site Location:  West of Novi Road, North of Crescent Drive 
 Site Size:   22.48 acres 
 Plan Date:  07/19/2018  
 Design Engineer:  Greentech Engineering, Inc. 
 
Project Summary  
 Construction of roads and utilities to serve multiple commercial developments on 

the site.  

 Water service would be provided by two connections to existing City water main 
south of site at Crescent Boulevard, and west of the development for a looped 
system.  

 Sanitary sewer service would be provided extension of sanitary sewer from existing 
15-inch sanitary sewer southwest of the site.  

 Storm water would be collected by a single storm sewer collection system. The site is 
located within the drainage area for the C&O Regional detention basin. Restricted 
discharge via the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge is proposed with bankfull 
storage provided in a proposed underground detention system.  

 
Recommendation 
Approval of the PRO Concept and Storm Water Management Plan is recommended. 
  
Comments: 

The PRO Concept plan meets the general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of 
Ordinances, the Storm Water Management Ordinance and/or the Engineering Design 
Manual, with items to be addressed with future submittals:  

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

August 9, 2018 
 

Engineering Review 
Adell Center 
JSP18-0027 
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Additional Comments (to be addressed upon Preliminary Site Plan submittal): 

1. A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi for work in the 
Crescent Boulevard and Expo Center Drive right-of-way.  

2. Refer to Section 26.5-35 for requirements for private roadways: 

a. A private maintenance covenant is required for any private street. 

b. Per Section 26.5-35(h), a statement is required on any plan containing a 
private street with the following language: "City of Novi has no 
responsibility to improve or maintain the private streets contained within or 
private streets providing access to the property described in this plan". 

3. Soil borings shall be provided for a preliminary review of the constructability of 
the proposed development (roads, underground detention, etc.).  Borings 
identifying soil types, and groundwater elevation should be provided at the time 
of Preliminary Site plan. 

4. Non-domestic user survey forms will be required from each occupant with the 
site plan submittals for development of each unit.  

5. A stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 feet 
along the perimeter is required by ordinance.  A request for variance from 
Appendix C Section 4.04(A)(1) of the Novi City Code can be requested. City staff 
supports this request. 

6. The length of Adell Drive exceeds the maximum cul-de-sac street length of eight 
hundred (800) feet. A variance from Section 11-194(a)7 of the Design and 
Construction Standards can be requested. Staff can support this request.  

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

Utilities 

8. Minimum water main size on the site shall be 12-inch to serve the development.  

9. Fire hydrants shall be provided as required by the Fire Marshal, generally at no 
more than five hundred (500) foot intervals and such that no part of a building is 
more than three hundred (300) feet of hose length from a hydrant.  

10. Valves shall be provided to limit pipe runs to a maximum of eight hundred (800) 
feet between valves. 

11. Confirm size and location of sanitary sewer and sewer easement to the 
southwest to determine if any off site easements are needed for proposed 
sanitary sewer extension.   

12. Each building is required to have a unique sanitary sewer monitoring manhole, 
within a dedicated 20-foot wide access easement to the monitoring manhole 
from the public right-of-way (rather than a public sanitary sewer easement). 
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13. Revise the sanitary sewer alignment to outside the sidewalk. Water main and 
sewer main can be placed along the same or opposite sides Adell Drive to 
minimize utility crossings and conflicts.  

Paving & Grading & Floodplain 
14. Provide existing topography and 2-foot contours extending at least 100 feet past 

the site boundary.  Any off-site drainage entering this site shall be identified. 
15. Site grading shall be limited to 1V:4H (25-percent), excluding landscaping berms. 
16. Provide spot grades along property lines adjacent to perimeter curb line to 

demonstrate that site drainage is self-contained. 
17. Show the limits of the 100-year floodplain and floodway and Base Flood 

Elevations for the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River. 
18. A City of Novi floodplain use permit may be required for any proposed floodplain 

impact.  An MDEQ floodplain use permit may also be required for discharge to 
the Middle Rouge. The applicant will need to confirm any required MDEQ 
permitting.  

19. The secondary access road to the west is proposed with a temporary gravel 
surface within the limits of the Unit 2 lot. A request for variance from Section 11-
194(a)19 of the Design and Construction Standards can be requested for gravel 
surface for the secondary emergency access road. This request may be 
supported for a short-term, temporary solution only. The developer may be 
responsible for paving of the access route depending on the timing of the build 
out of Unit 2.  

20. An emergency access easement is required on Units 2 and 9 for the 20 foot 
secondary emergency access route shown on the plans.  

Storm Sewer  
21. A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewers. 
22. An easement is required over the storm sewer accepting and conveying off-site 

drainage. 

Storm Water Management Plan 
23. The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) shall comply with the Storm Water 

Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the Engineering Design Manual (refer to the runoff 
coefficients, 1V:4H allowable basin slopes, etc.).  

24. The conceptual storm water management plan indicates underground storage 
in three locations sized for bankfull volume. Indicate the proposed location of 
each first flush storm water quality treatment unit for each building unit and the 
roadway. Each unit will require its own Storm Drain Facility Maintenance 
Easement Agreement. 

25. Provide supporting calculations for runoff coefficient determination. A runoff 
coefficient of 0.35 shall be used for all turf grass lawns (mowed lawns).   
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26. Identify the location of each underground detention outlet control structure and 
indicate the invert elevation where discharging to the Walled Lake Branch of the 
Middle Rouge. MDEQ permitting will be required for any new outlet locations.  

27. An adequate maintenance access route to the outlet structures and any other 
pretreatment structures shall be provided (15 feet wide, maximum slope of 
1V:5H, and able to withstand the passage of heavy equipment).  The access 
route(s) must not conflict with proposed landscaping. 

28. A Storm Drain Facility Maintenance Easement Agreement and access easement 
the outlet structures will be required for the underground detention units. 

29. Indicate the overland routing or storm sewer bypass designed for the event that 
the underground system cannot accept flow. 

30. Provide a soil boring in the vicinity of the proposed underground detention 
system to determine bearing capacity and the high water elevation of the 
groundwater table. 

31. Provide a cross-section of each underground detention system showing critical 
elevations (low water, and bankfull high water, and pavement elevation). Ensure 
at least 1 ft. of freeboard between the high water elevation and the subgrade 
elevation under the pavement. 

32. The underground detention system(s) shall be kept outside the influence of any 
planting areas. 

Off-Site Easements 
33. Any required off-site easements must be executed prior to final approval of the 

plans.  Drafts shall be submitted at the time of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 
 
The following must be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal: 

34. A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be submitted 
with the Preliminary Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans 
addressing each of the comments listed above and indicating the revised sheets 
involved. 

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

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

36. An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Community 
Development Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the 
determination of plan review and construction inspection fees. This estimate 
should only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with 
construction of the building or any demolition work.  The cost estimate must be 
itemized for each utility (water, sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving, right-of-
way paving (including proposed right-of-way), grading, and the storm water 
basin (basin construction, control structure, pretreatment structure and 
restoration). 
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37. Draft copies of any off-site utility easements, a recent title search, and legal 
escrow funds must be submitted to the Community Development Department 
for review and approved by the Engineering Division and the City Attorney prior 
to being executed. 

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

outlined in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to the 
Community Development Department.  Once the form of the agreement is 
approved, this agreement must be approved by City Council and shall be 
recorded in the office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.   

39. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the water main to be constructed 
on the site must be submitted to the Community Development Department. 

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

41. A 20-foot wide drainage easement where off-site drainage is conveyed via 
storm sewer within the development.  

42. A draft copy of the emergency access easement across Units 2 and 9.  

43. Executed copies of reviewed and approved off-site easements, if applicable.  

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

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

 

_______________________________ 
Darcy N. Rechtien, P.E. 
 
cc: Sri Komaragiri, Community Development 
 Theresa Bridges, Engineering 
 George Melistas, Engineering  



 
LANDSCAPE REVIEW 

August 08, 2018



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Review Type         Job # 
Rezoning Revised Concept Plan Landscape Review    JZ18-0024 
 
Property Characteristics: 
 Site Location:   Northwest of Novi Road/Crescent Drive. 
 Site Zoning:  Expo – Proposed rezoning to TC with PRO 
 Adjacent Zoning: North:  I-96, East:  TC, South:  TC/I-1, West: I-2 
 Plan Date:  July 19, 2018 
 
Recommendation: 
This concept plan, which only covers the internal drive and I-96 frontage, is recommended for 
approval.  The landscaping along Adell Drive has adopted some of the recommendations from 
the Town Center Study to provide a link with adjacent sites in the Town Center District.  This is 
appreciated.  Some revisions are necessary to meet all ordinance requirements, but most don’t 
need to be considered as deviations.  They can be handled as part of the site plan approval 
process. 
 
Please note that this recommendation for approval is just based on the plans submitted for the 
internal drive and I-96 frontage, as no landscape plans for the individual units were provided 
except for the greenbelt plantings.  As such, it is assumed that each unit’s other landscaping 
(parking lot interior and perimeter, building foundation, and loading zone screening) will meet all 
landscaping requirements.  If any landscape deviations are requested for a unit, that unit’s site 
plans will need to be submitted for consideration by City Council. 
 
GENERAL NOTE:  Please add call-outs on Sheets L-1 and L-2, labeling each Focus area with the 
area label shown on L-3 and making clear that they will be constructed as Part of Phase I. 
 
LANDSCAPE DEVIATIONS NOTED ON OVERALL PLAN: 
Units 2, 4, 7 have parking bays greater than 15 contiguous spaces.  This deviation is not 
supported by staff.  If islands 10 feet across (at back of curb) and 200 sf in area minimum are 
added to decrease the bays to no more than 15 contiguous spaces, and at least 1 deciduous 
canopy tree is planted in each of those islands, the deviations can be avoided. 
 
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 and on the accompanying Landscape 
Chart must be addressed and incorporated as part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 
Underlined items must be addressed and incorporated as part of the Final Site Plan submittal.  
On the Landscape Chart, items that need to be addressed on the units’ landscape plans are 
noted.  Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This 
review and the accompanying landscape chart are summaries and are not intended to 
substitute for any Ordinance.  
 
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17) 

 

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 
August 8, 2018 

PRO Revised Concept Site Plan 
Adell Center 
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Provided 
 
Existing and proposed overhead and underground utilities, including hydrants.(LDM 2.e.(4)) 

1. Provided. 
2. Please add all proposed lighting fixtures to the landscape plans to help avoid conflicts. 

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

1. A tree survey is provided. 
2. It appears that all but two non-regulated trees, north of the stream, will be removed.  

Two trees within the regulated woodland are shown as being removed and will be 
replaced with nine trees. 

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

1. Conceptual berms along Adell Drive are shown on the landscape plans. 
2. A berm is also proposed along the I-96 frontage.  That berm should undulate in height, 

with a minimum height of 36”.  No berm is required for Unit 1, where the building fronts 
directly on the I-96 right-of-way or in front of the sign at the east end of the site. 

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

1. Street trees are not required along I-96, or in the TC district. 
2. The area between the sidewalk and curb has been widened to 8 feet.  Thank you. 
3. 57 of the required greenbelt trees along Adell Drive are proposed as street trees.  This is 

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

I-96. 
1. A 36” berm is proposed for all of the frontage except between the cul-de-sac and the I-

96 right-of-way, where a wall is proposed 
2. The berm should have undulations with a minimum height of 36”. 
3. The wall should be at least 36” high to screen headlights from reaching I-96. 
4. The required 20 foot minimum greenbelt for areas adjacent to parking is provided along 

the entire I-96 frontage. 
5. An acceptable number of canopy and subcanopy trees are provided.  See the 

landscape chart for calculations. 
6. Some of the subcanopy trees along the I-96 berm should be changed to canopy trees to 

meet the parking lot perimeter tree requirements. 
Adell Drive. 
1. A mix of berm, 2.5’ tall brick wall and 2.5’ brick pilasters and ornamental fencing, as 

requested in the Town Center Study, is provided along both sides of Adell Drive. 
2. The 20 foot greenbelt starts at the back edge of the sidewalk. The unit lines are drawn to 

the back of curb, not 1’ behind the sidewalk as is typically the case. 
3. An acceptable number of canopy and subcanopy trees are provided.  See the 

landscape chart for calculations. 
 
Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 

1. Provided. 
2. Please adjust the trees at the new Unit 7 entrance to take them out of the corner 

clearance zones. 
 
Parking Lot Landscaping – interior and perimeter (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.) 

1. No landscape plans for the units are provided. 
2. The site plans for each unit must conform to the ordinance requirements or the unit’s site 

plans must be taken through the process and back to the City Council for whatever 
landscape waivers are requested. 
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Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 

1. Snow deposit areas are shown on the site, along with a note that snow will be deposited 
along the edge of the road. 

2. Please add at least one snow deposit area along Adell Drive for snow that can’t be 
handled along the side of the road. 
 

Building Foundation Landscape Requirements (Sect 5.5.3.D) 
No building foundation landscaping or landscape areas are indicated for any of the units.  
The landscaping must comply with the ordinance or the unit(s) with non-compliant 
foundation landscaping will need to go to City Council for approval of the deviations. 

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

When utility box locations are provided, required screening should be added to plan and 
plant list. 

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

1. As only underground storm water detention is proposed, no detention landscaping is 
required. 

2. If any surface level detention is required or proposed, the required detention basin 
landscaping must be provided. 

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

1. Plant lists for the I-96 and Adell Drive greenbelts, and the focus areas, are provided. 
2. Since no list is proposed for the units, it is assumed that plant lists conforming to city 

requirements will be provided for those units with their site plans. 
3. Please adjust each plant list as necessary to provide species native to Michigan for at 

least 50% of the species used. 
 
Planting Notations and Details (LDM) 

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

Irrigation plan for landscaped areas or an alternative plan for ensuring that plants get the 
water required for establishment and long-term survival is required for Final Site Plans. 
 

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

 
 
 
 

_____________________________________________________ 
Rick Meader – Landscape Architect 
 
 



LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART – PRO Concept Plan 
     

 
Review Date: August 8, 2018 
Project Name: JZ18 – 0024:  Adell Center PRO 
Plan Date: July 19, 2018 
Prepared by: Rick Meader, Landscape Architect  E-mail: 18TUrmeader@cityofnovi.orgU18T; 

 Phone: (248) 735-5621 
 
Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant before approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.  
UUnderlinedU items need to be addressed for Final Site Plan.  Italicized comments need to be addressed on 
individual units’ plans. 
 
NOTE:  THE COMMENTS BELOW PERTAIN TO THE OVERALL DEVELOPMENT AND THE CENTRAL DRIVE ONLY 
(Designated on the Landscape Plans as Phase 1).  FINAL REVIEWS OF EACH UNIT WILL BE REQUIRED WHEN 
THEIR LANDSCAPE PLANS ARE PROVIDED (Designated on the Landscape Plan as Future Phases).   
 
DEVIATIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS NOTED: 
Units 2, 4, 7 have parking bays with more than 15 contiguous spaces shown on the overall concept plan.  
These deviations are not supported by staff. 
 
LANDSCAPE INFORMATION NOT PROVIDED FOR ANY OF THE INDIVIDUAL UNITS: 

1. Parking lot landscaping calculations and plantings. 
2. Building foundation landscaping calculations and plantings. 
3. Loading zones and required screening for them. 
4. Utility box screening. 

 
Since this information is not provided, and the applicant is requesting approval for the entire site at this time, 
each individual unit must meet all landscaping requirements applicable to the zoning and use.  If any 
landscape deviations are required by a unit’s landscape plans, that project will have to be taken to City 
Council for approval of those deviations. 
 
GENERAL NOTE:  Please add call-outs on Sheets L-1 and L-2, labeling each Focus area with the area label 
shown on L-3 and making clear that they will be constructed as Part of Phase I. 
 

Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Landscape Plan Requirements (LDM (2) 

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

 New commercial or 
residential 
developments 
 Addition to existing 

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

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

throughout set 

Landscape plans: 
1”=40’ 
Focal areas: 1”=20’ 

Yes 

Please use a 1”=20’, 
minimum scale for the 
building foundation 
planting designs when 
they are provided. 

Project Information Name and Address Yes Yes  
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

(LDM 2.d.) 

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

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

Yes Yes  

Landscape Architect 
contact information 
(LDM 2.b.) 

Name, Address and 
telephone number of 
RLA 

Yes Yes  

Sealed by LA.  
(LDM 2.g.) 

Requires original 
signature Yes Yes UNeed for Final Site Plans 

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

Show on all plan sheets Yes Yes 
 

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

UParcel:U  EXPO 
Rezone to TC    
w/PRO 
UNorth:U  I-96 
UEast:U  TC 
USouth:U  TC/I-1 
UWest:U I-2 

Yes  

Survey information 
(LDM 2.c.) 

 Legal description or 
boundary line survey 
 Existing topography 

Sheets 6-9 Yes  

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

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

exists. 

Sheets 17-18 Yes 

See ECT review for 
detailed discussion of 
woodland replacement 
requirements. 

Soil types (LDM.2.r.) 

 As determined by Soils 
survey of Oakland 
county 
 Show types, 

boundaries 

Sheet 5 Yes  

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

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

Yes Yes  

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

 Overhead and 
underground utilities, 
including hydrants 

 Show all light posts on 
landscape plan 

Proposed storm 
sewer, water and 
sanitary are 
provided. 

Yes 

1. 0BPlease add all 
lighting fixtures to the 
landscape plan to 
avoid conflicts. 

2. 1BPlease show all 
lighting fixtures on 
the units’ landscape 
plans to avoid 
conflicts. 

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

Provide proposed 
contours at 2’ interval 

 Contours  
showing a 3’ 
berm along parts 

Yes 
1. No berms are 

required along Adell 
Drive so their height 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

of Adell Drive are 
provided. 

 Contours  
showing a 3’ 
berm along I-96 
frontage are 
provided. 

can be less than 36” 
if desired. 

2. The berm along I-96 
needs to undulate in 
height, with a 36” 
minimum height to 
screen the vehicles 
from view of I-96. 

3. As the berms are 
shown on the PRO 
plan, they must be 
built per the 
approved PRO plan 
by the units’ 
developers. 

Snow deposit 
(LDM.2.q.) 

Show snow deposit 
areas on plan 

A note indicates 
that the snow will 
be deposited along 
the drive. 

Yes/No 

1. Please indicate at 
least one area for 
deposit of excess 
snow that won’t fit 
along the road (such 
as for the cul-de-
sac). 

2. Please indicate snow 
deposit areas for 
each unit that won’t 
harm landscaping. 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS 

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

General requirements 
(LDM 1.c) 

 Clear sight distance 
within parking islands 
 No evergreen trees 

No landscaping 
shown yet TBD  

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

As proposed on planting 
islands 

Sod is indicated to 
cover the area 
between sidewalk 
and curb for Phase 
1 

Yes/No 

Please indicate 
proposed ground 
covers on all areas of 
plan. 

General (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.ii) 

Parking lot Islands  
(a, b. i) 

 A minimum of 200 SF 
to qualify 
 A minimum of 200sf 

unpaved area per 
tree planted in an 
island 
 6” curbs 
 Islands minimum width 

10’ BOC to BOC 

Conceptual 
parking lot islands 
are shown on 
overall plan, but 
individual lot plans 
were not provided 
to verify their sizes. 

TBD 

1. Please label SF of 
individual islands’ 
unpaved area 
(should not include 
sidewalks) on unit 
landscape plans. 

2. Please dimension 
widths of islands on 
those plans. 

3. Please increase 
widths and/or areas 
of islands as 
necessary to meet 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

the requirements. 

Curbs and Parking 
stall reduction (c) 

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

Conceptual 
parking lot islands 
are shown on 
overall plan, but 
individual lot plans 
were not provided 
to verify their sizes. 

TBD 
Please dimension 
parking spaces on units’ 
plans. 

Contiguous space 
limit (i) 

Maximum of 15 
contiguous spaces 

Several units have 
bays greater than 
15 spaces long 
(Units 2, 4, 7)  

No 

1. The proposed 
conceptual parking 
lot layouts for units 2, 
4 and 7 include 
deviations that are 
not supported by 
staff. 

2. Please add interior 
islands in those units 
to break up long 
bays and enlarge 
endcap islands as 
necessary to support 
at least 1 canopy 
tree so no landscape 
deviations are 
required. 

3. Each endcap island 
and interior island 
needs to have at 
least 1 deciduous 
canopy tree planted 
in it. 

Plantings around Fire 
Hydrant (d) 

No plantings with 
matured height greater 
than 12’ within 10 ft. of 
fire hydrants or utility 
structures, or 5’ from 
underground utility lines. 

Proper spacing is 
provided. Yes 

1. Please provide 
proper spacing from 
all utility lines and 
structures. 

2. Please lay out utilities 
to remove conflicts 
with trees to be 
planted in interior 
islands, and parking 
lot perimeters. 

Landscaped area (g) 

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

TBD TBD 

This will be verified when 
the individual units’ 
landscape plans are 
provided. 

Clear Zones (LDM 
2.3.(5)) 

25 ft corner clearance 
required.  Refer to 
Zoning Section 5.5.9 

Clear zones are 
provided and trees 
are not located 
within them for all 
but the new entry 
to Unit 7 

Yes/No 

1. Please add clear 
zones for Unit 7’s new 
entry and adjust 
trees as necessary. 

2. Please provide clear 
zones as necessary. 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Category 1: For  OS-1, OS-2, OSC, OST, B-1, B-2, B-3, NCC, EXPO, FS, TC, TC-1, RC, Special Land Use or non-
residential use in any R district (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.iii) 

A = Total square 
footage of vehicular 
use areas up to 
50,000sf x 7.5% 

 A = x sf  * 7.5 % = A sf 
 x * 7.5% = A sf TBD TBD 

Please show parking lot 
Vehicular Use Areas 
and areas for each unit 
on their landscape 
plans. 

B = Total square 
footage of additional 
paved vehicular use 
areas (not including 
A or B) over 50,000 SF) 
x 1 % 

 B =  x sf * 1% =  B sf 
 (xxx – 50000) * 1% = B 

sf 
TBD TBD 

Please show parking lot 
Vehicular Use Areas 
and areas for each unit 
on their landscape 
plans. 

Category 2: For: I-1 and I-2 (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.iii) 
A. = Total square 
footage of vehicular 
use area up to 50,000 
sf x 5% 

A = x sf * 5% = A  sf NA   

B = Total square 
footage of additional 
paved vehicular use 
areas over 50,000 SF x 
0.5% 

B = 0.5% x 0 sf = B  SF NA   

All Categories 

C = A+B 
Total square footage 
of landscaped islands 

xxx + xxx = xx SF xxx sf TBD 

1. Please show 
calculations for each 
unit on their plans. 

2. Please provide 
required landscape 
islands for each unit 
on their plans. 

3. Please label each 
island with its area in 
SF. 

D = C/200 
Number of canopy 
trees required 

xx/200 = xx Trees 0 trees TBD 

1. Please show 
calculations for each 
unit on their plans. 

2. Please provide 
required trees for 
each unit. 

3. Please uniquely label 
each tree as a 
parking lot tree. 

Perimeter Green 
space 1 Canopy tree per 35 lf  

No deciduous 
canopy perimeter 
trees are proposed  

No 

1. Please add required 
deciduous canopy 
trees (minimum 
mature height of 30 
feet and canopy 
width of 20 feet) 
along I-96 berm 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

where it abuts 
vehicular use areas.  
They can replace 
some of the 
subcanopy trees 
used there. 

2. Please show 
calculations for each 
unit on its landscape 
plans. 

3. Please provide 
required perimeter 
trees for each unit. 

4. Please label each 
tree as a parking lot 
tree. 

5. Please indicate 
which trees, if any, 
are being double-
counted as 
perimeter and 
greenbelt canopy 
trees. 

Parking land banked NA None   

Berms, Walls and ROW Planting Requirements 

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

Berm requirements  
(Zoning Sec 5.5.A) 

Site does not abut 
residential so no berm is 
required for this purpose. 

None Yes  

Planting requirements  
(LDM 1.a.) LDM Novi Street Tree List NA   

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way (Sec 5.5.B) and (LDM 1.b) 

Berm requirements  
(Zoning Sec 3.27.1.D 
and 5.5.3.B.(5), LDM 
1.b) 

 Surface parking lots 
within the TC-1 district 
need to be screened 
from the right-of-way 
line by either: 
o a 2.5’ ornamental 

brick wall OR 
o semi-transparent 

screening such as 
a brick pilaster 
with metal 
decorative 
fence,OR 

 A 36” berm with 
a mix of canopy 
and subcanopy 
trees is proposed 
in a note along I-
96. 

 A 2.5’ masonry 
wall and pier 
and fence to 
match the 
Crescent 
Boulevard 
fence/wall is 

Yes 

1. Please add a call-out 
for the retaining wall 
north of the cul-de-
sac, and note 
whether it will match 
the other walls along 
Adell or be some 
other design.  The 
wall should be at 
least 3 feet tall to 
block headlights 
from shining toward 
I-96. 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

o a landscaped 
berm. 

 In addition, the 
Landscape Design 
Manual 1.b (2)(c) 
requires that sites 
adjacent to freeways 
achieve substantial 
aesthetic 
enhancement and 
diminution of paving 
and parking views 
along these corridors. 

proposed along 
most of Adell 
Boulevard. 

 A berm is 
proposed for 
areas along 
Adell where a 
wall or fence is 
not proposed.  
Landscaping on 
the berms is 
shown as being 
installed by the 
individual unit 
owners. 

 A wall is 
proposed north 
of the cul-de-
sac.  

2. The non-street tree 
landscaping shown 
along Adell Drive 
must be installed per 
the approved PRO 
site plan or the 
developer will have 
to go to City Council 
for any 
modifications. 

Cross-Section of Berms   (LDM 2.j) 

Slope, height and 
width 

 Label contour lines 
 Maximum 33% 
 Min. 3 feet flat 

horizontal area 
 Minimum 3 feet high 
 Constructed of loam 

with 6’ top layer of 
topsoil. 

Detail for Adell 
Drive berms and I-
96 berm is 
provided. 

Yes/No 

Please add callouts that 
berms are to be built of 
loam, with a 6” top 
layer of topsoil. 

Type of Ground 
Cover   NA   

Setbacks from Utilities 

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

A note indicates 
that there are no 
overhead utility 
lines on the site. 

  

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

Material, height and 
type of construction 
footing 

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

A standard wall 
detail is provided 
on L-4. 

Yes  

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

 No details provided TBD 

If walls taller than 3.5’ 
are proposed, detailed 
construction drawings 
will need to be 
reviewed for building 
permits. 

ROW Landscape Screening Requirements(Sec 5.5.3.B. ii) – USE TC Requirements 
Greenbelt width 
(2)(3) (5) 

Adjacent to Pkg: 20 ft. 
Not adjacent to Pkg: 0 ft 

 20 ft along I-96 
border TBD  



PRO Revised Concept Plan Review                                           Page 8 of 12  
Landscape Review Summary Chart                                               JZ18-0024: ADELL CENTER PRO 
August 8, 2018 
 

   
 

Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

 20 ft from back of 
sidewalk along 
Adell Drive 

Min. berm crest width 3 ft along I-96  TBD  

Minimum berm ht (9) 3 ft along I-96 
Berm is proposed 
along I-96 but it has 
no undulations. 

TBD 
Minimum height of 
undulating berm should 
be 36”. 

3’ wall (4)(7) Sign walls   

Canopy deciduous or 
large evergreen trees 
Notes (1) (10) 

 Parking: 1 tree per 25 lf 
 Not adj to Pkg:  1 per 

30 ft 
UI-96:  
Adj to pkg: 770 lf/25 = 31 
trees 
Not adj to pkg: 682 lf/30 
= 23 trees 
Total: 54 trees 
UAdell Drive: 
Adj to pkg: 1546 lf/25 = 
62 trees 
Not adj to pkg: 702 lf/30 
= 23 trees 
Total: 85 trees 
 
 In the TC district, either 

the large tree or 
subcanopy tree 
requirement must be 
met but not both. 

UI-96: 
15 canopy trees 
UAdell Dr: 
72 canopy trees 
(57 trees along 
street + 15 trees 
behind sidewalk) 

In total, 
both 
frontage 
exceed 
the 
require
ments. 

The screening along I-
96 may have to be 
denser to achieve the 
objective of screening 
the parking from the 
ROW. 

Sub-canopy 
deciduous trees 
Notes (2)(10) 

UI-96:  
Adj to pkg: 770 lf/15 = 51 
trees 
Not adj to pkg: 682 lf/20 
= 34 trees 
Total: 85 trees 
UAdell Drive: 
Adj to pkg: 1546 lf/15 = 
103 trees 
Not adj to pkg: 702 lf/20 
= 35 trees 
Total: 138 trees 

UI-96: 
68 subcanopy trees 
UAdell Dr: 
130 subcanopy 
trees 

See 
above 

The screening along I-
96 may have to be 
denser to achieve the 
objective of screening 
the parking from the 
ROW. 

Canopy deciduous 
trees in area between 
sidewalk and curb 
(Novi Street Tree List) 
(Zoning Sec 6.3 Site 
Condominiums, 
LDM2.)  

In the TC district, street 
trees are not required. 

57 greenbelt trees 
are located along 
Adell Drive as street 
trees. 

Yes  

Non-Residential Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iii & LDM 1.d (2) 
Refer to Planting in ROW, building foundation landscape, parking lot landscaping and LDM 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Screening of outdoor 
storage, 
loading/unloading  
(Zoning Sec. 3.14, 
3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5) 

 

Loading zones and 
loading zone 
screening is not 
proposed. 

No 

1. Please show loading 
zones for each unit 
on their plans. 

2. Please provide 
required screening 
for each unit. 

Transformers/Utility 
boxes 
(LDM 1.e from 1 
through 5) 

 A minimum of 2ft. 
separation between 
box and the plants 
 Ground cover below 

4” is allowed up to 
pad.  
 No plant materials 

within 8 ft. from the 
doors 

No No 

1. When transformer 
locations are 
finalized, screening 
shrubs per standard 
detail are required. 

2. Please add detail to 
plans. 

Building Foundation Landscape Requirements (Sec 5.5.3.D) 

Interior site 
landscaping SF  

 Equals to entire 
perimeter of the 
building x 8 with a 
minimum width of 4 ft.   

 At least 75% of 
building should be 
landscaped – ideally 
all but paved points 
of entry will be 
landscaped. 

 Patios are to be 
landscaped. 

None TBD 

1. Please show 
calculations for each 
unit on their plans. 

2. Please provide 
required area and 
plantings for each 
unit. 

Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.ii. 
All items from (b) to 
(e)  
 

If visible from public 
street a minimum of 60% 
of the exterior building 
perimeter facing Adell 
Drive and/or I-96 should 
be covered in green 
space. 

None TBD 

Foundation 
landscaping to be 
reviewed for each 
building when 
landscape plans are 
submitted for that unit. 

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

Planting requirements 
(Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv) 

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

along sides of basin 
 Refer to wetland for 

basin mix 

None – only 
underground 
detention is 
proposed. 

 

If any above-ground 
detention is required, it 
shall be landscaped 
per the requirement. 

Phragmites Control 
(Sec 5.5.6.C) 

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

None indicated TBD 

1. Please survey the site 
for any populations 
of Phragmites 
australis and submit 
plans for its complete 
removal. 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

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

2. If none is found, 
please indicate that 
on the survey. 

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

Provide intended date Between Mar 15 
and Nov 15, 2019 Yes  

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

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

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

Yes Yes  

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

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

Irrigation plan  
(LDM 2.s.) 

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

No  

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

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

Other information 
(LDM 2.u) 

Required by Planning 
Commission NA   

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

Approval of 
substitutions. 
(Zoning Sec 5.5.5.E) 

City must approve any 
substitutions in writing 
prior to installation. 

Yes Yes  

Plant List (LDM 2.h.) – Include all cost estimates 

Quantities and sizes 

Refer to LDM suggested 
plant list as well as 
requirements for 
planting diversity and 
prohibited species. 

Plant list is provided 
for all Phase I 
plantings and 
Future Phase 
greenbelt plantings. 

Yes 

1. Please revise plant 
lists to include 
species native to 
Michigan for a at 
least 50% of the 
species on each list. 

2. Please add plant lists 
for all units with their 
landscape plans. 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Root type Yes Yes  
Botanical and 
common names Yes Yes  

Type and amount of 
lawn 

Sod quantities 
provided for each 
plant list 

Yes  

Cost estimate  
(LDM 2.t) 

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

Costs are included 
on plant lists, 
including costs for 
sod, seed and 
mulch. 

Yes  

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

Refer to LDM for detail 
drawings 

Yes Yes  

Evergreen Tree Yes Yes  

Multi-stem Tree Yes Yes  

Shrub Yes Yes  
Perennial/ 
Ground Cover No No Please add to plan 

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

Yes Yes  

Tree protection 
fencing 

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

No No 

Please show tree 
fencing line on 
Demolition Plans drawn 
outside of trees’ 
driplines. 

Other Plant Material Requirements (LDM 3)  

General Conditions 
(LDM 3.a) 

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

Yes Yes  

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

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

Sheets 10 and 11 Yes  

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

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

Credit for 2 trees 
being preserved 
north of stream is 
being taken. 

 

If ECT determines that 
the trees being saved 
are in fact within the 
regulated woodland, 
then the credits can’t 
be taken.  Please see 
their review. 

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

2.5” canopy trees 
6’ evergreen trees    

Plant size credit NA No   
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

(LDM3.c.(2)) 

Prohibited Plants 
(LDM 3.d) 

No plants on City 
Invasive Species List 

None are proposed 
on PRO plant lists. Yes  

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

Label the distance from 
the overhead utilities 

A note indicating 
that there are no 
overhead lines on 
the site has been 
provided. 

Yes  

Collected or 
Transplanted trees 
(LDM 3.f) 

 No   

Nonliving Durable 
Material: Mulch (LDM 
4) 

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

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

additional  information 

Yes Yes 

Please revise 
Landscape Note #8 to 
use compost instead of 
peat. 

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

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

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

3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan 
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals. 
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ECT Project No. 180408-0300 
 
August 13, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:  Adell Center (JZ18-0024)                                                                                      

Wetland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0111)   
  
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised PRO Concept Plan for the 
proposed Adell Center project prepared by Greentech Engineering, Inc. dated and stamped “Received” by 
the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 19, 2018 (Plan).  The Plan was reviewed 
for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance and the natural 
features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.   
 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands.  The 
Applicant shall address the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to 
receiving Wetland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
Item  Required/Not Required/Not Applicable 

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

Wetland Mitigation Not Required  

Wetland Buffer Authorization Required  

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

Wetland Conservation Easement Required 

 
The Plan includes the construction of a mixed-use district with several proposed building sites, associated 
parking, utilities and underground stormwater detention systems.  The current Plan indicates a total of nine 
(9) building units, with Unit 4 being a parking lot and gazebo.  The Plan notes that this unit is planned to 
be a temporary use by the developer and is subject to future development in accordance with the PRO 
agreement for the Adell Center. 
 
Wetland Evaluation 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) conducted a wetland evaluation for the proposed 
Adell Center project (hotel and entertainment center) at 43700 Expo Center Drive (Parcel ID 50-22-15-
476-045) on May 15, 2018.  ECT met with the applicant’s current wetland consultant, King & MacGregor 
Environmental, Inc. for the wetland boundary verification.  The subject site is located south of I-96 and 
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north of Grand River Avenue, west of Novi Road in Section 15.  (Parcel ID number 50-22-15-476-045). 
ECT also reviewed the Old Novi Expo: Wetland Delineation and Determination of Jurisdiction report prepared by 
BWA Consulting dated October 5, 2017 (i.e., Report).  This Report was received by the City by the applicant 
on May 1, 2018 as part of a wetland boundary verification request for the property.   
 
The site is the home of the Novi Expo Center which closed and the building was demolished in 2012.  
Currently, the only structure on the property is the existing water tower in the northwest corner of the site.  
Remnants of the former Novi Expo Center remain including the concrete building slab and the asphalt 
parking lot.  The southern portion of the site (south of the existing asphalt parking lot) contains the Walled 
Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River, wetlands, floodplains and trees.  This area (approximately 7 acres), 
contains the areas of City-regulated wetlands as mentioned above.   
 
ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Watercourse 
map (see Figure 1), USGS topographic quadrangle map, NRCS soils map, USFWS National Wetland 
Inventory map, and historical aerial photographs (from Oakland County).  Based on our review of this 
information the overall proposed project parcel contains areas mapped as City-Regulated 
Wetlands/Watercourses.  The site appears to contain wetland/watercourse areas that are regulated by the 
City of Novi as well as the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).   
 
The focus of the site inspection was to review site conditions in order to determine whether City-regulated 
wetlands are found on-site.  BWA completed a wetland delineation on the site on September 22, 2017.  Pink 
wetland boundary flagging was in place at the time of this site inspection.  ECT reviewed the flagging and 
agrees that the wetland boundaries were accurately flagged in the field.  It should be noted that the applicant 
has provided a wetland flagging map that indicates the approximate locations of the wetland 
flagging/staking on site (see Figure 2).  Based on the existing vegetation and topography, it is ECT’s 
assessment that the on-site wetlands have been accurately delineated at this time.  
 
The BWA Report notes that a total of six (6) wetlands were identified.  The following is a brief description 
of the on-site wetland features (see Figure 2 provided by BWA): 
 
Wetland 1 – Forested, scrub shrub, and emergent wetland contiguous to the Creek (Walled Lake Branch of 
the Middle Rouge River).  BWA notes that the dominant wetland vegetation includes reed canary grass 
(Phalaris arundinancea), American elm (Ulmus americana), and orange jewelweed (Impatiens capensis).  Wetland 
hydrology is indicated by saturated soils adjacent to the stream.  Hydric (i.e., wetland) soils were identified 
within the wetland boundaries.  This wetland area is essentially confined to the upper banks of the Creek. 
 
Wetlands 2, 3, and 5 – These are isolated emergent depressions within the floodplain (according to FEMA 
FIRM Panel #0626) of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  Dominant wetland vegetation 
includes reed canary grass, orange jewelweed, and wood nettle (Laportea canadensis).  Wetland hydrology is 
indicated by water stained leaves and drift lines.  Hydric soils were identified within the wetland boundaries.  
These wetland areas are located south of Wetland 1. 
 
Wetland 4 – This is an area of isolated, forested and emergent depression.  Dominant wetland vegetation 
includes common reed (Phragmites australis), American elm, and wood nettle.  Wetland hydrology is indicated 
by water stained leaves.  Hydric soils were identified within the wetland boundaries.  This wetland area is 
located in the southwest corner of the site. 
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Wetland 6 – This area is an emergent swale associated with the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge 
River.  Dominant vegetation includes reed canary grass, wood nettle, and orange jewelweed.  Wetland 
hydrology is indicated by saturated soils near the surface.  Hydric soils were identified within the wetland 
boundaries.  This wetland is located in the southeast corner of the site. 
 
BWA noted in the Report that in their opinion all six (6) on-site wetlands are subject to regulation by the 
City of Novi as well as MDEQ and that permits would be required for any work proposed within these 
wetlands.   
 
Wetland Impact Review 
As noted above, several areas of wetland have been confirmed on the subject property by the applicant’s 
wetland consultant and ECT.  Currently, the Plan indicates two (2) direct impacts to on-site wetlands.  The 
Plan quantifies the areas of the proposed wetland impacts on Sheet 16 (Wetland Plan).  The total amount of 
direct (i.e., fill or excavation) impact to on-site wetlands currently indicated is 0.030-acre (1,307 square feet).  
The current impacts are to Wetland 1 for the purpose of constructing stormwater outfalls from proposed 
underground stormwater storage systems on Units 4 and 5. 
  
The following table summarizes the proposed wetland impacts as listed on the Wetland Plan (Sheet 16): 
 
  Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts 

Wetland 
Impact Area City Regulated? MDEQ 

Regulated?
Impact Area 

(acre) 

Estimated 
Impact Volume 

(cubic yards) 

A 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Likely 

786 Sq. Ft. 
(0.018-acre) 

Not Indicated 

B 
Yes City Regulated 

/Essential 
Likely 

521 Sq. Ft. 
(0.012-acre) 

Not Indicated 

TOTAL -- -- 
1,307 Sq. Ft. 
(0.030-acre) 

Not Indicated 

 
It is unclear if the proposed pedestrian bridge that will cross the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge 
River from the area near the Unit 3/Unit 4 boundary will involve additional impacts to Wetland 1.  This 
information should be provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.  This proposed bridge crossing 
will likely require a permit from MDEQ (Part 301 – Inland Lakes and Streams and/or Part 303 – Wetlands 
Protection).  
 
In addition to the proposed wetland impacts, the Plan proposes disturbance to on-site 25-foot wetland 
buffer areas.  These impacts are associated with the stormwater outfalls and proposed pedestrian bridge 
noted above, as well as the crushed limestone pedestrian path that is to be located south of the Walled Lake 
Branch of the Middle Rouge River. 
 
The existing area of the 25-foot wetland buffers and the proposed impacts to 25-foot wetland buffers have 
yet to be quantified on the Plan.  The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly 
indicates the areas of all existing wetland buffers as well as the area (square feet or acreage) of the proposed 
impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers (both permanent and temporary, if applicable).  This information is 
required before any necessary City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Permits or Authorization to Encroach 
Upon the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback letters can be issued. 
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The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to all wetlands and 25-foot wetland setback areas to the greatest 
extent practicable.  The City regulates wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks.  Article 24, Schedule of 
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that: 

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

 
Finally, the Plan proposes a compacted limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake 
Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  Detailed information with regard to this trail shall be provided on 
subsequent site plan submittals in order to ensure that any proposed impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers 
or regulated trees are minimized to the greatest extent practicable.  It seems as if some of the apparent 
impacts to 25-foot wetland setbacks can be avoided through slight revisions to the proposed trail alignment.  
Ideally, the applicant should attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-foot wetland 
buffers while preserving existing trees.  The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that the limestone path 
is to be field located in order to minimize the impact to the existing understory.  ECT suggests that applicant 
have the limits of the proposed trail staked prior to construction so that the City’s Landscape Architect or 
Forestry Asset Manager (or ECT) can review the alignment prior to site work.  
 
Regulatory Status - MDEQ 
ECT has evaluated the on-site wetlands and believes that they are all considered to be essential/regulated 
by the City of Novi as they meet one or more of the essentiality criteria (i.e., functions and values) outlined 
in the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance and regulated by the MDEQ .  As 
noted, the wetlands appear to accurately flagged in the field and appear to be generally indicated accurately 
on the Wetland Sketch provided by BWA (Figure 2, attached).  
 
The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) generally regulates wetlands that are within 
500 feet of an inland lake, pond, or stream, or within 1,000 feet of a Great Lake, Lake St. Clair, the St. Clair 
River, or the Detroit River.  Isolated wetlands five (5) acres in size or greater are also regulated.  The MDEQ 
may also exert regulatory control over isolated wetlands less than five acres in size “…if the department 
determines that protection of the area is essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the state 
from pollution, impairment, or destruction and the department has notified the owner”.  BWA states that 
in their opinion, all six (6) of the on-site wetland areas are subject to regulation by the MDEQ, as they are 
either contiguous to, or are within 500 feet of the on-site stream.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to 
contact MDEQ in order to confirm the regulatory authority with respect to the on-site wetland areas.    
 
Regulatory Status – City of Novi 
The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part 
II, Chapter 12, Article V.; Division 2.) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards 
for wetland permit applications.  The City of Novi regulates wetlands that are: (1) contiguous to a lake, 
pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2) acres in size or greater; or (3) 
less than two (2) acres in size but deemed essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the city 
under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b).  Wetlands deemed regulated by the City of Novi require 
the approval of a use permit for any proposed impacts to the wetland.   
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All six (6) of the on-site wetlands appear to be located within the area depicted as regulated wetland on the 
City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Watercourse Map (Figure 2).  ECT has evaluated each wetland and 
believes that each wetland is regulated by the City’s Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance because 
all on-site wetlands are located within 500-feet of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River. 
 
Our previous plan review letter requested that the applicant provide information on subsequent plans that 
clearly indicates the areas (square feet and/or acres) of all of the existing on-site wetlands and their 25-foot 
setbacks/buffers.  The areas of the existing wetlands have now been provided on the Plan.  The Plan shall 
also clearly indicate the area (square feet or acres) of all wetland/watercourse buffer (i.e., 25-foot setback) 
areas.  The Plan currently appears to indicate the proposed impacts to wetlands (shown on Sheet 16, Wetland 
Plan) but does not appear to quantify the impact areas to the 25-foot setbacks.  The Plan shall indicate and 
quantify the wetland buffer impacts (both permanent and temporary, if applicable) and the volume (cubic 
yards) of all wetland impacts.     
 
It should be noted that in those cases where an activity results in the impact to wetland areas of 0.25-acre 
or greater that are deemed essential under City of Novi Ordinance subsection 12-174(b) mitigation shall be 
required.  The applicant shall submit a mitigation plan which provides for the establishment of replacement 
wetlands at a ratio of 1:1 through 2:1 times the area of the natural wetland impaired or destroyed, if impacts 
meet or exceed the 0.25-acre threshold.  In general, the MDEQ’s threshold for the requirement of wetland 
mitigation is 0.3-acre of wetland impacts.  Wetland mitigation does not appear to be a requirement of the 
current Plan. 
 
As noted above, any proposed use of the wetlands will require a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit as well as 
an Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot 
wetland buffers.  The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to 
the greatest extent practicable.  The City regulates wetland buffers/setbacks.  Article 24, Schedule of 
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that: 

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

 
Finally, as proposed, the project will require a City of Novi Non-Minor Use wetland permit.  The granting 
or denying of nonresidential minor use permits shall be the responsibility of the Community Development 
Department. A nonresidential minor use permit is a permit for activities consisting of no more than one (1) 
of the following activities which have a minimal environmental effect: 
 

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

b. Installation of a single water outfall provided that the outlet is riprapped or otherwise stabilized to 
prevent soil erosion. 
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c. Watercourse crossings by utilities, pipelines, cables and sewer lines which meet all of the following 
design criteria: 
 
i. The method of construction proposed is the least disturbing to the environment employable 

at the given site; 
ii. The diameter of pipe, cable or encasement does not exceed twenty (20) inches;  
iii. A minimum of thirty (30) inches of cover will be maintained between the top of the cable or 

pipe and the bed of the stream or other watercourse on buried crossings; and 
iv. Any necessary backfilling will be of washed gravel. 

 
d. Extension of a wetland/watercourse permit previously approved by the Planning Commission. 

 
e. Replacement of a culvert of an identical length and size, and at the same elevation. If the 

proposed culvert is of a greater length or size than the existing culvert, or is a new culvert 
altogether, it must meet the conditions of subpart c., above, to qualify for a nonresidential minor 
use permit. 
 

f. Temporary impacts where the encroachment into protected areas is less than five hundred (500) 
feet. 
 
Because the project contains more than one (1) proposed stormwater outfall, a Non-Minor 
Wetland Permit (and approval of Planning Commission) shall be required. 
 

Wetland and Watercourse Comments 
ECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan submittals: 
 
1. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and 25-foot wetland setbacks 

to the greatest extent practicable.  The applicant should clarify what (if any) work/grading will be 
required within Wetland 1/Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River for the proposed pedestrian 
bridge. 
 

2. The applicant shall provide a detail of the proposed pedestrian bridge that will cross the Walled Lake 
Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  It is unclear if the bridge crossing will involve impacts to Wetland 
1.  This information should be provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.  This proposed 
bridge crossing will likely require a permit from MDEQ (Part 301 – Inland Lakes and Streams and/or 
Part 303 – Wetlands Protection).  
 

3. The applicant shall clarify what impacts are required to construct the proposed compacted limestone 
pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  Detailed 
information with regard to this trail shall be provided on subsequent site plan submittals in order to 
ensure that any proposed impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers or regulated trees are minimized to the 
greatest extent practicable.  It seems as if some of the apparent impacts to 25-foot wetland setbacks can 
be avoided through slight revisions to the proposed trail alignment.  Ideally, the applicant should 
attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-foot wetland buffers while preserving 
existing trees.  ECT suggests that applicant have the limits of the proposed trail staked prior to 
construction so that the City’s Landscape Architect or Forestry Asset Manager (or ECT) can review the 
alignment prior to site work.  
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4. The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the wetlands including proposed 

volume of cut/fill (cubic feet or cubic yards). 
 

5. The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all areas of existing 25-foot wetland buffers (square feet 
or acres). 

 
6. The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland setbacks 

(square feet or acres). 
 

7. It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Non-Minor Wetland Use Permit would 
be required for any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands, if applicable.  A City of Novi Authorization to 
Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-
foot wetland or watercourse buffers. 
 

8. It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the 
MDEQ for any proposed wetland or floodplain impacts.  Final determination as to the regulatory status 
of any on-site wetlands (if applicable) shall be made by MDEQ.  The Applicant should provide a copy 
of the MDEQ Wetland Use Permit application to the City (and our office) for review and a copy of the 
approved permit upon issuance.  A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving 
this information.   
 

9. The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland or 25-foot wetland buffers shall be 
restored, if applicable.  Subsequent Plan submittals shall include specifications for any proposed seed 
mixes proposed for use within these areas. 

 
10. The applicant should ensure that any proposed snow storage areas are located such that any runoff will 

not directly affect any on-site wetlands, or the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (if 
applicable). 

 
11. The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that wetland signage shall be placed around some of the 

existing wetland areas at a spacing of 50-feet on-center.  The Plan currently indicates that proposed 
signage will be provided along the northern boundary of Wetland 3 and 5.  The applicant should revise 
the Plan to indicate that conservation easement signage will be provided along all of the existing wetland 
areas.  ECT suggest that the signage be placed at the edge of the 25-foot wetland buffers. 

 
Sheet L-2 includes an example of signage used at a different development within the City of Novi.  
Subsequent site plan submittals shall provide a signage detail that is specific to the proposed site so that 
the proposed language can be reviewed/approved. 
 

12. Sheet L-2 (Landscape Plan Phase 1) notes that the compacted limestone pedestrian path is to be field 
located in order to minimize the impact to the regulated woodland area and the understory plants.  The 
path should also be located such that impacts to the existing 25-wetland buffer areas area 
minimized/avoided.     
 

13. ECT suggests that any proposed stormwater management plan be reviewed by the City of Novi 
Engineering Department to ensure that they meet the City of Novi design requirements.  Specifically, 
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the Plan appears to propose underground stormwater detention systems.  It is not immediately clear if 
these systems will include stormwater pre-treatment structures in conjunction with the storage.  The 
stormwater shall receive pre-treatment prior to being outlet to wetlands. 

 
14. The majority of the area south of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River that contains 

Regulated Wetland and Regulated Woodland areas is being included in the calculation of total Open 
Space being provided for the development.  Currently, this area of the site contains a large quantity of 
undesirable, invasive plant and shrub species located in both the wetlands and woodland areas as well 
as refuse and debris generally located along the banks of the Walled Lake Branch.  ECT recommends 
that the applicant provide a proposed restoration/site enhancement plan that addresses these items in 
order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic Open Space area for the development.  Specifically, 
the plan should provide a proposed approach to address the following: 

 
a. List of invasive species to be targeted for removal; 
b. Sequence of removal for invasive species of woody vegetation including buckthorn, 

honeysuckle, and/or autumn olive; 
c. Sequence of removal for invasive common reed (Phragmites australis) and or purple loosestrife 

(Lythrum salicaria); 
d. Identify what herbicide chemicals and application strategies will be used to treat invasive species 

of vegetation, 
e. Description of chemical treatment schedule; 
f. Description of proposed method for assessment of treatment effectiveness; 
g. Description of follow-up treatments depending on assessment of treatment effectiveness; 
h. Description of removal approach for refuse/debris. 

 
Wetland Conclusion 
The project site appears to contain wetlands/watercourse that are regulated by both the City of Novi and 
the MDEQ.  Any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands will require a permit from the MDEQ, a City of 
Novi Wetland and Watercourse Use Permit, and an Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback 
for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers.  Subsequent site plan submittals shall clearly 
indicate all proposed impacts (permanent or temporary) to the existing wetlands/watercourse and  
associated 25-foot wetland setbacks.   
 
Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands.  The Applicant shall 
address the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland approval 
of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
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Pete Hill, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer  
 
cc:  Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner 
 Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner 
 Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect 
 Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
  
Attachments:  Figure 1 – City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map 
 Figure 2 – Wetland Sketch 
 Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in 
orange).  Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue. 
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Figure 2. Wetland Sketch (provided by BWA). 
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Site Photos 

 

 
Photo 1. Looking northeast along the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (ECT June 19, 2018). 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2. Looking west at Wetland D in the southern portion of the project property (ECT, June 19, 2018). 
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Photo 3. Refuse/debris located along the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (ECT, June 19, 
2018). 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 4. Southern portion of site currently contains species of invasive vegetation that should be 
addressed by the applicant in order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic Open Space area for the 
development (ECT, June 19, 2018) 
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ECT Project No. 180408-0400 
 
August 7, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:  Adell Center (JZ18-0024) 

Woodland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0111)   
  
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised PRO Concept Plan for the 
proposed Adell Center project prepared by Greentech Engineering, Inc. dated and stamped “Received” by 
the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 19, 2018 (Plan).  The Plan was reviewed 
for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.     
 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands.  The 
Applicant shall address the items noted in the Woodland Comments Section of this letter prior to 
receiving Woodland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
The following woodland related items are required for this project:  
 

Item  Required/Not Required/Not Applicable 

Woodland Permit Required 

Woodland Fence Required 

Woodland Conservation Easement Required 

 
The proposed development is located north of Grand River Avenue and west of Novi Road in Section 15.  
The Plan includes the construction of a mixed-use district with several proposed building sites, associated 
parking, utilities and underground stormwater detention systems.  The current Plan indicates a total of nine 
(9) building units, with Unit 4 being a parking lot and gazebo.  The Plan notes that this unit is planned to 
be a temporary use by the developer and is subject to future development in accordance with the PRO 
agreement for the Adell Center. 
 
The site is the home of the Novi Expo Center which closed and the building was demolished in 2012.  
Currently, the only structure on the property is the existing water tower in the northwest corner of the site.  
Remnants of the former Novi Expo Center remain including the concrete building slab and the asphalt 
parking lot.  The southern portion of the site (south of the existing asphalt parking lot) contains the Walled 
Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River, wetlands, floodplains and trees.  This area (approximately 7 acres), 
contains the areas of City-regulated wetlands and City-regulated woodlands.   
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Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, City of Novi Official Wetlands and 
Woodlands Map (see Figure 1), and on-site evaluation this proposed project site contains areas indicated as 
Regulated Woodlands as well as Regulated Wetlands.  The area of regulated woodland is located in the 
southern portion of the property (south of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River).   
 
It should be noted that the purpose of the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance (Chapter 37) is to: 
 
 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; 
 

 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  
 

 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. 

 
On-Site Woodland Evaluation 
ECT has reviewed the City of Novi Official Woodlands Map and completed an onsite Woodland Evaluation 
on June 19, 2018.  ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi Regulated 
Woodland map and other available mapping.  As noted above, a portion of the southern end of the subject 
property is mapped as City of Novi Regulated Woodlands on the official City of Novi Regulated Wetland 
and Watercourse Map (see Figure 1).  The proposed limits of disturbance for the main portion of the 
proposed project do not include areas mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands.  Some proposed site 
improvements are however proposed within the area of City-Regulated Woodlands, including a compacted 
limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River.   
 
An existing tree list is included on Sheet 18 (Tree Inventory Plan).  This Plan identifies tree tag numbers, 
diameter-at-breast-height (DBH), common name, condition, and removal status.  The tree survey for the 
area designated as City-Regulated Woodland is included on Sheet 17 (Woodland Plan).  The surveyed trees 
have been marked with aluminum tree tags allowing ECT to compare the tree diameters reported on the 
Plan with the existing trees in the field.  ECT found that the Plan appears to accurately depict the location, 
species composition and the size of the existing trees.  ECT took a sample of diameter-at-breast-height 
(DBH) measurements and found that the data provided on the Plan was consistent with the field 
measurements. 
 
As noted above, the area north of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River is not mapped as City 
of Novi Regulated Woodland.  In general, the majority of the on-site trees are box elder (Acer negundo) and 
eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides).  The site also includes Austrian pine (Pinus nigra), green spruce (Picea 
pungens), sugar maple (Acer saccharum), black walnut (Juglans nigra), American elm (Ulmus americana), and several 
other species.  In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree species, the overall subject site consists of fair 
to good quality trees.  In terms of a scenic asset, wildlife habitat, windblock, noise buffer or other 
environmental asset, the forested area located on the subject site is considered to be of fair quality.      
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City of Novi Woodland Review Standards & 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”. 

                                                                                         
The City of Novi regulates all trees 8-inches diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) and greater that are located 
within the areas delineated as regulated woodlands on the City-Regulated Woodlands Map.  The City also 
regulates any individual tree greater than or equal to 36-inches DBH, irrespective of whether such tree is 
within a regulated woodland.  Proposed woodland impacts will require a Woodland Permit and the regulated 
trees shall be relocated or replaced by the permit grantee.   
 
Proposed Woodland Impacts and Replacements 
Based on the Woodland Summary information provided on the Tree Inventory Plan (Sheet 18), there appear to 
be a total of 312 surveyed trees on the subject property.  Of these, 32 of the trees are not located within the 
Regulated Woodland Boundary leaving a total of 280 Regulated Woodland Trees. 
 
A total of two (2) City-Regulated Trees are proposed for removal.  These trees are located in the 
southwestern portion of the site and the removal appears to be associated with proposed utility installation.  
The proposed trees to be removed are the following: 
 

 Tree No. 409 – 9”/10”/12”/13” multi-stemmed eastern cottonwood – Requires 6 Woodland 
Replacement Credits; 
 

 Tree No. 410 – 11”/13” two-stemmed eastern cottonwood – Requires 3 Woodland Replacement 
Credits. 
 

The Plan also notes that two (2) Woodland Replacement Credits for the preservation of non-Woodland 
trees is requested (i.e., for Tree No. 168, 12” box elder and Tree No. 169, 9” box elder).  The Landscape 
Tree Credit Chart (Table 7.b.(1)(f) in the City of Novi Landscape Design Manual notes that a total of two 
(2) Replacement Tree Credits are provided for trees between 7” and 12” DBH.  This project therefore 
requires a total of five (5) Woodland Replacement Credits. 
 
The Plan proposes a compacted limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake Branch 
of the Middle Rouge River.  The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that the limestone path is to be 
field located in order to minimize the impact to the existing understory.  ECT suggests that applicant have 
the limits of the proposed trail staked prior to construction so that the City’s Landscape Architect or 
Forestry Asset Manager (or ECT) can review the alignment prior to site work.  Ideally, the applicant should 
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attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-foot wetland buffers while preserving existing 
trees. 
 
Currently, the Plan proposes to provide required Woodland Replacement Tree Credits on-site through the 
planting of nine (9) deciduous trees (for a total of 9 Woodland Replacement Credits).  It should be noted 
that with the proposed preservation of the two (2) non-woodland trees, the applicant has noted that seven 
(7) Woodland Replacement Credits are required.  These trees are proposed south of prosed Unit 5 along 
the north edge of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  The Plan proposes four (4) Green 
Mountain sugar maples and five (5) red oaks.  These are acceptable Woodland Replacement trees per the 
City’s Woodland Tree Replacement Chart. The Tree Inventory Plan (Sheet 18) notes that these replacement trees 
are to be provided in a conservation easement.  The applicant shall clearly indicate the proposed 
conservation easement boundaries on the Plan.  As noted above the proposed removal of regulated trees 
and the preservation of two (2) non-woodland trees results in a total of five (5) required Woodland 
Replacement Tree credits.  
 
Woodland Comments 
Please consider the following comments when preparing subsequent site plan submittals: 
 

1. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site woodlands to the greatest extent 
practicable.  Currently, the Plan proposes to remove a total of two (2) regulated trees and the 
preservation of two (2) non-woodland trees for preservation credit.  The current required 
Woodland Replacement Credit quantity is five (5) Woodland Replacement Credits.  The applicant 
currently proposes to provide nine (9) Woodland Replacement Credits on site, within a 
Conservation Easement.   The applicant shall clearly indicate the proposed conservation easement 
boundaries on the Plan. 
 

2. The discrepancy between Woodland Replacement Credits Required and Woodland Replacement 
Credits provided in the Woodland Summary Table and on the Landscape Plan should be reviewed and 
revised.  
 

3. The Plan proposes a compacted limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake 
Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that the limestone 
path is to be field located in order to minimize the impact to the existing understory.  ECT suggests 
that applicant have the limits of the proposed trail staked prior to construction so that the City’s 
Landscape Architect or Forestry Asset Manager (or ECT) can review the alignment prior to site 
work.  Ideally, the applicant should attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-
foot wetland buffers while preserving existing trees. 
 

4. A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required for proposed impacts to any trees 8-
inch diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) or greater and located within an area designated as City 
Regulated Woodland, or any tree 36-inches DBH regardless of location on the site.   Such trees 
shall be relocated or replaced by the permit grantee.   
 

5. A Woodland Replacement Performance 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.  In this case, the Woodland 
Replacement Performance Guarantee would be $2,000 (5 Woodland Replacement Credits Required 
x $400/Credit).  Based on a successful inspection of the installed on-site Woodland Replacement 
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trees, the original Woodland Financial Guarantee shall be returned to the Applicant.  Twenty-five 
percent (25%) of the value of the Woodland Replacement material shall be kept for a period of 2-
years after the successful inspection of the tree replacement installation as a Woodland Maintenance 
and Guarantee Bond. The City Regulations state that the minimum Woodland Maintenance and Guarantee 
Bond value is to be $1,000.    
 

6. If applicable, Woodland 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. 
 

7. If applicable, 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.  If no 
Woodland Replacement Trees are proposed on-site, the required payment to the City of Novi Tree 
Fund will be $2,000 (5 Credits Required x $400/Credit).  

 
8. The Applicant shall provide preservation/conservation easements as directed by the City of Novi 

Community Development Department for any areas of woodland replacement trees (if 
applicable).  The applicant shall demonstrate that the all proposed woodland replacement trees will 
be guaranteed to be preserved as planted with a conservation easement or landscape easement to 
be granted to the city.  This language shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review.  The 
executed easement must be returned to the City Attorney within 60 days of the issuance of the City 
of Novi Woodland permit.  As noted in Comment #1, the applicant shall clearly indicate the 
proposed conservation easement boundaries on the Plan.  
 

9. The majority of the area south of the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River that contains 
Regulated Wetland and Regulated Woodland areas is being included in the calculation of total Open 
Space being provided for the development.  Currently, this area of the site contains a large quantity 
of undesirable, invasive plant and shrub species located in both the wetlands and woodland areas 
as well as refuse and debris generally located along the banks of the Walled Lake Branch.  The 
applicant shall provide a proposed restoration/site enhancement plan that addresses these items in 
order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic Open Space area for the development.  Specifically, 
the plan should provide a proposed approach to address the following: 
 

a. List of invasive species to be targeted for removal; 
b. Sequence of removal for invasive species of woody vegetation including buckthorn, 

honeysuckle, and/or autumn olive; 
c. Sequence of removal for invasive common reed (Phragmites australis) and or purple 

loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria); 
d. Identify what herbicide chemicals and application strategies will be used to treat invasive 

species of vegetation, 
e. Description of chemical treatment schedule; 
f. Description of proposed method for assessment of treatment effectiveness; 
g. Description of follow-up treatments depending on assessment of treatment effectiveness; 
h. Description of removal approach for refuse/debris. 
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Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands.  The Applicant 
shall address the items noted in the Woodland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Woodland 
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Pete Hill, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer  
 
cc:  Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner (lbell@cityofnovi.org) 
 Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner (skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org) 
 Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect (rmeader@cityofnovi.org) 
 Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant (hsmith@cityofnovi.org) 
 
Attachments: Figure 1 – City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map 
  Woodland Tree Replacement Chart 
  Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in 
orange).  Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue. 
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Site Photos 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Photo 1. Looking northwest across the north end of the proposed development site.  This section of the 
site does not contain areas mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands (ECT, June 19, 2018). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 2. Looking east at area of City-Regulated Woodland located south of the Walled Lake Branch of the 
Middle Rouge River (ECT, June 19, 2018). 
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To: 
Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City of Novi 
45175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
 
CC: 
Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, George Melistas, 
Theresa Bridges, Darcy Rechtien, Hannah Smith 
 

  AECOM 
27777 Franklin Road 
Southfield 
MI, 48034 
USA 
aecom.com 
 
Project name: 
JSP18-0027 – Adell Center Revised PRO 
Concept Traffic Review 
 
From: 
AECOM 
 
Date: 
August 13, 2018 

  
 

 

Memo 
Subject: JSP18-0027 Adell Center Revised PRO Concept Traffic Review  

 
The revised PRO concept site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends denial for the 
applicant to move forward based on several undetermined or missing site elements, as detailed below. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
1. The applicant, Orville Properties, LLC, is proposing a multi-use development located on the west side of Novi Road, 

south of I-96, with one point of access to Crescent Blvd. The applicant is proposing nine (9) individual units within the 
project: 

a. IFLY indoor skydiving 
b. Planet Fitness 
c. Fairfield hotel 
d. Off-street parking 
e. Drury hotel 
f. Sit-down restaurant 
g. Sit-down restaurant 
h. Carvana  
i. Water Tower 

2. Crescent Blvd is under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.   
3. The parcel is currently zoned EXPO, and the applicant is proposing to rezone to TC (Town Center District) with a 

Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO).  
4. Additional traffic review comments on the proposed Adell Center Drive and sidewalk are discussed in the “Roads and 

Utilities” submittal under a separate cover letter.   
5. Summary of traffic-related waivers/variances: 

a. At the time of the revised PRO concept site plan, the applicant is requesting the following traffic-related 
waivers or variances. Notes (in italics) following each proposed deviation include AECOM’s agreement or 
disagreement with the deviation.  

i.   Deviation 5. City Council Variance (11-194(a)(7)) for the maximum length of the proposed cul-de-
sac street length of 1,450 feet from the centerline intersection of Crescent Boulevard to the center 
of the bulb of the Adell Center Drive cul-de-sac. AECOM would support this variance.  

ii. Deviation 11. Planning Deviation for Parking, Loading, Signs, Landscaping, etc. to eliminate 
requirement for loading areas for the following Units 2, 1, 3, 4, 5, and 9. 

1. Unit 1 - IFLY – Not needed per user. 
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2. Unit 2 – Planet Fitness – Table in deviation indicates a loading zone will be provided. 
Concept plan does not designate a loading zone for Unit 2. The applicant should clarify 
whether a loading zone is required/proposed for Unit 2 and if the deviation for eliminating 
the requirement for Unit 2’s loading zone is applicable.   

3. Unit 3* - Fairfield Inn – Not Needed per User. 
4. Unit 4 – Temporary Parking Lot - No Building 
5. Unit 5* – Drury Hotel – Not needed per User.  
6. Unit 9 – Water Tower – No Building 

* Users indicated that few deliveries are made by a typical delivery truck (i.e., UPS, FedEx, etc.) to 
which the delivery vehicle temporarily parks beneath the canopy by the front door during non-peak 
guest times during the day. 
 
This deviation refers to section 3.27.1 of the City of Novi code of ordinances. 
AECOM would not support the deviation to eliminate the requirement for loading areas for Unit 1, 
Unit 3 or Unit 5. Hotel facilities often receive food and supply deliveries and laundering services, 
which would necessitate loading/unloading activities. The statement for that “Users indicated that 
few deliveries are made by a typical delivery truck (i.e., UPS, FedEx, etc.) to which the delivery 
vehicle temporarily parks beneath the canopy by the front door during non-peak guest times during 
the day” does not justify the lack of a loading zone. Providing loading activities at the building 
entrance, under the canopy has the potential to diminish access to the facility, which may be 
problematic even during non-peak periods. The applicant could provide additional information 
regarding how food and supplies deliveries and laundering services will be handled for each of the 
hotel sites and could provide a written correspondence from the facility owner stating 
acknowledgement of the proposed loading zones. Furthermore, the lack of a loading zone at Unit 
1 could prove to be problematic given the potential for future land use changes.  

iii. Deviation 13. Planning Deviation (Section 3.27.1) for Parking, Loading, Signs, Landscaping, etc. to 
reduce the size of the proposed loading areas for Units 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7. AECOM would not support 
the deviation to reduce the loading zone sizes for the propose facilities at this time due to lack of 
information regarding the expected delivery vehicle sizes, and contingent upon the approval of 
Deviation 11. 

iv. Deviation 17. Planning Deviation (Section 5.2.12) for minimum number of parking spaces per unit 
based on each unit owners current parking requirement and as shown on the following table.   
 

(Table omitted for brevity.) 
 

* (asterisks applicable to Units 6 and 7) This deviation request is to allow the users of Units 6 and 
7 to share parking based on the current zoning ordinance requirements. At the time of this submittal, 
the building sizes and layouts for Units 6 and 7 have not been finalized. This deviation request 
would allow sharing of parking between units 6 and 7, but not a reduction in overall parking 
requirements between these two units.  
 
The applicant has removed the statement that they will provide a shared parking study. AECOM 
would not support the deviation for a reduction in parking spaces until data is provided to support 
the required parking calculations and the proposed parking counts is provided for each site. 
Furthermore, the request for shared parking across Units 6 and 7 may be supported, based on the 
(future) proposed site parking lot layouts; however, the deviation language contradicts the numbers 
in the table in that the combined “proposed parking” for Units 6 and 7 is lower than the “req’d parking 
per ordinance” values. The applicant should refer to the Planning Review letter for additional 
information on the parking requirements.  

v. Deviation 22. City Council variance for lack of a traffic impact study due to the city is currently 
undertaking a traffic study for this area. The applicant has provided trip generation information for 
the development that will be incorporated into the region-wide traffic impact study. AECOM supports 
the variance for lack of a full traffic impact study as part of the plan review process such that the 
applicant understands that they may be requested to provide additional traffic-related data and 
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information during the review at the City’s discretion. The applicant should also confirm 
understanding that they may be subject to certain off-site and/or on-site mitigation measures as a 
result of the region-wide traffic impact study.  

b. Once additional information is received from the applicant, further review will be performed and additional 
required deviations may be identified. Items that may require additional deviations include: 

i. Should the minimum same side driveway spacing requirements not be met, the applicant may be 
required to seek a deviation. 

ii. Should the proposed number of drive approaches and/or the drive approach system not comply 
with the guidance in the ordinance, the applicant may be requested/required to provide 
justification and/or apply for deviations. 

iii. The applicant should provide additional trash receptacle locations to meet the needs of the eight 
(8) sites within the development, or request a deviation. 

iv. If the applicant does not locate the trash receptacle locations such that they do not cut off or 
diminish access to off-street parking facilities or to service drives, the applicant may be required to 
seek a variance. 

v. A waiver is required if the applicant moves forward with painted islands. 
vi. The applicant should revise the plans to include landscape islands every 15 parking spaces or 

request a variance. 
vii. On Unit 8, the applicant shall provide a landscaped end island on the east end of the northern 

parking bay, or may seek a variance for lack of an end island.  
viii. The applicant is proposing a gravel emergency access driveway, per sheet 12. The use of gravel 

would require a variance.  

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
1. The applicant provided a trip generation analysis, prepared by Bergmann, which outlines the anticipated number of 

daily, AM peak and PM peak trips that each of the various land uses may be expected to generate. AECOM 
reviewed the trips generation estimates and accepts the calculations as provided.  

2. The number of new trips expected to be generated by the entire development are as follows: 
 

Trip Generation Summary 

 Estimated Trips  Estimated Peak-
Direction Trips 

City of Novi 
Threshold Above Threshold? 

AM Peak-Hour Trips 188 102 100 Yes 

PM Peak-Hour Trips 334 186 100 Yes 

Daily (One-
Directional) Trips 3,988 N/A 750 Yes 

a. The development trip generation estimates exceed the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 
100 trips per either the AM or PM peak hour. The applicant has requested a variance for the completion of 
a traffic impact study because the development will be included in the region-wide TIS that is underway by 
AECOM. Reference item 4.a.vi under General Comments for further potential conditions related to a traffic 
impact study and/or mitigation measures that may be required.  

b. Additionally, AECOM performed a preliminary analysis to assess roadway capacity impacts of the proposed 
Adell Center development. The initial results of that analysis indicate that the intersection of Novi Road and 
Crescent Boulevard is expected to be able to accommodate the additional traffic during the AM and PM 
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peak periods. The intersection of Novi Road and Grand River operates under existing congested conditions 
and may worsen with the added traffic demand of the development, specifically the eastbound and 
southbound left turn movements.  
 

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS 
The following comments relate to the external interface between the proposed development and the surrounding roadway(s). 
It should be noted that each commercial driveway interface with Adell Center Drive is also considered an external access 
point for purposes of this review letter. 

1. The applicant has proposed the site roadway to be a private street with a width of 36 feet B/B. and a 70 foot access 
easement.  

a. While it is not anticipated that any of the currently proposed sites would warrant left turn passing lanes, the 
inclusion of a center left turn lane would likely have positive impacts on traffic flow throughout the 
development. It is recommended that the developer develop the road with a three-lane cross-section to 
further accommodate left-turning activities and provide a wider “buffer zone” for large vehicles 
entering/exiting the various facilities without entering into the opposing traffic thru lane. Additional 
comments for the roadway layout will be included under a separate cover letter for the PSP/FSP submittal 
for the Adell Drive roads and utilities.  

b. The applicant should update the note near Unit 2 on sheet 12 to indicate 36’ B/B instead of 30’ B/B for 
Adell Drive.  

2. The applicant has indicated a length of 1,540 feet for Adell Center Drive. Section 11-194(a)(7) indicates a maximum 
cul-de-sac street length of 800 feet for all developments except for R-A zoned properties. The applicant is seeking a 
City Council variance for exceeding the maximum street length. 

a. Additionally, Section 11-194(a)(7) states a required outside pavement radius of 54 feet for the cul-de-sac. 
The developer is proposing back-of-curb radius of 58 feet.  

3. The applicant has proposed a secondary point of access to the site at the water tower with a gate per the Fire 
Department. 

a. The applicant has indicated that a gate will be provided but does not show the specific gate location(s) on 
the revised PRO concept plan.  

i. The applicant should provide the proposed location for the gate(s). 
ii. Additionally, note that, per Figure VIII-K, an “EMERGENCY ACCESS ONLY” sign is required if the 

gate is more than 100; from the beginning of the access drive.  
4. The applicant has indicated a 25 MPH proposed speed along Adell Center Drive. 
5. The applicant shall provide a clear vision area for all drive approaches to Adell Center Drive in accordance with 

Section 216(b). The applicant has included clear vision triangles on the landscape plans, sheet L-1. It should be 
noted that the landscape plan sheet L-1 does not reflect the site plan modifications as part of the revised PRO 
concept plan, and should be updated accordingly. 

6. The applicant is encouraged to provide a joint drive approach system throughout the development. If each parcel 
within the development will be independently owned, the applicant may be required to execute ingress/egress 
easements, as applicable.  

7. The applicant shall indicate same side driveway spacing for commercial driveways proposed along Adell Center 
Drive. Commercial drive approaches must be spaced according to the minimum requirements indicated in Section 
11-216(d)(1)d for a speed limit of 25 MPH, thereby indicating a required driveway spacing of 105 feet. Should the 
minimum driveway spacing requirements not be met, the applicant may be required to seek a deviation. 

8. The applicant should review the driveway placement with relation to the sharp horizontal curves along Adell Center 
Drive and consider alternative placement for purposes of creating safe and effective traffic operations throughout the 
development.  

9. The applicant should review Section 216(d)(1)a-c to review driveway spacing and number of driveways provided per 
parcel. Should the proposed drive approach system not comply with the guidance in the ordinance, the applicant 
may be requested/required to provide justification and/or apply for deviations. 

10. The driveway approach designs will be reviewed as part of each unit’s individual site plan review.  
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11. The applicant should consider pedestrian activity and connections across Adell Center Drive and to the various 
parcels throughout the site in an effort to provide a more walkable district. Any such pedestrian facilities shall be 
designed in accordance with City standards and the requirements of the American Disability Act. Example locations 
where connections (e.g., crosswalks) could be considered would be in front of Units 5 and 6 and Units 3 and 7. 

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

General Traffic Flow 
1. Updated circulation plans shown on sheet 13 indicate that truck access at the proposed driveway locations may 

require trucks to cross the roadway centerline in order to adequately complete turns to/from driveways at select 
locations. The three-lane cross section that is recommended would allow a larger “buffer area” to accommodate the 
trucks’ large turning radius without interfering with oncoming traffic.  

2. The applicant should provide additional details for each site to indicate any unique traffic operations that may occur 
within the site. For example, if the Carvana has unique drop-off/pick-up operations, those should be noted and 
considered with the layout.  

3. The applicant should provide turning radii and aisle widths throughout the entire development to confirm that (a) 
passenger vehicle operations can be accommodated, (b) fire and emergency vehicle operations can be 
accommodated, and (c) heavy vehicles and other delivery vehicles can be accommodated within the appropriate 
spaces. A specific example would be fire access to and from the west side of Unit 1 with the proposed geometry.  

4. The applicant has requested a deviation for providing loading zones for units 1, 3, 4, 5, and 9 within the 
development. TC district requires that 10 square feet of loading zone be provided for each front foot of building. The 
applicant has provided commentary as to why loading zones may not be required; however, there are concerns with 
not providing adequate loading zones for each site. The potential for future land use changes to occur should also 
be considered when determining whether or not to support a waiver for requiring loading zones for each unit. The 
applicant should indicate the proposed loading zones for each unit. 

5. The applicant has proposed four (4) trash receptacle locations throughout the development.  
a. The applicant should provide additional trash receptacle locations to meet the needs of the eight (8) sites 

within the development, or request a deviation.  
b. The applicant should provide additional trash collection vehicle wheel paths to ensure that adequate 

access to the dumpster locations is provided. Particular attention should be given to Unit 8.  
c. The applicant should review the locations of the trash receptacles and make note that they are positioned 

in locations that block parking spaces and may disrupt the flow of traffic during times of trash collections, 
which deviates from the Zoning Ordinance requirements listed in Section 5.4.4. If alternative locations that 
reduce the impact to parking spaces or traffic flow are available, it is recommended that they be relocated. 
If alternative locations are not available, a deviation may be required.  

6. On Unit 8, the applicant shall provide a landscaped end island on the east end of the northern parking bay, or may 
seek a variance for lack of an end island. Additionally, the applicant should indicate the intent of the paved open 
area along the northern edge of Unit 8.  

7. The applicant is proposing a gravel emergency access driveway, per sheet 12. The use of gravel would require a 
variance.  

Parking Facilities 
1. The applicant has requested several parking deviations, as discussed in the “General Comments” section of this 

letter.  
2. The applicant should reference the Planning review letter for information on parking quantity requirements. It should 

be noted that parking calculations were not provided with the revised PRO concept submittal, but required parking 
quantities and proposed parking quantities were provided. The applicant should provide additional information in 
order to review the parking quantities provided.  
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3. The applicant has not provided a shared parking study at the time of the revised PRO concept submittal; however, 
based on the results of deviation approvals and other City requirements regarding parking counts, landscape island 
requirements every 15 spaces, bicycle parking, loading zones, trash receptacles, a shared parking study may be 
beneficial, if the proposed sites are not expected to have overlapping parking needs throughout the day.  

4. The applicant has included bays of parking with more than 15 spaces, which is not compliant with Section 5.5.3.C.ii.i 
of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant should revise the plans to include landscape islands every 15 parking 
spaces or request a variance. 

5. The applicant should provide dimensions for parking spaces and maneuvering aisles throughout the development, 
in accordance with Section 5.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

a. The applicant may provide 19 foot long parking spaces (abutting a six inch curb, where applicable) or may 
provide 17 foot long parking spaces and provide a four inch curb with two foot clear overhang area in front 
of the parking space.  

6. The applicant should provide dimensions for the landscaped areas throughout the development including length, 
width, radii, curb height, etc. to review conformance with Section 5.3.12 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

a. The applicant references painted islands on sheet 12. The applicant should identify which islands are 
proposed to be painted and a justification as to why they cannot be in compliance either Section 5.3.12 
which requires raised islands. A waiver is required if the applicant moves forward with painted islands. 

7. The applicant should include bicycle parking throughout the development in accordance with Section 5.16 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, and provide quantities, locations and layouts for all proposed bicycle parking.  

Sidewalk Requirements 
1. The applicant is proposing sidewalk along both sides of Adell Center Drive. 
2. The location of the sidewalk along Adell Center Drive is proposed to be located such that the outside edge is 15 feet 

from the back of curb, which meets City standards.  
3. The applicant is proposing a sidewalk width of six (6) feet along Adell Center Drive which is in accordance with the 

City’s Master Plan for Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths.  
4. The applicant shall provide non-motorized connections between all developments and adjacent parcels and the 

overall city network of non-motorize facilities as indicated in Section 11-256(d) of the City Ordinance. Specifically, 
Units 6 and 7 do not have such connections provided.  

5. The applicant should include any sidewalk ramp/detectable warning surface locations and details in future 
submittals. 

6. The applicant should review the walkability of the development and provide additional non-motorized connections as 
applicable.  

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

Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping. 
a. The applicant should provide a signing quantities table and additional details (MMUTCD designation and 

proposed size) in future submittals. 
b. The applicant should include proposed signing locations throughout the development. 
c. The applicant should refer to the City of Novi Traffic Control Sign Standards for any proposed street name 

signs.  
d. The applicant should update applicable details and provide the following notes and details on future site 

plans.  
i. All roadside signs should be installed two feet from the face of the curb to the near edge of the 

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

galvanized 2 lb. U-channel post. Multiple signs and/or signs with nominal dimension greater than 
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12” x 18” shall be mounted on a galvanized 3 lb. or greater U-channel post as dictated by the 
weight of the proposed signs. 

iii. Traffic control signs shall use the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Standard Alphabet 
series. 

iv. Traffic control signs shall have High Intensity Prismatic (HIP) sheeting to meet FHWA 
retroreflectivity requirements. 

e. The applicant should remove note number 5 on sheet 12 since pavement markings will be reviewed as part 
of the individual Units’ site plan reviews.  

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

Sincerely,  

AECOM 

 

Maureen N. Peters, PE 
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer 
 
 
 

 

Paula K. Johnson, PE 
Senior Transportation Engineer 
 



FAÇADE REVIEW 
 

August 14, 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

            Page 1 of 6 

 

 
August 14, 2018  
 
City of Novi Planning Department              
45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.  
Novi, MI      48375- 3024 
 
Re:  FACADE ORDINANCE REVIEW (Second Review) 
  Adell Center, Revised PRO Concept, JZ18-24  
 Façade Region: 1, All Buildings,  Zoning District: Rezoning to TC-1   
 
The following is façade review No. 2 for the buildings proposed for the above referenced 
project. Comments updated from our prior review are italicized. All buildings, monument 
signs and landscape walls are required to comply with the Façade Ordinance Section 
5.15 which requires, among other things, a minimum of 30% Brick. The same structures 
are also required to comply with the higher standard described in the Town Center (TC) 
Ordinance, Section 3.27.G, which requires that all facades be constructed primarily 
(greater than 50%) of Brick and Stone. The Façade Ordinance Chart indicates the 
maximum percentages allowed of various façade materials. The percentages of materials 
proposed for each façade are as shown in the tables below. Materials in non-compliance 
are highlighted in bold. 
 
Drury Inn & Suites 

Drury Inn & Suites Front Right Left Rear Façade Ordinance 
Maximum (Minimum)

Brick 50% 46% 46% 36% 100% (30% Min)
Brick and Stone Combined 50% 46% 46% 36% (50% Min., TC Ord.)
Masonry 1 (Split Faced CMU 8x16) 2% 2% 2% 2% 10%
Masonry 2 (Burnished CMU 8x16) 5% 5% 5% 4% 10% (Footnote 2)
EIFS 43% 47% 47% 58% 25%
 
Our review of Drury Inn and Suites is based on drawings dated 4/12/18 by DCC Design 
of St. Louis Missouri. As shown above the percentage of EIFS on all facades exceeds the 
maximum amount allowed by the Ordinance. All other materials are in full compliance. 
The design uses significant percentages of Brick and EIFS resting on a simulated “stone 
base” which is comprised of Split Faced and Burnished Concrete Masonry Units (CMU). 
The EIFS is used on curved areas of the façade, window surrounds and the upper story 
and is generally framed by Brick and the simulated stone base. We believe that overall 
appearance of the building will meet the intent of the TC Ordinance which requires that 
the facades be constructed primarily of Brick and Stone, and that in this case the overall 
composition of the façades would not be significantly improved by reducing the amount 
of EIFS. Therefore it is our recommendation that a Section 9 Waiver be granted for the 
overage of EIFS on all facades.  

Façade Review Status Summary:  
See Summary on Page 5 
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IFLY Indoor Skydiving 
IFLY Indoor Skydiving                 
(sketch provided on 9/8/18)

Front Right Left Rear Façade Ordinance 
Maximum (Minimum)

Brick 7% 10% 10% 18% 100% (30% Min)
Brick and Stone Combined 7% 10% 10% 18% (50% Min., TC Ord.)
EIFS (To Be Clarified) 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Flat Metal Panels 93% 90% 90% 82% 50%
 
In response to our and staff comments the applicant has proposed adding Brick to portions of the 
lower 12’ of the building. A sketch was provided by the applicant via Email on 9/8/18. The 
percentages of materials shown above are based on said sketch. As shown, the percentage of 
Brick and Stone remains significantly below the 50 percent required by the Ordinance and the 
percentage of the remaining materials (Flat Metal Panels and/or EIFS) remains significantly 
above the percentages allowed by the Ordinance. While the proposed Brick represent a 
significantly improvement in appearance, we believe that the Architect should give further 
creative thought into the proper integration of masonry materials into the design as required to 
more closely comply with the Ordinance. For example the requirement for 30% Brick could be 
substantially achieved by extending the Brick up the 66’ high towers, extending onto the 4’ 
return walls of said towers.   
 
The Flat Metal Panels consists of multiple colors that appear to be intended as corporate 
imaging. In general, the Façade Ordinance prohibits the use of façade materials to for the 
background of a sign so as to increase the visual presence of the building for the purpose of 
advertising. In this case however, the proposed colors are subdued and harmonize well with the 
overall façade. The drawings lack callouts for some materials and the applicant should clarify if 
EIFS is intended in any locations (this review assumes no EIFS).  
 
Fairfield Inn & Suites 

Fairfield Inn & Suites South   
(Front)

East  
(Right)

West  
(Left)

North 
(Rear)

Façade Ordinance 
Maximum (Minimum)

Brick 14% 16% 16% 23% 100% (30% Min)
Cultured Stone 1% 3% 3% 2% 50%
Brick and Stone Combined 15% 19% 19% 25% (50% Min., TC Ord.)
EIFS 67% 34% 34% 55% 25%
Phenolic Simulated Stone 14% 44% 44% 16% 50%
Flat Metal, Painted 1% 2% 2% 1% 50%
Molded Cornice 3% 1% 1% 3% 50%
 
Our review of Fairfield Inn & Suites is based on drawings dated 4/24/18 by TSA Hospitality of 
Detroit, Michigan. As shown above the minimum percentage of Brick and Stone are not 
provided on all elevations, the percentage of EIFS exceeds the maximum amount allowed by the 
Ordinance on all elevations and the percentage of Simulated Wood exceeds the maximum 
amount allowed by the Ordinance on the right and left side elevations. The precise type of 
Simulated Wood is not clearly indicated on the drawings. A sample board should be provided to 
clearly identify the type, texture and color of all faced materials.  
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In response to the above comments the applicant has provided a letter dated 7/18/18 which 
states that “The comments made during the façade review have been noted and compliance with 
the requirements will occur on the building elevations submitted to the City during review of 
Unit 3.” We interpret this to mean that all façade materials will be brought into full compliance 
with the Façade Chart and that no Section 9 Waiver will be required after said revisions are 
made. We would point out that Note 1 under the “General Façade Requirements” of this letter 
applies to this situation.  
 
Carvana 

Carvana Front 
(southwest)

Right 
(southeast)

Left 
(northwest)

Rear 
(northeast)

Façade Ordinance 
Maximum (Minimum)

Brick 7% 30% 30% 39% 100% (30% Min)
Brick and Stone Combined 7% 30% 30% 39% (50% Min., TC Ord.)
Spandrel Glass, Black 3% 2% 2% 2% 50%
Flat Metal Panels 10% 5% 5% 2% 50%
Display Glass 80% 63% 63% 57% 25%
 
Our review of Carvana is based on drawings dated 5/25/18, by WHN Architects of Charlotte 
North Carolina. The applicant has rotated the building 180 degrees since our prior review. This 
places the front entrance toward the interior of the project (as compared to I-96). This generally 
enhances the building as it relates to the pedestrian circulation within the overall project. The 
façade materials on the respective facades remain unchanged as does our prior recommendation 
for Section a Section 9 Waiver, as described below.  
 
As shown above the minimum percentage of Brick is not provided on the front façade, the 
minimum combined percentage of Brick and Stone is not provided on all facades and the 
percentage of Display Glass exceeds the maximum amount allowed by the Ordinance on all 
facades. The Façade Ordinance defines Display Glass as areas of vision glass that are intended 
through exposure to thoroughfares and pedestrian ways and lighting methods to strongly 
emphasize the items displayed within the building. Based on this definition the Carvana tower 
would be considered Display Glass. Similar to the Town Center bell tower, we believe that the 
Carvana tower will represent an iconic element within this project and the Novi shopping district 
at large. We believe this justifies a deviation from strict interpretation of the Facade Ordinance 
with respect to Display Glass. The applicant has added significant amounts of Brick in response 
to the pre-application meeting comments. With this revision the underage of Brick and Stone 
have been reduced to the extent practice and do not significantly diminish the overall quality of 
the design. Although the rear (southwest) elevation faces to the interior of the Adell Center this 
elevation has 30% minimum Brick and the overall design is consistent with other facades.   
Therefore, it is our recommendation that the design is consistent with the intent and purpose of 
the Façade and TC Ordinances, and that a Section 9 Waiver be granted for the underage of Brick 
on the front facade, the underage of combined Brick and Stone on all facades, and overage of 
Display Glass on all facades. 
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Planet Fitness 

Planet Fitness Front Right Left Rear Façade Ordinance 
Maximum (Minimum)

Brick 39% NP NP 20% 100% (30% Min)
Brick and Stone Combined 39% NP NP 20% (50% Min., TC Ord.)
CMU (Type unspecified) 16% NP NP 60% 0%
EIFS 37% NP NP 14% 25%
Flat Metal 4% NP NP 4% 50%
 
Our review of Planet Fitness is based on drawings dated 6/23/15 by Moda4 Design of Dayton, 
Ohio. Our review is based on pectoral representation of materials because the types of materials 
were not called out with text on the drawings. Also, the side elevations were not provided. As 
shown above the percentage of Brick and Stone are below the minimum amount allowed by the 
Ordinance on the front and rear elevations and the percentage of CMU exceeds the maximum 
amount allowed by the Ordinance on the rear facade. In general the building exhibits well 
balance propositions and high quality materials. We would recommend that the applicant make 
minor revisions to the front façade as required to bring the percentage of materials into closer 
compliance with the Ordinance (for example, reduce the amount of EIFS and increase the 
amount of Brick & Stone). The side and rear elevations should be provided and should generally 
match the same percentages as the front. The percentage of CMU should not significantly exceed 
10% on any facade. The applicant should submit updated drawings and a sample board clearly 
indicating the types of all façade materials for all facades. 
 
Monument Signs – Three types of monument signs are proposed for this project as shown on 
sheet 13 of the Greentech Engineering drawings. The Business Park Identification Sign located 
along the I-96 frontage, the Business Park Entrance Sign located at the west terminus of Crescent 
Boulevard, and the Individual Tenant Monument Signs located at each unit. Like the buildings, 
the signs are subject to the Façade Ordinance (Section 5.15) as well as the TC Ordinance 
(Section 3.27.G) which requires that signs be constructed primarily (50% minimum) of Brick 
and Stone. Based in the renderings provided, the signs appear to generally comply with the 
Façade Ordinance and TC Ordinance. More detailed scaled drawings with material callouts and 
a sample board as required by Section 5.15.4.D of the Façade Ordinance will be required at a 
later date.  
 
Landscape Wall - The Landscape Plans indicate a “2.5’ Masonry Wall and Pier to be 
Constructed in Future Phase.” The design consists of 3’ wide brick piers with precast top spaced 
approximately 28’ on center with approximately 50% brick and 50% aluminum fence infill 
panels. The design is primarily (50% minimum) brick and therefore complies with the TC 
Ordinance. A sample board in accordance with Section 5.15.4.D of the Façade Ordinance 
should be provided. The applicant should clarify of “Future Phase” as the landscape wall 
represents an important visual amenity and should therefore be constructed at the onset of the 
project.      
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General Façade Requirements; 
 
1.  It should be noted that revisions after approval and any deviation from specific Section 9 
Waivers granted will require reapplication as described in Section 5.15.10 of the Façade 
Ordinance and / or a formal amendment of the PRO Agreement. Except for the specific Section 9 
Waivers granted, all building and sample boards must comply with the Façade Ordinance at the 
time of Preliminary Site Plan application.   
 
2. All roof top equipment must be screened from view from all on-site and off-site vantage 
points using compliant materials consistent with the building design. In this case the elevated 
views from the nearby highway overpass would be included. 
 
3. Dumpster enclosures (excluding doors) are required to be constructed of brick or stone 
matching the primary buildings. 
 
4. Monument signs, guard houses, gated entrance pedestals and other structures, if any are 
required to comply with the Façade Ordinance.   
 
5. A Façade Material Sample Board indicating carefully coordinated materials and colors must 
be provided for all building, monument signs and landscape walls. It should be noted that 
dissonant and / or intense colors are prohibited by the Façade Ordinance, Section 5.15.2.   
 
6. 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.  

 
Façade Review Summary; 
 
Drury Inn & Suites – A Section 9 Waiver is recommended for the overage of EIFS on all 
facades. 
 
IFLY Indoor Sky Diving – A Section 9 Waiver is recommended for the underage of Brick and 
Stone, and the overage of Flat Metal Panels, contingent upon incorporating additional Brick as 
required to bring the percentage of brick to approximately 30% minimum on all Facades, and no 
use of EIFS.   
 
Fairfield Inn & Suites – The applicant has stated in writing that all facades will be brought into 
full compliance with the Façade Ordinance. It should be noted that no deviations will be 
permitted and Section 9 Waivers cannot be granted after the PRO Agreement. 
 
Carvana – A Section 9 Waiver is recommended for the underage of Brick on the front facade, 
the underage of combined Brick and Stone on all facades, and the overage of Display Glass on 
all facades. 

http://www.cityofnovi.org/Services/CommDev/OnlineInspectionPortal.asp
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Planet Fitness – Approval not recommended at this time due to various deviations and missing 
information (left and right side elevations are missing). It appears compliance can be readily 
achieved with minor revisions.  
 
Monument Signs –Apparent full compliance, scaled drawings and sample board to be provided. 
 
Landscape Wall – Apparent full compliance, scaled drawings and sample board to be provided. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact the City of Novi 
Department of Planning and Community Development.  
 
Sincerely, 
DRN & Architects PC 
 
 
 
Douglas R. Necci, AIA 
Novi Façade Consultant 



 
 

FIRE REVIEW 
July 30, 2018 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
July 30, 2018 

 

TO: Barbara McBeth- City Planner 
       Sri Ravali Komaragiri- Plan Review Center 
       Lindsay Bell-Plan Review Center 
       Hannah Smith-Planning Assistant 
        
RE: Adell Center (Old Expo Property), 43700 Expo Center Drive 
 
JZ  # 18-0024 
JSP# 18-27 
PSP# 18-0065 
PSP# 18-0111 
 
UProject Description:U  
Large commercial entertainment development, multi-use, and multi-
buildings. Demolishing existing open vacant parking lot and re-
development with 8 new commercial buildings. Redevelopment of main 
access driveway into new complex.   
 
UComments U: 

1. Site plan shall provide more than one point of external 
access to the site.  A boulevard entranceway shall not be 
considered as providing multiple points of access.  Multiple 
access points shall be as remote from one another as is 
feasible.  UThe requirement for secondary access may be 
satisfied by access through adjacent property where an 
easement for such access is provided U. Secondary access 
drive MUST be added to the site plans for review. IFC 
503.1.2. Access lane MUST be at least 20’ wide.   
 

2. MUST provide a secondary access point to the parking lot 
for Unit 5. 

 
3. The minimum width of a posted fire lane is 20 feet.  The 

minimum height of a posted fire lane is 14 feet.  (Fire 
Prevention Ord.) 

 
4. 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)) – UPlans show turning 
radii measured at 44’, this will need to be re-designed for 
50’outside and 30’ inside turning. U Unit 7, Unit 5, on plan 4, in 
parking lot in front of unit 4 and on the south side of Unit 3, 
Secondary access road near water tower.  MUST have 50’ 
outside turning radius and 30’ inside turning radius.  

 
5. Fire access road MUST not exceed 150’ in length. If the 
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access road is longer than 150’ you MUST provide some 
type of turn around. By Unit 5 on the east side of building. 
 

6. The distribution system in all developments requiring more 
than eight hundred (800) feet of water main shall have a 
minimum of two (2) connections to a source of supply and 
shall be a looped system.  (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68(a)) 

 
7. For interior fire protection systems a separate fire protection 

line shall be provided in addition to a domestic service for 
each building. Individual shutoff valves for interior fire 
protection shall be by post indicator valve (P.I.V.) or by 
valve in well and shall be provided within a public water 
main easement. (D.C.S. Sec.11-68(a)(9)) 

 
8. Hydrants shall be installed in a manner to be in compliance 

with the City of Novi “Design and Construction Standards”, 
Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances. Hydrant spacing is 
300’ from fire hydrant to fire hydrant. Not as the crow flies. 
11-68(F)(1)c.  MUST put fire hydrant location on pg13 or put 
buildings with parking lot plans on the Utility plans for 
review. 

 
9. Fire hydrants location per the International Fire Code 2012 

(IFC), you MUST have a fire hydrant within 600’ from ALL 
portions of the exterior of the ground floor of the structure. 
(Not as the crow flies). IFC 507.5.1. 

 
10. Hydrant outlets shall be eighteen (18) inches above final 

grade, measured from final grade to bottom of outlet.  
(D.C.S. Sec. 11-68 (f)(1)c.4) 

 
11. No parking shall be allowed within fifteen (15) feet of a 

hydrant. (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68 (f)(1)c.4) 
 

12. Additional hydrants may be required, depending on the 
specific hazard or use, to protect the structure.  (D.C.S. Sec. 
11-68 (f)(1)c.6) 

 
13. All hydrants shall have two 2-1/2 inch male outlets and one 

4-1/2 inch male steamer connection.  Threads shall be 
National Standard.  (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68 (f)(2)) 

 
14. Fire department connections shall be located on the street 

side of buildings, fully visible and recognizable from the 
street or nearest point of fire department vehicle access or 
as otherwise approved by the code official. (International 
Fire Code) 

 
15. Immediate access to fire department connections shall be 

maintained at all times and without obstruction by fences, 
bushes, trees, walls or any other object for a minimum of 3 
feet (914 mm). (International Fire Code) 



 
16. Proximity to hydrant: In any building or structure required to 

be equipped with a fire department connection, the 
connection shall be located within one hundred (100) feet 
of a fire hydrant. (Fire Prevention Ord. Sec. 15-17) 

 
17. UMaximum Building heights will need to be addressed, as 

the Novi Fire Department has only 1 - 100’ aerial apparatus, 
and is limited to approx.. 55’ height Emergency Access. 
Proposed buildings in access of 55’ may need to conform 
to the 2015 International Building Code standards for High-
Rise (Type I or Type II) construction.  

 
UGENERAL U: 
To facilitate fire protection during site preparation and 
construction of buildings, the following are required: 
 

18. Water mains and fire hydrants shall be installed prior to 
construction above the foundation.  Note this on all plans. 

 
19. The building address is to be posted facing the street 

throughout construction.  The address is to be at least 3 
inches high on a contrasting background.  Note this on all 
plans. 

 
20. Street names on suitable poles shall be established and 

installed prior to construction above the foundation.  Note 
this on all plans. 

 
21. Prior to construction above the foundation of non-

residential buildings, an all-weather access road capable 
of supporting 35 tons shall be provided.  Note this on all 
plans. 

 
22. Free access (unobstructed) from the street to fire hydrants 

and to outside connections for standpipes, sprinklers or 
other fire suppression equipment, whether permanent or 
temporary, shall be provided and maintained at all times. 

 
23. Fire prevention practice during construction shall be in 

accordance with the adopted Building Code and Fire 
Prevention Code 

 
24. The installation of security gates across a fire apparatus 

access road shall be approved by the fire marshal. Where 
security gates are installed, they shall have an approved 
means of emergency operation. The security gates and the 
emergency operation shall be maintained operational at 
all times. Electric gate operators, where provided, shall be 
listed in accordance with UL 325. Gates intended for 
automatic operation shall be designed, constructed and 
installed to comply with the requirements of ASTM F 2200 

 



25. Correct the scale on plan A1.2 (1/16” = 1’). 
 

26. MUST provide the height clearance dimensions on plans A-
202. MUST have 14’ of clearance. 

 
27. On plan A-101, is there storage in the stairwell? 

 
 

 
URecommendation U:  
APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
 
 
Sincerely, 

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

 
 



SIGN REVIEW 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: ADELL / ORVILLE PROPERTIES LLC 
SITE LOCATION: 96 / Novi Road 
 
1. TYPE OF SIGN: Entranceway  
Code requirement: 28-1 SIGN (5); 28-5(d)(11); 28-5(f)(3) 
Proposed: 1 ground signs depending on the distance between sign faces (no greater than 2 feet 
distance between the faces of a single sign is permitted) 
Staff Comments: One entranceway sign is permitted at each entrance. One (1) entrance is proposed  
 
2. NUMBER OF SIGNS:  
Code requirement: 28-5(a) 
Proposed: 1 ground sign 
Staff Comments: 1 ground sign is permitted  
 
3. SIGN LOCATION:  
Code requirement: 28-1 SIGN (5); 28-5(d)(11); 28-5(f)(3) 
Proposed: 1 sign at entrance of planned development 
Staff Comments: The sign shall be placed not less than 10 feet from any street right-of-way. Distance 
from nearest street right-of-way is 14 feet per plan.  
 
4. SIGN AREA:  
Code requirement: 28-1 & 28-5(b)(2)a. 
Proposed: 32.66 square feet 
Staff Comments: The diagram for the sign measurement is inaccurate because the entire sign was not 
measured in accordance with 28-1 ‘Area of sign’. The whole sign including background must be 
included in the calculation. See diagram in 28-1.  Per 28-5(b)(2)(a) ground signs shall not exceed 30 sq. 
ft. or 1 square foot of sign area for every 2 feet of setback from nearest street centerline. Setback is 89 
feet. Maximum sign area allowed is 44.5 sq. ft. 
 
 
5. SIGN HEIGHT:  
Code requirement: 28-5(a) – Six (6) feet maximum height 
Proposed: 15 feet 
Staff Comments: a variance of 9 feet would be required 
 
 
6. OTHER:  
Code requirement:  
Proposed:  
Staff Comments:  
 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or munderhill@cityofnovi.org. 
 

__________________________________________________ 
Maureen Underhill, Code Compliance Officer 

 
ORDINANCE SIGN REVIEW REPORT 

August 14, 2018 
Sign Permit Review 

ADELL CENTER 
 



 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: ADELL / ORVILLE PROPERTIES LLC 
SITE LOCATION: 96 / NOVI ROAD 
 
Code requirement: 28-1 Ground Sign  
Proposed: One (1) EXPRESSWAY FRONTAGE – ground sign  
Staff Comments: the following comments apply 
 
1. NUMBER OF SIGNS:  
Code requirement: 28-5 (a) one ground sign and one wall sign are permitted 
Proposed: 1 ground sign 
Staff Comments: permitted 
 
2. SIGN LOCATION:  
Code requirement: 28-5(f)(1) Ground sign placement 
Proposed: Expressway Frontage sign is 9.5 ft. from right-of-way  
Staff Comments: A ground sign must be at least 3 feet from right-of-way. Proposed sign complies  
 
3. SIGN AREA:  
Code requirement: 28-5(b)(2)a. Ground signs shall not exceed thirty (30) sq. ft. OR one (1) sq.ft. of sign 
area for each 2 feet of setback from the nearest street centerline – Maximum size 100 sq. ft. 
Proposed: 54.25 square feet – calculations not correct on plan 
Staff Comments: 28-5(b)(2)a. the sign ‘area’ allowance cannot be calculated because the distance 
from nearest adjacent thoroughfare centerline was not indicated on the plan.  
 
28-1 - The diagram for the sign measurement is inaccurate because the entire sign was not measured in 
accordance with 28-1 ‘Area of sign’. The whole sign including background must be included in the 
calculation. See diagram in 28-1.  
 
 
4. SIGN HEIGHT:  
Code requirement: 28-5(a) - Six (6) feet maximum height 
Proposed: 15’ 
Staff Comments: a variance of 9 feet would be required  
 
 
5. OTHER:  
Code requirement: 28-4 
Proposed:  
Staff Comments: No sign shall be located within, project into, or overhang any public right-of-way ….. 
 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or munderhill@cityofnovi.org. 
 

__________________________________________________ 
Maureen Underhill, Code Compliance Officer 

 
ORDINANCE SIGN REVIEW REPORT 

August 14, 2018 
Sign Permit Review 

ADELL CENTER 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: ADELL 
 
SITE LOCATION: Throughout the development on individual parcels.  
 
TYPE OF SIGN: Monuments Signs 
Proposed: It appears that one monument sign per each parcel of land is proposed except for Unit 6.  
 
Staff Comments: The monument signs are designed to be 10 feet wide and 6 feet in height.  
 
A formal review of these monument signs has not been completed due to lack of sign permit 
application, detail regarding the easement (right-of-way) locations and inconsistent dimensions of the 
sign and the green space as listed below. 
 
1. NUMBER OF SIGNS:  
Code requirement: 28-5(a)  
Staff Comments: Each parcel of land is permitted one ground sign. The applicant should provide a sign 
table that confirms the number of monument signs per each unit. Unit 6 appears to have one ground 
sign for individual business and one development sign for the whole development. 
 
2. SIGN LOCATION:  
Code requirement: 28-5(f)(1); Code section 28-5(f)(1) states that ground signs shall be placed no closer 
than three (3) feet from future (planned) right-of-way line in this case, the private road access 
easement 
Proposed: As depicted on the plan, the signs appear to be on the private road access easement 
(which is considered as the Right-of-way for the purpose of this review) within the development and also 
in some cases may be wider than the grass area between the street and the sidewalk (appears to be 9 
feet wide) and would not allow any shy distance.  
 
 
3. SIGN AREA (SIZE):  
Code requirement: 28-5(b)(2)(a) 
Staff Comments: …ground signs shall not exceed thirty (30) square feet or 1 square foot of sign for every 
2 feet of setback from the nearest street centerline … whichever is greater, with a maximum area of 
one hundred (100) square feet. Provide details as noted and as required in the Sign permit application.  
 
 
4. OTHER:  
Code requirement:  
Proposed:  
Staff Comments:  
 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or munderhill@cityofnovi.org. 
 

__________________________________________________ 
Maureen Underhill, Code Compliance Officer 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

August 15, 2018  
SignPermit Review 

Individual Unit Monument Signs  
 

mailto:munderhill@cityofnovi.org


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: CARVANA 
SITE LOCATION: 96 / NOVI ROAD 
 
1. TYPE OF SIGN: WALLS SIGNS 
Code requirement: 28-5 (a); 28-5 (d)(10) 
Proposed: 9 wall signs 
Staff Comments: 2 wall signs and 1 ground sign will be permitted at this location 
 
2. NUMBER OF SIGNS:  
Code requirement: 28-5(a); 28-5(b)(1) b. and 28-5(d)(10) 
Proposed: 9 wall signs of varying sizes are proposed 
Staff Comments: 2 wall signs and 1 ground sign are permitted at this location with a maximum size of 
any one wall sign being 250 square feet according to setback from the nearest thoroughfare centerline. 
A VARIANCE FOR 7 ADDITIONAL WALL SIGNS WOULD BE REQUIRED 
 
3. SIGN LOCATION:  
Code requirement:  
Proposed:  
Staff Comments:  
 
4. SIGN AREA:  
Code requirement: 28-5(b)(1)b. 
Proposed: 4 wall signs at 57.33 sq. ft.; 4 wall signs at 24.17 sq. ft.; 1 wall sign at 9 square feet 
Staff Comments: The sizes of the signs appear to be approvable based on the anticipated setback of 
the building from the nearest street centerline but the setback distance was not provided. Provide a 
plan with the setback distance from the nearest thoroughfare centerline. Also – in reading the narrative 
provided by Carvana, there seems to be a misunderstanding that the area of sign size is collective. 
Code section 28-5(b)(1)b. refers to the maximum size of ‘a wall sign’ as being 250 square feet based on 
1 square foot of sign area for every 2 feet of setback from the street 
centerline. https://library.municode.com/mi/novi/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH28
SI_S28-5PESIPEACDI 
 
5. SIGN HEIGHT:  
Code requirement:  
Proposed:  
Staff Comments:  
 
6. OTHER:  
Code requirement:  
Proposed:  
 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or munderhill@cityofnovi.org. 
 

__________________________________________________ 
Maureen Underhill, Code Compliance Officer 

 
ORDINANCE SIGN REVIEW REPORT 

July 9, 2018 
SignPermit Review 

ADELL CENTER  
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/novi/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH28SI_S28-5PESIPEACDI
https://library.municode.com/mi/novi/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH28SI_S28-5PESIPEACDI
mailto:munderhill@cityofnovi.org


 APPLICANT RESPONSE PACKET 
August 16, 2018 

 
1. Cover Letter 
2. Traffic Review 
3. Wetlands review response 
4. Woodlands review response 
5. Fire review response 
6. Ordinance review response 
7. Planning review response 
8. Engineering review response 
9. Landscape review response 
10. Unit 4: Conceptual Rendering 
11. Revised PRO Concept Plan (to be reviewed by Staff) 
12. Update on Parking Counts 
13. Traffic Response Memo (08-15-18) 
14. Updated PRO Deviation Narrative (08-16-18) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Civil Engineers  •  Land Surveyors  •  Land Planners 

August 16, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
47175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
Subject:  Proposed PRO Re-Submittal  
 Proposed Adell Center Development 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We thank you and your staff for the thorough comments received yesterday August 14th.  In response, 
please find this letter which addresses each of the new comments for your consideration and presentation 
to the planning commission at the August 22nd planning commission meeting. 
 
Based on the review comments received yesterday, we offer the following responses to the various 
comments as follows: 
 
These plans have been updated based on previous staff review comments and comments from the July 
11th planning commission meeting. 

 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
GreenTech Engineering, Inc. 

 
Daniel J. LeClair, PE, PS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP, City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
August 16, 2018 
Page 2 of 6 
 
JSP18-0027 Adell Center Revised PRO Concept Traffic Review 
In response to letter from AECOM, Maureen N. Peters, P.E., dated August 13, 2018. 
 

General Comments: 
1. Noted. 
2. Noted. 
3. Noted. 
4. Noted. 
5. Noted. Planet Fitness will provide a loading zone. Loading area and parking 

shown is at the direction of the specific users.  Units that have been requested for 
deviation do not anticipate using a loading area or the amount of spaces as 
required. The requirement for construction of a loading area/parking for these 
users would come at the cost of a loss of green space and parking areas in 
exchange for paving an area that will not be used. 

Traffic Impacts: 
1. Noted. 
2. Noted. See attached letter from Bergmann, Timothy J. Likens, P.E., August 15, 

2018. 
External Site Access and Operations: 

1. Three lanes will be provided as requested. Will update notes as recommended. 
2. Noted. 
3. Gate locations are shown on the Roads & Utilities Plans. Sign will be added as 

requested. 
4. Noted. 
5. Will update L-1 as requested. 
6. Ingress/egress easements will be required and provided. 
7. Noted.  
8. Noted. 
9. Noted. 
10. Noted. 
11. Additional cross walks added at 5/6 and 2/7.  See attached updated PRO plan 

sheet with additional crossings. 
General Traffic Flow: 

1. Three lanes will be provided as requested. 
2. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
3. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
4. Loading area shown is at the direction of the specific users.  Units that have been 

requested for deviation do not anticipate using a loading area as required. The 
requirement for construction of a loading area for these users would come at the 
cost of a loss of green space and parking areas in exchange for paving an area that 
will not be used. 

5. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
6. Carvana will provide a landscaped island as part of their final site plan package.  
7. Requesting variance with requirement to provide asphalt within (2) years if unit 2 

does not get built out. 
Parking Facilities: 
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City of Novi – Planning Department 
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1. Noted. 
2. Additional parking information provided in attachment and response to planning 

review comments. 
3. Noted. 
4. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
5. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
6. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
7. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 

Sidewalk Requirements: 
1. Noted. 
2. Noted. 
3. Noted. 
4. Noted. Will be provided for individual unit site plan submittals. 
5. Noted. 
6. Additional cross walks added at 5/6 and 2/7.  See attached updated PRO plan 

sheet with additional crossings. 
Signing and Striping: 

1. Noted. Will comply and adjust notes/details as requested. 
 
Wetland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0111)  
In response to letter from ECT, Pete Hill, P.E., dated August 13, 2018. 
 

Wetland and Watercourse Comments: 
1. Impact to on-site wetlands and 25’ buffers have been minimized. The 

foundations, wing walls, sidewalk, limestone path and grading will be located 
outside of wetland #1, flood way, and flood plain.  Construction of the 
foundations, wing walls, sidewalk, limestone path and grading will be with in the 
25’ wetland buffer. 

2. The pedestrian bridge has been provided in the Roads & Utilities package 
currently under review.   Additional detail required for the foundation and wing 
walls.  Noted that a MDEQ Part 301 will likely require a permit. 

3. Further detail will be provided as requested, trail will be out of wetland limits and 
minimal impact to the 25’ buffer, along with no impact protected woodland trees.  
The proposed trail will be staked prior to construction for the City of Novi’s 
Landscape Architect or Forestry Asset Manager to approve alignment prior to 
construction of the trail. 

4. Noted. Proposed cf/cy of cut/fill will be provided in addition to proposed impact 
indicated. 

5. 25’ wetland buffers are labeled and offset line provided on plans. 
6. 25’ wetland buffer impacts will be added as requested. 
7. Noted. 
8. Noted. 
9. Temporary buffer restoration will be indicated along with how they will be 

restored (including seed mixes proposed). 
10. The applicant can have language added to the condominium documents that 

directs unit owners as comment requested.   
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11. Additional signage can be added as requested at the wetland limits. Sign detail 
will be adjusted specific to the site. 

12. Trail will be out of wetland limits and with minimal impact to the 25’ buffer, 
along with no impact to the protected woodland trees.  In order for the trail to 
loop, connect to the pedestrian bridge and future loop road, along with zero 
impact to the protected woodland trees, there will be some impact to the 25’ 
buffer.  

13. Storm water pre-treatment systems are provided prior to entering the underground 
storage/wetlands. 

14. A restoration plan will be provided as requested. 
 
Woodland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0111)  
In response to letter from ECT, Pete Hill, P.E., dated August 7, 2018. 
 

Wetland and Watercourse Comments: 
1. Calculation for required replacement trees will be updated per comment and the 

landscaped plan adjusted accordingly.  A conservation easement will be provided 
around the replacement trees and clearly shown. 

2. Calculation for required replacement trees will be updated per comment and the 
landscaped plan adjusted accordingly.   

3. Trail will be out of wetland limits and with minimal impact to the 25’ buffer, 
along with no impact to the protected woodland trees.  In order for the trail to 
loop, connect to the pedestrian bridge and future loop road, along with zero 
impact to the protected woodland trees, there will be some impact to the 25’ 
buffer.  

4. Noted. 
5. Noted. 
6. Noted. 
7. Noted. 
8. A conservation easement will be provided over the area that the five replacement 

trees are planted.  
9. A restoration plan will be provided as requested. 

 
Fire Department Review  
In response to letter from City of Novi, Kevin S. Pierce, dated July 30, 2018. 
 

Comments: 
1. Secondary access, 20’ wide, provided through unit 2 and 9 to adjacent property to 

the west.  See sheet 12. 
2. A secondary access will be provided for unit 5. 
3. Noted and provided. 
4. Secondary access noted in comment 2 will be provided by connecting parking lot 

in unit 4 and 5 which will also provide turning radius as required for units 4 and 5.  
Unit 3 and 7 will be adjusted and greater detail will be provided for individual 
unit site plan submittals. 

5. Unit 5 will provide more dimensions and not exceed the 150’ distance. 
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6. The water distribution is proposed to be connected in (2) locations, one in the 
southwest and one in southeast.   This information is provided on sheet 14.  The 
system is looped with a 12” ductile iron pipe, per City of Novi Requirements. 

7. A separate fire conection and domestic water connection will be provided for each 
unit, with the exception of unit 9. The line from the valve to the main will be 
provided in an easement. 

8. Hydrant spacing provided at 300’ spacing (not as the crow flies). City of Novi 
details and notes directing contractors are provided for construction to follow the 
“Design and Construction Standards”, see sheet 14. Hydrants will be added to 
sheet 13.   

9. Noted.  Additional detail will be provided on individual unit site plan submittals. 
10. City of Novi details and notes directing contractors are provided for construction 

to follow the “Design and Construction Standards”, see sheet 14. 
11. Noted. Will comply. 
12. Noted. Will comply. 
13. City of Novi details and notes directing contractors are provided for construction 

to follow the “Design and Construction Standards”, see sheet 14. 
14. Noted.  Additional detail will be provided on individual unit site plan submittals. 
15. Noted.  Additional detail will be provided on individual unit site plan submittals. 
16. Noted.  Additional detail will be provided on individual unit site plan submittals. 
17. Buildings above the 55’ height will conform to IBC standards for high rise (Type 

I or II) construction. 
18. Noted. Will add note to the phasing plan. 
19. Noted. Will add note to the demolition and site plan. 
20. Noted. Will add note to the phasing plan and site plan. 
21. Noted. Will add note to the phasing plan and site plan. 
22. Noted. Will add note to the site and utility plan. 
23. Noted. Will add note to the site and utility plan. 
24. Noted. Will provide addition information on site plan, utility plan, and gate detail 

as requested. 
25. Will comply. 
26. Will comply. 
27. No storage in the stairwell. 

 
Ordinance Sign Review Report  
In response to letter from City of Novi, Maureen Underhill, dated July 30, 2018. 
 

Entranceway Sign Review: 
1. Noted. 
2. Noted. 
3. Sign location will be adjusted to 10’ from the ROW. 
4.  
5. Variance/deviation requested of 9’, to provide proposed height of 15’. 
6. No comment 

 
28-1 Ground Sign (expressway frontage) Review: 
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1. Noted. 
2. Noted. 
3.  
4. Variance/deviation requested of 9’, to provide proposed height of 15’. 
5. Noted. 

 
Individual Monument Sign Review. 

1. A deviation is requested for unit 6 to be able to provide “28-1 Ground Sign 
(expressway frontage)” sign and an individual monument sign specific for the 
unit. 

2. Individual monument sign details will be located and applied for by the individual 
units, per City of Novi requirements. 

3. Noted. 
4. No comment. 

 
 



 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
PETITIONER 
Orville Properties, LLC   
 
REVIEW TYPE 
1st Revision: Rezoning Request from EXPO (Expo) to TC (Town Center) with a Planned Rezoning 
Overlay (PRO) 
 
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Section 15 

Site Location Address: 43700 Expo Center Drive; Parcel Id: 50-22-15-476-045 
north of Grand River Avenue and south of I-96 in Section 15 

Site School Novi  Community School District 
Current Site Expo: Expo 
Proposed Site TC: Town Center 
Adjoining Zoning North C: Conference (across I-96) 
 East TC: Town Center 
 West I-2: General Industrial  
 South I-1: Light Industrial 
Current Site Use Vacant; Existing unused parking lot 

Adjoining Uses 

North Novi Oaks Hotels 
East Retail/Restaurants  
West Industrial Office
South Industrial Office

Site Size Approximately 21.8 Acres (950,073 SF) 
Plan Date Revised: July 19, 2018 (Original: June 6, 2018) 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant is proposing to develop the property as a multi-unit commercial development 
consisting of nine units accessed by a proposed private drive.  The development proposes a mix of 
two hotels, one fitness center, two restaurants, one indoor recreational facility, off-street parking lot 
for seasonal events and an unlisted use similar to automobile sales facility. The existing water tower 
on site is proposed remain on a separate unit. The current PRO Concept Plan includes a request for 
an Unlisted Use Determination under Section 4.87 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The table below lists the prospective users for each unit based on the information provided by the 
applicant at the time of Pre-application meeting.  
 

Unit No. End Users Proposed Height Proposed Use Category 

Unit 1 I-Fly 70 ft.  Indoor Commercial Recreation 
Facilities 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

August 13, 2018 
Planning Review  

Adell Center PRO 
JZ 18-24 with Rezoning 18.724 

  



JZ 18-24 Adell Center with Rezoning 18.724                                                                              August 13, 2018 
Revised PRO Concept Plan: Planning Review (1st Revision)  Page 2 of 26 
 

 

Unit 2 Planet Fitness 40 ft. to 50 ft. (2 stories) Indoor Commercial Recreation 
Facilities 

Unit 3 Fairfield Inn & 
Suites 63 ft.  (5 stories) Hotels 

Unit 4 Temporary 
parking lot Not provided Off-street Parking Lot 

Unit 5 Drury Inn & Suites 84.5 ft.. (7 stories) Hotels 

Unit 6 Restaurant 20 ft. -30ft.   
(1 story) End user to be determined 

Unit 7 Restaurant 20 ft. -30ft.  (1 story) End user to be determined 

Unit 8 Carvana 75’-10” (8 tiers) Unlisted Use 

Unit 9 Water Tower 120 ft. Existing tower Existing Structure 
 
Note, however, that the current revised Concept plan does not appear to clearly identify the same 
end users as are set forth in the Table above. The applicant’s response letter prior to Planning 
Commission meeting dated July 3, 2018 requested to include the end users in the PRO agreement. 
References to the specific users that are still identified may appear throughout this review.  As of 
today (8/15/2018), all of the users listed in the above table are correct.  Kevin Adell is currently 
finalizing purchase agreements for Units 6 and 7.   
 
The applicant is not proposing a phased construction; however, the applicant is proposing to build 
the roads and the utilities first. Individual users will build within the respective unit boundaries shown 
on the plan. The applicant submitted a narrative and a Community Impact Statement.  
 
CHANGES WITH THE CURRENT SUBMITTAL 
The applicant has provided a revised concept plan submittal following the last Planning Commission 
public hearing. The revised submittal addressed some of the issues raised in the last round of reviews 
and some of the comments discussed by the Planning Commission. Staff’s summary of changes is 
listed below. Except for the change to road width and associated changes, other revisions are minor. 
Staff comments in detail are provided throughout the report: 
 

1. Increased the proposed private road width from 30 feet to 36 feet 
2. Unit 2 and 3 are sited closer to each other with the current layout  
3. Unit 1, 6, 7 and 8 are reduced in size to accommodate road expansion 
4. Internal parking lot layout for Unit 6, 7, Unit 2 (Fairfield) and Unit 8(Carvana) is changed 
5. Provided a revised list of deviations 
6. Provided updated Open space calculations. Staff comments provided later in the review. 
7. Indicated pedestrian trail in the southern area on the revised PRO Concept plan 
8. Proposed additional pedestrian nodes and connections to individual buildings 
9. Indicated Future Right Of Way lines on the PRO Concept plan 
10. Provided additional signage details for Adell property signs 
11. Revised elevations for I-Fly building (supplemented via e-mail after hard copy submittal) 
12. Revised narrative for Carvana 
13. Provided parking calculations on the plans 
14. Proposed parking spaces reduced from 911 to 811 (reduction of 100 spaces), most likely due 

to roadway expansion 
15. Required parking spaces are reduced by 38 spaces from last submittal, because the 

applicant has eliminated Unit 4 parking from required calculations.  
16. Dumpster locations are indicated for some of the units 
17. Unit 4 is now referred to as temporary use and a reference to seasonal events is removed from 

the plans.  
18. A list of revised allowable uses within Town Center district is provided.  
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PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY 
The applicant submitted for a Pre-Application Meeting, which was held on May 14, 2018. Staff 
indicated that the proposed zoning conflicts the future land use designation and requested 
additional information to make an informed recommendation to the Planning Commission and the 
City Council.  
 
The proposed rezoning category requested by the applicant is currently not supported by the Future 
Land Use Map. The applicant has requested to waive the requirement to attend Master Planning 
and Zoning Committee with a letter dated June 11, 2018 
 
Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 11, 2018 and postponed their recommendation 
to Council based on the following motion: Staff Comments based on the current submittal are 
provided in bold.  
 
In the matter request of Orville Properties, L.L.C. for the Adell Center, JZ18-24 with Zoning Map 
Amendment 18.724, a motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO and 
Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to provide additional information and to allow the City 
staff and consultants, and the Planning Commission, to evaluate all aspects of the Concept Plan as 
proposed.  This recommendation is made for the following reasons: 
  

1. Additional information is required regarding parking.  The applicant’s materials refer to a 
shared parking study, but no such study has been provided for review by the staff and 
consultants or the Planning Commission.  In addition, at this time, the materials provided by 
the applicant do not include information regarding the minimum number of spaces that are 
required by ordinance to be provided, and the number provided per each proposed use or 
site, so that the City staff and consultants and Planning Commission can determine the nature 
and extent of the variance or deviation requested as part of the PRO.  Information that the 
City normally would have includes things such as parking counts per use or site based, for 
example, on the number of hotel rooms and amount of banquet space (for the hotel uses) 
and/or the number of seats or employees for the restaurants proposed.  The materials and 
documentation provided so far is insufficient for the review required. Parking calculations are 
provided as a separate table. The applicant has provided total number of parking spaces 
required per ordinance, spaces required per user and spaces proposed. There is no 
supporting data that shows that how the applicant has arrived at those numbers. Staff is not 
able to confirm the numbers provided as required due to missing information. Please refer to 
the Parking memo attached to the review letter for more details.  The number of required 
spaces listed in the table are requested based on the request from each of the individual unit 
purchasers.  Each of the users are national companies with a vast amount of knowledge and 
experience in each of their industries.  We kindly request that the city approve this deviation 
request based on their actual requirements vs. the parking space count as generated by city 
ordinance.  
 

2. The staff and the Planning Commission require more information regarding the effect of 
widening the pavement for the roadway, as recently proposed by the applicant (such as a 
revised concept plan with updated lot lines, setbacks, greenbelt, conceptual parking lot 
layout, etc.), from 30 feet to 36 feet, which may result in different/additional variances or 
deviations as described in the planning staff’s memo. The current revised concept plan 
indicates Current revised plan proposes a 36 foot wide road as recommended by the 
Engineering review. Lot layout is adjusted accordingly. Units 6, 7 and 8 appear to be made 
smaller to allow for the expansion. The revisions eliminate the three major deviations listed by 
the Engineering review. However, the Planning deviations from previous layout are similar to 
the ones with the current layout.  We concur.  
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3. If the road is not widened from 30 feet to 36 feet, the City staff and consultants have asked 
for additional information as described in the planning staff’s memo. This item is not 
applicable anymore as the road has been revised to 36 feet wide. However, staff 
recommends the applicant consider striping it for a 3-lane roadway for better traffic flow 
throughout the development.  Based on our discussions with our traffic consultant, we concur 
that the proposed roadway should be striped for a 3 lane roadway.  This information will be 
added to the final site plan submittal.  
 

4. Information regarding the use of the water tower, if any, as part of the development has not 
been provided. The applicant did not explicitly provide additional information with regard to 
a use for the water tower, as part of development, in the response letter. A note on sheet 10-
Demolition Plan refers to revising water lines to and from the water tower for future connection 
to irrigation system. A reference to irrigation plans is made, but those plans are not included 
in the submittal.  Mr. Adell has decided to use the water tower as a reservoir for the on-site 
irrigation system for the roadway greenbelt, pocket parks and the I-96 berm and landscape 
areas.  He will also extend the irrigation line to each of the individual units to be used 
exclusively for irrigation purposes.  The irrigation line will be a completely private system and 
will not be part of the City of Novi domestic system connections to each individual unit.   
 

5. Additional information is required with regard to the proposed uses for Unit 4; more 
specifically, if the uses are more intense than simply parking they may require additional 
improvements (e.g., a turn lane), and additional trip generation information may be required. 
Additional information with regard to possible uses for Unit 4 is not listed on the plans or in a 
response letter. Mr. Adell has no current plans to sell Unit 4 as a development lot, but he does 
reserve the right to do so at some point in the future.  Currently, the intent of Unit 4 is to provide 
a location for the development visitors to gather for small events.  He is currently working with 
Providence Park in creating a location for which visitors can utilize this unit for purposes such 
yoga classes, health trail (through the southerly open space area) as well as small participant 
events such as art exhibits or small musical events.  The attached exhibit illustrates a 
conceptual layout of Unit 4.  The information illustrated on the attached is very preliminary 
and subject to change before we make a formal submittal to the city. 
 

6. The City’s facade consultant has requested additional information regarding certain of the 
uses as described in the façade review letter. Additional information requested by Façade 
with regard to Fairfield and Planet Fitness elevations which have not been provided. The 
submittal packet included older version of the I-Fly elevations. However, I-Fly’s 
representatives requested staff to review a PDF version of updated elevations. The applicant 
is asked to insure that the requested elevations be included with subsequent submittals.  We 
defer the comments from the façade consultant’s review to the individual unit users.  We do 
offer the following comments from the end users.   
 

 IFLY is currently working on a new building façade associated with their Generation 9 
building.  IFLY has been communicating with staff and the city’s façade consultant 
toward their deviation request for building materials. 
 

7. Additional information is required regarding sign packages for certain of the uses, in particular 
Carvana and I Fly, which have not been completed and submitted in the required format 
with all required information. Additional information is required regarding sign packages for 
certain of the uses, in particular Carvana and I-Fly, which have not been completed and 
submitted in the required format with all required information. This issue is not addressed with 
the current submittal. Additional dimensions for the Adell development signage have been 
provided.  We understand that IFLY and Carvana are working through their signage 
packages with city staff.  As indicated in our list of deviations, we humbly request signage 
deviations to allow for the signage for IFLY and Carvana as they have presented to staff. 
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8. The City’s Traffic Consultant and City Engineer have not resolved the speed limit on the 
roadway, which may affect the driveway spacing between Units 3 and 4, and between Units 
2 and 3. The City’s Traffic Consultant is in agreement with the 25 mph speed limit proposed by 
the applicant for Adell Drive.  We concur.  The final site plan will include the posted speed 
limit of 25 mph. 
 

9. The location and exact description of the 15% open space needs to be clarified; the trails 
referred to need to be shown, and the effects on woodlands as described in the woodland 
consultant’s letter must also be clarified. Applicant has identified 15 percent open space in 
various locations within the site, the majority of it being located along the southern part. This 
area contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 25 percent of the open space 
area in the southerly portion. Wetlands are not considered usable open space.  Staff would 
support a deviation for not meeting the minimum requirements for open space, provided the 
applicant considers restoration efforts to existing wetlands and woodlands are in order to 
make it more usable and aesthetically pleasing as recommended in Wetlands review letter.  
The proposed trail is shown on the PRO Concept plan. It appears that there are no impacts to 
any regulated woodlands. The plan notes that path will be field located. Staff recommends 
that field location is inspected by staff prior to installation. Ideally, the applicant should 
attempt to locate the trail outside of regulated wetlands and 25-foot wetland buffers while 
preserving existing trees.  We take this opportunity to correct what may be a misinterpretation 
of the PRO concept plan.  Sheet 19 of the PRO plan set illustrates all of the open space area 
(see the cross hatch area on the legend).  In addition to the open space area, the regulated 
wetlands are indicated with shading.  The open space areas are not inclusive of the wetlands 
areas as indicated by the cross hatch, therefore the total open space area provided is 16.78 
percent of the overall site area.     

10. The applicant is encouraged to address and/or reduce the number of deviations required 
and provide information showing how each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be 
deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the 
development that would be in the public interest, and would be consistent with the Master 
Plan and the surrounding area. The applicant has provided a revised list of deviations. Please 
refer to Page 15 for detailed comments on this item.  
 

11. The applicant should have the opportunity to clarify if any PRO conditions are being offered 
under the PRO provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant did not provide any 
information addressing this item.  Mr. Adell has authorized a limited number of PRO 
conditions including the following restricted uses: 
 

 Gas Stations 
 Tattoo Parlors 
 Medical/Recreational Marijuana Uses 
 Adult Uses 
 Pawn shope 
 Hookah bar/lounges or similar uses 
 Vape Shops or similar uses 
 24-hr Convenience Stores 
 Fast-food or fast-food with drive-through restaurants 

 
12. The applicant should incorporate more elements of the Town Center (TC) District relative to 

pedestrian walkability and shared parking in order to comply more with the TC District 
requirements and guidelines. With the current revised submittal, the applicant added little 
pocket parks at regular intervals and provided pedestrian connections to individual buildings. 
The plan also proposes a decorative brick wall along Adell Drive. These requirements are 
however required by the Town Center Ordinance. Some additional elements like small pocket 
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parks, a promenade in Unit 4 and a trail in the open space area are proposed. The applicant 
should still consider providing connectivity between northern and southern developments 
and providing larger pocket parks.  As part of the final site plan submittal, we will add a 
pedestrian crosswalk connecting the two proposed pocket parks in the front of Units 5 & 6 as 
currently indicated on the PRO Plan.  This pedestrian connection will provide walking 
pedestrians access to both the northerly and southerly portions of the Adell Center project.  
The proposed crossing location is situated along the straight roadway portion of Adell Center 
Drive between the two curves.  Note that this roadway will be posted 25 MPH, therefore the 
crosswalk will be located in a highly visible slow traffic area.  With the strategically placed 
and frequent pocket park locations throughout the site in addition to the larger park area in 
the southerly portion of the property, Mr. Adell is not proposing to make any of the park areas 
larger.  Note that the overall open space area is larger than the minimum 15% open space 
requirement.  

 
PRO OPTION 
The PRO option creates a “floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a 
parcel.  As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to be changed (in this case from EXPO 
to TC) and the applicant enters into a PRO agreement with the City, whereby the applicant submits 
a conceptual plan for development of the site. The City Council reviews the Concept Plan, and if 
the plan may be acceptable, it directs for preparation of an agreement between the City and the 
applicant, which also requires City Council approval.   Following final approval of the PRO concept 
plan and PRO agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval under 
standard site plan review procedures.  The PRO runs with the land, so future owners, successors, or 
assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent modification by the City of Novi.  If the 
development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning and PRO concept plan expires and 
the agreement becomes void. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Planning Commission will be provided with a motion for postponement, approval and denial in the 
Planning Commission packets to be shared prior to the meeting.  The Commission should consider 
postponing the decision to a later date to allow the applicant additional time to address the 
additional information/clarification as discussed in the Parking Memo attached and other comments 
discussed in this review.  Based on our discussion with Mr. Adell, we are requesting that this project 
not be delayed again, and that this case be moved forward to City Council.   
 
COMMENTS 
It is staff’s opinion that the proposed rezoning district of TC, Town Center may be a reasonable 
alternative for the subject property, even though it is not supported by future land use map.  
However, the application is missing information and there are too many deviations from the 
ordinance standards for Planning Staff to be able to support the request at this time.  Some of the 
concerns are as follows;  

 
1. As the applicant stated in the submitted narrative dated June 05, 2018, staff agrees that it is 

highly unlikely that another exposition center will be built on this property since Suburban 
Collection showplace is well established in City of Novi. However, as the current EXPO zoning 
district allows, alternative uses to an exposition facility are currently permitted, and the intent 
indicates the EXPO district is also designed to promote research, office and light industrial 
development, and help meet the needs of the City’s expected future economy for all types 
of research, office, light industrial and related uses.  In addition to the permitted Exposition 
facilities uses, the EXPO District also allows professional office buildings, offices and offices 
sales and service activities, public or private health and fitness facilities and clubs, medical 
offices, research and development, technical training and design of pilot or experimental 
products, data processing centers, warehousing, and many other uses as listed in the 
ordinance. As noted, many of the uses permitted in the I-1 Light Industrial District in Section 
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3.1.18, except greenhouses and pet boarding facilities are currently permitted as the property 
is zoned.  Based on our previous discussions with staff, and upon our review of the EXPO 
portion of the ordinance, many of the listed uses within the EXPO district are allowed but only 
when part of a development which includes an exposition facility.  Knowing that the City of 
Novi cannot support two exposition facilities, Mr. Adell feels there is no viable way to develop 
the subject property under the current zoning.     

2. The last operating building on the subject property was the Novi Exposition facility which was 
demolished in 2012. The site has been vacant since then. The subject property is an ideal 
candidate for redevelopment either under the current zoning, or another zoning district.   

3. The subject property is the only undeveloped property located near the edge of the existing 
Town Center District boundary.  

4. The City’s Future Land Use map indicates Office Service Technology (OST) which allows most 
of the uses previously identified such as hotels and motels (when designed to be an integral 
part of the office development), sit-down restaurants, indoor recreational facilities and Off-
street parking lots as permitted uses. One exception to this is Carvana, which requires City 
Council approval for unlisted use determination. The submitted development plan is not 
currently proposing any office related uses; therefore the hotel and restaurant uses would 
currently not fit within the OST District. (Staff does not agree with applicant’s interpretation 
that the OST retail overlay services are applicable to the subject property) 

 
The proposed uses (except Carvana which is subject to separate City Council approval) and the 
rezoning category could therefore be acceptable alternative to the current zoning, or to the Town 
Center zoning district, but the proposed Concept Plan does not meet the design intent of Town Center 
district Ordinance for multiple reasons and is also not conforming to multiple requirements of the 
Ordinance. Staff believes that the applicant has ample opportunity to modify the plan to meet the 
intent of TC district and note the following for applicant’s consideration: 
 

1. TOWN CENTER AREA STUDY:  The property’s proximity to the surrounding retail, restaurants and 
hotels could make the proposed rezoning category appropriate; the applicant should be 
able to achieve greater compliance with the design guidelines from Town Center Area Study 
and redesign the site layout to more closely meet the intent of Town Center district. Town 
Center area study offers the following recommendations for northwest area which is 
immediately abutting the subject property.  

a. Use Middle Rouge in site design  
b. Pedestrian-oriented with small front/side setbacks.   
c. Shared parking located at rear or side of building. 

 
2. DESIGN AND LAYOUT CONCERNS: The current layout is more consistent with a traditional 

industrial park layout we typically see in Light Industrial districts.  The applicant has stated that 
the current unit boundaries have been mutually agreed upon with purchasers and the 
applicant has confirmed our understanding that the applicant is reluctant to make major 
layout changes in their response letter dated July 3, 2018.  We can reaffirm the applicant’s 
position on the layout.  The applicant can still consider: 

a. Providing additional amenities within the site such as benches, safety paths, 
decorative lighting etc., which the applicant has indicated that the end users will 
provide with individual site plan applications.  We reaffirm that each of the end users 
will provide their own site plan applications and go through the review process.  

b. Enhancing the site design to use the existing branch of the Middle Rouge River as an 
amenity or focal point. A restoration plan suggested by our Wetland review would 
address this concern.  The applicant will submit a wetland enhancement plan as part 
of the final site plan approval process.  

c. Creating safe and attractive pedestrian connections between the units by creating 
breaks in the sea of parking.  A couple of pedestrian nodes and sidewalks are added, 
but no changes to parking lot are proposed.  Pedestrian sidewalks have been added 



JZ 18-24 Adell Center with Rezoning 18.724                                                                              August 13, 2018 
Revised PRO Concept Plan: Planning Review (1st Revision)  Page 8 of 26 
 

 

from each of the individual buildings to the public walkway system.  We anticipate 
that the end users will continue to propose this amenity as part of their individual site 
plan submittal package.  

d. Expanding and enhancing the proposed pocket parks.  
e. Better defining the potential uses and layout for Unit 4. It is not referred to as temporary 

uses. A reference to seasonal events is removed.  See our comments above. 
f. Proposing shared parking among the various proposed uses; and thereby providing 

additional green spaces by reducing the parking spaces. A formal Shared parking 
agreement is currently not proposed.  Each of the individual end users (excepts units 
6 and 7 to which purchase agreements have not been finalized) has expressed 
opposition to shared parking due to complexities with long term maintenance and 
common peak usage times between units.  It is possible that a shared parking study 
may be created for units 6 and 7 as the conceptual plans for those units are further 
defined. 

g. Considering revisions to site plan to minimize the number of deviations requested. 
Road layout is modified thereby eliminating all Engineering deviations.  We concur.  

 
3. PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT: As stated in Sec. 3.1.25.A., ‘The TC, Town Center district 

is designed and intended to promote the development of a pedestrian accessible, 
commercial service district in which a variety of retail, commercial, office, civic and 
residential uses are permitted’. The proposed uses (with the exception of Carvana) can be 
classified as commercial/entertainment uses which align with the intent of TC, Town Center 
district. The current revised submittal proposed some pedestrian nodes and pedestrian 
connections to buildings. There appears to be a disconnect between northern and southern 
parts of development along Adell Drive. The applicant can consider crosswalk as 
recommended in Traffic review to allow for better pedestrian connectivity and use this 
opportunity to create larger pocket parks in those areas.  Mr Adell has agreed to construct a 
crosswalk between the pocket parks located along the frontages of units 5 and 6.  The 
location of this crosswalk is desirable as it is located at the midpoint of the straight portion of 
the road between the two major curves.  It should be noted that this is a 25 mph speed area, 
which allows for safer pedestrian movement across the proposed roadway.  
 

4. ALLOWABLE USES FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT: List of suggested allowable uses provided by the 
applicant on sheet 2, should be revised to address the following:  

a. Regroup as permitted uses and special land uses as listed in Section 3.1.25.  
b. Add a note that each of the uses is subject to Use Standards in Article 4 of Zoning 

Ordinance A note will be added to the PRO Plan 
c. Drive-thru is allowed in TC subject to special land use and certain conditions. They 

should be located within 300 feet from intersection of two arterials. Units 6 and 7, 
proposed for a drive-thru do not qualify. A reference to drive-thru should be 
eliminated.  A deviation request has been added to allow for a drive thru on Unit 6. 

d. Medical offices and laboratories is a not a permitted use under TC district. This item 
should be removed.  Medical offices and laboratories will be removed from the list. 

e. Last two bullet points on sheet 2 that references to other uses and accessory 
structures should be removed.  Other uses and accessory uses as listed on Sheet 2 
are included as principal permitted uses in the TC zoning district.    

f. The applicant should also provide a list of restricted uses on the PRO Concept plan, 
to be included in the agreement to ensure a quality development. Some of the staff 
recommended uses are as follows:  We concur with all except the drive through 
restriction.   
 Gas Stations 
 Tattoo Parlors 
 Medical/Recreational Marijuana Uses 
 Adult uses 
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 Pawn shops 
 Hookah bar/lounges or similar uses 
 Vape Shops or similar uses 
 24-hour Convenience Stores 
 Fast-food or fast-food with drive-through restaurants 

 
5. POSSIBLE USES FOR UNIT 4: Sheet 2 notes that “The parking lot and gazebo shown on the 

proposed unit is planned to be a temporary use by the developer and is subject to future 
developer in accordance with PRO agreement for the Adell center.” The future building is 
estimated to be 7,000 square feet. There are 38 spaces proposed at this time. The applicant 
should note that the future use and size for the proposed building is limited by the parking 
available. For example, a 7,000 sq. feet restaurant could not be allowed because it would 
require 100 spaces and a loading zone. Due to unknown factor of future use, location and 
size of the building, any future changes to use and/or layout would require an amendment 
to the PRO agreement. It is staff’s opinion that a 7,000 square feet building is not feasible and 
large for this Unit size. The PRO agreement will need to address future changes to the use, if 
any.  Currently there are no plans to develop Unit 4, however Mr. Adell reserves the right to 
develop Unit 4 at some point in the future.  We agree that Unit 4 may not be a desirable site 
for a restaurant in the future, but we anticipate a future use will come about that will fit on 
Unit 4 in compliance with the city’s TC ordinance requirements and the PRO agreement.   
 

6. OFF-STREET PARKING LOTS FOR SEPARATE USES: ‘The TC Town Center district is further designed 
and intended to discourage the development of separate off-street parking facilities for each 
individual use, and to encourage the development of off-street parking facilities designed to 
accommodate the needs of several individual uses’. The proposed concept plan depicts 
each unit as having related parking within their respective unit boundaries, with the exception 
of the both the restaurants. All the parking lots are mostly connected to each other with 
shared access drives with the exception of Unit 5 (Drury Hotel). It is staff’s opinion that this 
development provides an opportunity to reduce parking by proposing shared parking 
arrangement, supported by a shared parking study, thus leaving additional space for public 
gathering or usable open space or  to reduce deviations. Carvana noted in their narrative 
that they have reduced their minimum parking from 40 to 30 in order to address this comment. 
Data to support such as a reduction is recommended to be provided (i.e. shared parking 
study etc.).  Each of the individual end users (excepts units 6 and 7 to which purchase 
agreements have not been finalized) has expressed opposition to shared parking due to 
complexities with long term maintenance and common peak usage times between units.  It 
is possible that a shared parking study may be created for units 6 and 7 as the conceptual 
plans for those units are further defined.  
 

19. PARKING CALCULATIONS: With the current revised submittal, proposed parking spaces are 
reduced from 911 to 811 (reduction of 100 spaces), most likely due to roadway expansion. 
Required parking spaces are reduced by 36 spaces from last submittal, because the 
applicant has eliminated Unit 4 parking from required calculations. Based on the calculations, 
the applicant has provided, which the staff is unable to confirm at this time, it appears that 
additional 42 spaces are proposed within the development. Of those, 38 are proposed on 
Unit 4. If Unit 4 is considered overflow parking for the development, then its possible future 
development would eliminate the parking overage. The applicant should provide information 
requested by staff in planning memo on establishing the minimum parking requirement so 
that staff can establish the minimum parking requirement, i.e. verify applicant’s counts. The 
applicant should note that any further reduction to established minimum parking requirement 
would warrant a shared parking study or an amendment to PRO agreement for reduction in 
parking requirement at that time, by the individual user who makes the request. The scope of 
work for a shared parking will be determined based on the units affected by the request at 
that time and would need to be agreed to by all affected units.  The current PRO deviation 
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is being requested to allow for a reduction in on-site as indicated on the PRO plan.  The 
proposed parking on each unit (except units 6 and 7) comes at the request of each individual 
end user based on their parking needs at other facilities across the nation. 
  

7. UNLISTED USE DETERMINATION:  The intent of the Town Center District recognizes that uses such 
as new and used motor vehicle sales can have a disruptive effect on the intended pedestrian 
orientation of the districts. One of the proposed uses, Carvana, is a non-traditional model 
used for used vehicle sales. It does not have traditional style of larger horizontal parking lots 
for sale vehicles display. It is an experimental concept. However there is no guarantee for the 
long-term viability of the use.  Please refer to Unlisted Use Determination memo provided 
under a separate packet for more comments on unlisted use determination. Staff is currently 
unable to make a full determination on the nature of the use because of the lack of 
information such as alternate use for the building, identified use category in other 
communities and date to support the proposed parking counts. The applicant is asked to refer 
to the attached memo and address the staff’s concerns.  Based on the presentation by 
Carvana at the July 11th planning commission meeting and the numerous existing Carvana 
locations, one could argue that Carvana is not an experimental concept.  Given the current 
technological world of today, there are numerous existing brick and mortar establishments 
(such as several malls and big box stores) that are being re-purposed into other uses.  In the 
event that any of the uses within the Adell Center development goes dormant, one would 
anticipate that the currently proposed buildings would be either repurposed or torn down to 
be replaced by a new use.    
 

8. ADELL DRIVE: Traffic review recommends that the developer develop the road with a three-
lane cross-section to further accommodate left-turning activities and provide a wider “buffer 
zone” for large vehicles entering/exiting the various facilities without entering into the 
opposing traffic through lane.   We concur.  The Final Site Plan will include striping for a 3 lane 
roadway. 

 
5. OPEN SPACE AND RESTORATION PLAN: The Open Space Plan (Sheet 19) proposes the 

required open spaces on Unit 6, Unit 4, end of the cul-de-sac and south side of the Middle 
Rouge River. The southerly area contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 
25 percent of the open area. The southern area of the site contains a large quantity of 
undesirable, invasive plant and shrub species located in the wetlands and woodland areas 
as well as refuse and debris generally located along the banks of the Walled Lake Branch. 
The applicant should consider providing a proposed restoration/site enhancement plan 
that addresses these items in order to provide for a more usable and aesthetic Open Space 
area for the development.  The applicant will submit a wetland enhancement plan as part 
of the final site plan approval process. 
 

6. RING ROAD/PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The Revised Concept Plan indicates the City-
owned Right-of-Way for the Ring Road improvements. However, the ALTA survey (sheet 06) 
and legal description are not updated. The applicant should provide the accurate legal 
description to PRO Concept Plan approval. Sheet 19 indicates the following square footages 
for the site 

 Property Area: 979,123 SF 
 Potential Future Right-of-way Area: 29,050 SF (0.67 Acres) 
 Net property Area: 950,073 SF 
 Total wetlands: 0.92 Acres 

A new legal description that reflects the city owned Right-of-Way is included as part of this 
submittal package and will be reflected on the final PRO plan, and in the final PRO 
agreement. 
 

7. DEVIATIONS: The applicant has provided a revised list of deviations with the current submittal. 
The widening of the proposed private drive eliminated three Engineering deviations and 
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minor change to layout eliminated another parking lot design deviation. The current list 
provided some clarity to some concerns discussed by staff, but does not propose to reduce 
the number of deviations. Please refer to Page xxx for detailed comments from staff. Staff 
continues to believe that there is some opportunity to reduce a few deviations or at least 
provide additional date to support the request such as reduction of parking and side parking 
setbacks etc.  

 
8. PRO CONCEPT PLAN: Sheet 2 states that the proposed building and parking lot layouts are 

conceptual only. This does not meet the intent of PRO Concept plan. This note must be 
removed. This note will be removed and replaced with a note that states “The proposed 
buildings and parking lot layouts are preliminary and subject to final site plan approval per 
the City of Novi TC zoning district and the Adell Center PRO Development Agreement”.  
Development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive requirements 
shown or specified on the PRO Plan. The applicant should note that the following would 
possibly require an amendment to the PRO Agreement, unless otherwise agreed upon: 
 

a. Any major changes to building and parking layout from the approved PRO Plan would 
possibly require an amendment to the PRO plan.  

b. Any deviations that are not requested/approved at this time  
c. Change of use for any of the units that are not listed as part of the allowable uses 
d. Reduction of established minimum parking count. A shared parking study may be 

required at that time.  
e. Future development for Unit 4 
f. Deviations from Sign Ordinance 

 
9. FUTURE SITE PLAN REVIEWS: The proposed development is an ambitious project that would 

require a carefully laid out implementation plan. The applicant, who is also the current land 
owner, is proposing to build the roads and the utilities and divide the land into individual 
condominium units. Each future buyer will then be responsible for getting necessary site plan 
and other permit approvals, and be responsible for each unit’s construction. There is no 
tentative timeline indicated for completion of all units. Until all units are completed, the 
impacts of construction traffic to the surrounding areas/businesses are hard to contemplate.  
 
Since the development will be tied to PRO plan, when individual site plans are submitted for 
review, they are expected to conform to the code requirements for all items that are not are 
regulated by the approved deviations and conditions as part of the PRO Agreement. For 
these reasons, it is vital staff to have a clear understanding of what is being proposed at this 
time in order to provide clarity for future reviews. The applicant should provide the intent to 
address possible or anticipated future deviations if they are not requested at this time. This 
information is provided with the current submittal.   The information currently presented 
represents the best available information for the proposed uses of each of the individual units 
within the Adell Center Development.  The current list of deviations is generated from our 
review of the City of Novi zoning ordinance and input from each of the current end users.  As 
final site plans are submitted by each individual user, it is expected that all City of Novi TC 
zoning ordinances will be complied with unless approved as a deviation as part of the Adell 
Center PRO agreement.  If any of the future users deem it necessary to request an additional 
deviation, then they will be required to file an PRO amendment request with the City of Novi. 
 
 
 

COMPARISON OF ZONING DISTRICTS 
The following table provides a comparison of the current (EXPO) and proposed (TC) zoning 
classifications.  
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 EXPO Zoning 
(Existing) 

TC 
(Proposed) 

Intent 

The EXPO Exposition Overlay district is 
designed to accommodate the 
development of a planned exposition 
facility.    The EXPO district is also designed 
to promote research, office and light 
industrial development, and help meet the 
needs of the City’s expected future 
economy for all types of research, office, 
light industrial and related uses 

The TC, Town Center district is designed 
and intended to promote the 
development of a pedestrian 
accessible, commercial service district 
in which a variety of retail, commercial, 
office, civic and residential uses are 
permitted. 

Principal Permitted 
Uses 

See attached copy of Section 3.1.14.B for 
EXPO uses 
Uses permitted in the I-1 Light Industrial 
District in Section 3.1.18, except 
greenhouses and pet boarding facilities. 
See attached copy Section 3.1.18.B and 
Sec. 4.77 I-1 uses in EXPO 

See attached copy of Section 3.1.25.B 
Most of the proposed uses are 
permitted; Carvana is considered an 
unlisted use and subject to City 
Councils approval. More comments are 
provided in this letter 

Special Land Uses  See attached copy of Section 3.1.14.C See attached copy of Section 3.1.25.C 
Minimum Lot Size 

Section 3.24 Sec. 3.6.2.D determined by lot layout Maximum Lot 
Coverage 
Building Height 65 feet or 5 stories 65 feet or 5 stories whichever is less 

Building Setbacks 50 ft. or height of building (See section 3.24 
for  more regulations) 

Sec. 3.27.1.C 
Depends on type of road frontage; 
Unlike EXPO, buildings are expected to 
be closer to the street. Proposed street 
for the current PRO is considered a non-
residential collector;  
Front: 0 ft. minimum; 10 feet maximum 
Side and rear: 0 feet minimum; no 
maximum 

Usable Open 
Space Not Applicable 

200 sq. ft. 
Minimum usable open space per 
dwelling unit 
15% gross open space 

Minimum Square 
Footage 

Not Applicable 
Minimum FAR 0,5 

Not applicable 

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

 Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Master Plan Land Use Designation 

Subject Property Current: EXPO Vacant/unused 
parking lot 

Office Research Development Technology 
(uses consistent with OST Zoning District) 

Eastern Parcels TC: Town Center Retail/Restaurants 
TC Commercial 
 (uses consistent with TC Zoning District) 

Western Parcels I-2 General 
Industrial Industrial Office Industrial Research Development Technology 

(uses consistent with I-1  Zoning Districts) 
Northern Parcels  

 
C: Conference 
(across I-96) Novi Oaks Hotels PD2 and Regional Commercial  

(uses consistent with RC  Zoning District) 

Southern Parcels I-1 Light Industrial Industrial Office Office Research Development Technology 
(uses consistent with OST Zoning Districts) 
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 The subject property is tucked in a dead-end corner abutted by interstate to the north and heavily 
wooded area to the South and strip retail to the east. The site location provides limited to zero 
connectivity to adjoining properties to north, west and south. The nearest property boundary is 
approximately 400 feet from Novi Road to the east.  
 
Comau Industries, located to the west, is the only property between the subject property and rail 
road tracks. It is a well-established industrial automation company. The only connection between the 
subject property and the Comau 
site is the secondary emergency 
access proposed by the 
applicant. There is no other 
vehicular or pedestrian 
connection proposed. It is highly 
unlikely that Comau property will 
be redeveloped for a different 
land use.  
 
There is an existing water tower 
which is proposed to remain in its 
own unit as a non-conforming 
structure and/or use.    The purpose 
of the tower as a part of the new 
development is not defined at this 
time. It appears that no changes 
are proposed to the tower itself.  
 
Existing land use patterns indicate 
a concentration of retail and 
restaurants on all sides with some 
residential to the south of Grand 
River Avenue and railroad tracks as shown in the image to the right. The subject property is an ideal 
candidate for redevelopment.  It is currently zoned as Expo (Expo) and has been vacant since 2012. 
Suburban Showplace is a successful exposition facility in Novi. The last operating building on the 

Zoning                  Future Land Use 

Existing Land Uses in the Vicinity 
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subject property was the Novi 
Exposition facility which was 
demolished in 2012. It is highly 
unlikely that another exposition 
facility will be developed in close 
proximity. Although significant 
opportunities exist both as zoned 
(EXPO uses including I-1 uses 
except greenhouses and pet 
boarding facilities) and as master 
planned (OST uses). It is staff’s 
opinion that the proposed 
rezoning to Town Center district 
may be appropriate reasonable 
alternative to the 
recommendations of the Master 
Plan recommendation.  
 
It is evident that the proposed 
development that includes taller 
buildings up to 85 feet tall with 
unique uses and unique 
architectural styles is going to 
change the existing streetscape (see image below) dramatically along I-96 frontage. Other 
buildings along the I-96 frontage range in height from approximately 25 feet to 50 feet in height.  
The applicant is proposing a unified landscape and hardscape design along the proposed Adell 
drive to unify the development. The concept plan proposes a 3 feet tall berm with landscaping 
along I-96 frontage. The image above indicates the approximate heights of existing buildings in the 
vicinity. 

 
Refer to Review Summary on Page 13 for potential traffic impacts created by this property.  
 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL  
The Novi Expo Center was located on the subject property from 1992 till the building was 
demolished in 2012. The site has been vacant since then. Currently, the only structure on the 
property is the existing water tower in the northwest corner of the site, the previous building 
concrete slab and the unused parking lot. Previously, the owner proposed a couple of conceptual 
ideas for redevelopment, but none of those concepts moved forward.  
 
The current zoning of EXPO District allows hotels, restaurants and recreational facilities as permitted 
uses, when part of a development that includes an exposition facility, I-1 uses except greenhouses 

Existing Streetscape along I-96 frontage 

Approximate Building Heights in the Vicinity 
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and pet boarding facilities). The site measures approximately 23 acres of which approximately only 
4 acres are covered by regulated wetlands and woodlands. This leaves about 19 acres of 
contiguous land for development. The redevelopment potential for the site using the current zoning 
is entirely possible, given the flexibility that the EXPO District affords. 
  
The Future Land Use map recommends Office Service Technology (OST) uses of the site.  The OST 
District allows most of the uses such as hotels and motels (when designed to be an integral part of 
the overall OST Office development), sit-down restaurants (when part of an office building) and 
indoor recreational facilities, as well as Off-street parking lots, as permitted uses. The primary 
exception to that appears to be Carvana. The current development is not proposing any office 
related uses. The recommended rezoning category of TC may not allow all the proposed uses.   Due 
to its proximity to the surrounding retail, restaurants and hotels, the proposed rezoning to TC, Town 
Center may be appropriate.  
 
With the current revised submittal, the applicant added little pocket parks at regular intervals and 
provided pedestrian connections to individual buildings. The plan also proposes a decorative brick 
wall along Adell drive. These requirements are required by the Town Center Ordinance. However, as 
previously discussed, the applicant should be able to achieve greater compliance with the design 
guidelines from similar areas within the Town Center Area Study, and redesign the site layout to more 
closely meet the intent of Town Center district. The current layout is more consistent with a traditional 
industrial park layout we typically see in Light Industrial districts. 
 
REVIEW CONCERNS 
ENGINEERING: The requested rezoning to Town Center will result in utility demands that are 
approximately equal to the utility demand if the property were to be redeveloped under the 
current EXPO zoning.  The conceptual storm water management plan indicates underground 
storage in three locations sized for bankfull volume. The PRO plan is now revised to meet the 
general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances, the Storm Water Management 
Ordinance and/or the Engineering Design Manual. Please refer to Engineering review letter for 
more details. 
 
TRAFFIC: Based on the initial results of a preliminary analysis that was done to assess roadway 
capacity impacts of the proposed Adell Center development, the City’s consultants identified that 
the intersection of Novi Road and Crescent Boulevard is expected to be able to accommodate 
the additional traffic during the AM and PM peak periods. The intersection of Novi Road and Grand 
River currently operates under congested conditions which may worsen with the added traffic 
demand. It should be noted that the construction of Crescent Boulevard from Adell Drive to Grand 
River Avenue is could alleviate some of the pressure of the Novi Road and Grand River intersection. 
Please refer to Traffic review letter for more details.  
 
WOODLANDS: Based on the Woodland Summary information on the Tree Inventory Plan (Sheet 17), 
there appear to be a total of 312 surveyed trees on the subject property. Of these, 32 of the trees 
are not located within the Regulated Woodland Boundary leaving a total of 280 Regulated 
Woodland Trees. Two trees are proposed to be removed for proposed utility installation. The Plan 
proposes a compacted limestone pedestrian path to be located south of the Walled Lake Branch 
of the Middle Rouge River. The Landscape Plan Phase 1 (Sheet L-2) notes that the limestone path is 
to be field located in order to minimize the impact to the existing understory. The applicant in his 
deviation # 20 listed in the cover letter indicated all low deadfall and small brush throughout the 
southerly portion of the site will be removed. A proposer restoration plan is required to be reviewed 
and approved by the City staff and consultants.  
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WETLANDS:  The southern portion of the site (south of 
the existing asphalt parking lot) contains the Walled 
Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River, wetlands, 
floodplains and trees. This area (approximately 7 
acres), contains the areas of City-regulated 
wetlands.  Our wetland consultant is unable to 
identify the impacts to wetlands or buffers 
accurately. It appears some buffer impacts may be 
required for proposed parking lot improvements for 
Units 3, 4 and 5. The site plan proposes a pedestrian 
connection over the Middle Rouge River. A 
limestone path is also proposed within some of the 
wetland buffers. A wetland restoration plan is also 
recommended.  Additional comments and 
concerns are detailed in wetland review letter.  
 
FIRE SECONDARY EMERGENCY ACCESS: Unit 5 
would require a secondary emergency access as it 
is not connected to rest of the parking lot. The 
applicant is proposing a temporary gravel surface 
for secondary access within Unit 2.  The applicant 
indicated that the access will be paved with the 
construction for Unit 2.  The deviation can be supported if the gravel surface is temporary and short-
term. The timeline for paving the access in the event Unit 2 is not completed within a certain period 
of time should be addressed in the PRO agreement.  
 
 
2016 MASTER PLAN FOR LAND USE: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
The proposed development could be said to follow some of the objectives listed in the 2016 Master 
Plan for Land Use update (adopted by Planning Commission on July 26, 2017) as listed below. Staff 
comments are in bold.  
1. COMMUNITY IDENTITY 

a. Maintain quality architecture and design throughout the City.  The development 
proposes various buildings with different architectural styles. However, the applicant is 
proposing a consistent entryway wall and landscape along the proposed private drive 
that may serve to unify the development, as required by the Town Center Ordinance.  
 

2. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
a. Retain and support the growth of existing businesses and attract new businesses to the 

City of Novi. The property is positioned to accomplish this goal with any appropriate 
development.  

 
3. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT / COMMUNITY IDENTITY 

a. I-96/Novi Road Study Area.  Develop the I-96/Novi Road Study Area in a manner that 
reflects the importance of this important gateway to the City in terms of its location, 
visibility, and economic generation. Mitigate impacts to the City’s infrastructure. The 
subject property falls in that study area and is located at an important gateway to the 
City. Impacts to city’s infrastructure and mitigation required are yet to be determined.  
 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP 
a. Protect and maintain the City’s woodlands, wetlands, water features and open space. The 

proposed concept plan is not proposing to impact regulated wetlands. It is unclear whether 
the applicant is proposing to preserve the site’s remaining wetlands and woodlands by way 
of a conservation easement.  With the exception of the existing wetlands, the southerly portion 

Regulated Woodlands and Wetlands 
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of the property is proposed to be used as an open space area, therefore we are not 
proposing a conservation easement over this area.      
 

MAJOR CONDITIONS OF PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY AGREEMENT 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specific PRO conditions in 
conjunction with a rezoning request.  The submittal requirements and the process are codified under 
the PRO ordinance (Section 7.13.2).  Within the process, which is initiated by the applicant, the 
applicant and City Council can agree on a series of conditions to be included as part of the approval 
which must be reflected in the Concept Plan and or the PRO agreement.  
 

g. The PRO conditions must  be in material respects, more strict or limiting than the 
regulations that would apply to the land under the proposed new zoning district. 
Development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive 
requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan, and/or in the PRO Conditions 
imposed, and/or in other conditions and provisions set forth in the PRO Agreement. 
The applicant should submit a list of conditions that they are seeking to include with 
the PRO agreement.  The applicant’s narrative does not specifically list any such PRO 
conditions at this time. The current submittal did not include a response letter or a 
revised narrative that would have addressed this issue.   The proposed list of 
conditions include use restrictions including the following:   
 Gas Stations 
 Tattoo Parlors 
 Medical/Recreational Marijuana Uses 
 Adult uses 
 Pawn shops 
 Hookah bar/lounges or similar uses 
 Vape Shops or similar uses 
 24-hour Convenience Stores 
  Fast-food or fast-food with drive-through restaurants 

 
Sheet 2 states that the proposed building and parking lot layouts are conceptual only. This does not 
meet the intent of PRO Concept plan. This note should be removed.   This note will be removed and 
replaced with a note that states “The proposed buildings and parking lot layouts are preliminary and 
subject to final site plan approval per the City of Novi TC zoning district and the Adell Center PRO 
Development Agreement”.  As stated above, development and use of the property shall be subject 
to the more restrictive requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan. The applicant should note, 
any major deviations from the approved PRO plan would possibly require an amendment to the PRO 
plan.  
 
ORDINANCE DEVIATIONS 
Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance within 
a PRO agreement.  These deviations must be accompanied by a finding by City Council that “each 
Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit 
an enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that approving the 
deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas.”  
Such deviations must be considered by City Council, who will make a finding of whether to include 
those deviations in a proposed PRO agreement.  A proposed PRO agreement would be considered 
by City Council only after tentative approval of the proposed concept plan and rezoning.   
 
The Concept Plan submitted with an application for a rezoning with a PRO is not required to contain 
the same level of detail as a preliminary site plan. Staff has reviewed the applicant’s Concept Plan 
in as much detail as possible to determine what deviations from the Zoning Ordinance are currently 
shown. The applicant may choose to revise the concept plan to better comply with the standards of 
the Zoning Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submitted with the understanding that those 
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deviations would have to be approved by City Council in a proposed PRO agreement. The following 
are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance and other applicable ordinances shown on the concept 
plan.  The applicant has submitted a narrative describing the requested deviations.  
 
The applicant has provided a list of deviations in the cover letter that is not complete or accurate. 
The applicant is asked to revise the list based on staff’s comments provided in this letter and the 
other review letters. The applicant is asked to be specific about the deviations requested and 
provide a justification to explain how if each deviation “…were not granted, [it would] prohibit an 
enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that approving the 
deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas.” 
 
Following is the list of deviations is in the same order listed in the applicants cover letter dated July 
19, 2018 and the Sheet 2.  
 

1. Exceeding building height (Sec.3.1.26.D): TC allows a maximum building height of 65 ft. or 5 
stories whichever is less. Unit 5 Drury Hotel (84’-5”, 7 stories), Unit 8 Carvana (75’-10”, 8 tiers) 
and Unit 1 I-fly (70 feet) exceed the maximum height and number of stories allowed. The 
applicant has requested the deviation for all three buildings. Buildings in excess of 55’ may 
need to conform to the 2015 International Building Code standards for High-Rise (Type I or 
Type II) construction.  Per Drury Development, the proposed Drury Inn and Suites building will 
be constructed to meet “Type 1B” building requirements as discussed with the fire marshal 
on 6/12/2018  
 

2. Lack of frontage on a Public Street for Units 1 through 8 (Sec. 5.12): Each of the proposed lots 
(units 1 through 8) has access from the proposed private drive. The applicant has requested 
this deviation for Units 1 though 8. Staff supports the deviation as the proposed private drive 
is built to City standards.  
 

3. Lack of frontage on a Public/Private Street for Unit 9 (Sec. 5.12): Unit 9 does not have any 
frontage on any drive. It is considered a landlocked parcel with no frontage. Access is 
proposed to be provided by a private access easement. This access easement also allows 
a secondary emergency access for the entire development.  The applicant has requested 
this deviation.  
 

4. Exterior Side Yard Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.25 D): Unit 1 does not meet the minimum 
required building setback for the exterior side yard fronting I-96. A minimum of 50 ft. is 
required, approximately 35 ft. is proposed. The applicant has now requested a deviation, but 
did not specify the distance. The applicant states it is mechanical equipment compound. 
Generation 9 elevations include the mechanical equipment inside the building. The 
deviation appears to be for entire height of the building within the required yard. Staff 
requests clarification/update for the impact of this deviation.   Based on the latest concept 
plan as provided by IFLY (Unit 1), the proposed exterior side yard fronting I-96 may be 
reduced to 32.5 Feet (see attached plan).   
 

5. Exceeding Cul-de-sac street distance (11-194(a)(7)): Adell Drive exceeds the maximum 
allowable length of the proposed cul-de-sac street length of 800 (proposed 1,450 feet) from 
the centerline intersection of Crescent Boulevard to the center of the bulb of the Adell 
Center Drive cul-de-sac. The applicant has requested this deviation and is supported by 
staff.  
 

6. Front Parking Setback (Sec 3.1.25.D): TC requires a minimum front yard parking setback of   
20 ft. from the access easement. A deviation is required from all parking adjacent to Adell 
drive. There appears to a proposed reduction of 2 ft. Instead of asking for a reduction in 
setback deviations, the applicant is requesting to allow measuring the setback from edge 
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of sidewalk. The Concept plan proposes a 20 ft. setback from edge of sidewalk. Staff 
supports the request if the request is revised for a reduction of setback as opposed 
changing the way to measure the setback. We kindly request that this deviation be 
amended to include an 18’ setback from the 70’ wide roadway easement to all adjacent 
parking.   
 
The applicant is also requesting a deviation for front parking setbacks from Crescent 
Boulevard, I-96 ROW and all other PRO perimeter boundaries. This is not applicable as the 
Concept plan proposes minimum front setback from I-96 ROW and Crescent Boulevard.  
 

7. Side Parking Setback (Sec. 3.1.25.D):20 ft. minimum is required from all side lot lines. 
Proposed setbacks are listed below : 

a. Unit 1: 14 ft. approximately along West, 0 ft. along South 
b. Unit 2: 15 ft. approximately along South 
c. Unit 3: 5 ft. approximately along South 
d. Unit 4: 5 ft. approximately along East 
e. Unit 5: 5 ft. approximately along East (We measure 20’ (East) and 10’ (West)  
f. Unit 6: 0 ft. approximately along West 
g. Unit 7: 0 ft. approximately along East and 10 ft. along West 
h. Unit 8: 10 ft. approximately along East 

 The applicant requests a deviation to allow 0 ft. setback for all side yards for Units 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 
 and 8. A deviation is required for Unit 4 and 5 as well which is not required at this moment. 
 Staff does not support the request and recommends identifying the approximate minimums 
 for each unit instead of 0 setbacks for overall site. Allowing a possibility for 0 side setbacks 
 allows a possibility of lesser green space.  Based on the above comment, we have revised 
our deviation request to include units 4 and 5.  The reasoning for the request for the reduction in 
side yard parking setback is to allow for multiple units to share drive approaches wherever possible.  
The reduction in additional drive approaches allows for an increase in green space along the 
frontage which off-sets the loss in green space along the side lot lines.  In addition, the reduction in 
drive approaches increases public safety due to less conflicting turning movements and reduction 
in deviation requests for minimum driveway spacing requirements. 
  
 Unit 1-I-fly: Trip generation study provided. Parking for up to 46 spaces is justified. The 
 applicant can consider reducing the parking and comply with the parking setback 
 requirement. 
 
 Note: The applicant is also asked to clarify the actual setback distance for each of these 
 lots. The above provided numbers are just approximations. 

The minimum setback request is as follows: 
a) Unit 1:  14’ west side, 0’ south side 
b) Unit 2: 15’ south side 
c) Unit 3: 0’ north side, 5’ south side 
d) Unit 4:  5’ east side 
e) Unit 5: 10’ west side 
f) Unit 6:  0’ west side 
g) Unit 7;  0’ east side, 10’ west side 
h) Unit 8,  10’ east side 

 
 

8. Water Tower (unit 9) (Sec. 3.1.25.B& C): The applicant is proposing that the water tower is to 
remain where it is currently located, but on its own separate site (Unit 9). This is not a 
principal permitted use of a site. It is also not considered an accessory use, since its 
proposed use is not detailed.  The creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for 
the purpose of housing the tower on its own is therefore a required deviation that will need 
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to be addressed in the PRO Agreement (e.g., what happens to the property if the owner 
determines to remove it, access, etc). The future and current use and maintenance of this 
Unit must be addressed in the PRO agreement, at a minimum.  Mr. Adell’s attorney is 
addressing the water tower in the PRO agreement. 
 

9. Dumpsters in Exterior side yard (Sec. 4.19.2.F.): Dumpsters are required to be in rear yard 
only. Dumpsters are shown in exterior/interior side yards for Units 5, 6, 7 and 8 on the 
Concept plan. Dumpster locations are not indicated for other units. The applicant is 
requesting to allow dumpster in exterior side yard for Units 1, 5, 6, and 7. The request should 
be amended to allow interior side yard and Unit 1. Staff supports the request if it does not 
impact traffic circulation and appropriate screening is provided.  The deviation request #9 
has been revised to allow the dumpster for Unit 1 to be placed in an interior side yard.   
 

10. Lots in floodplain (Sec. 4.03A): Lots cannot be created within floodplain that increases 
danger to health, life or property. Units 3, 4, and 5 lie partially within the floodplain. There 
appears to be no impacts proposed for Units 3 and 5. A pedestrian bridge is proposed on 
Unit 4. The applicant has made this request. Staff supports the request noting additional 
permits may be required for pedestrian bridge.  We are currently preparing the necessary 
permits for the pedestrian bridge as part of our final site plan process.  
 

11. Lack of Loading Areas (Sec. 5.4.2.):  loading space is required for uses in TC district. The 
applicant requests a deviation for lack of loading zone for Unit 1, 3, 4, 5 and 9. Loading 
areas are not indicated for the remaining units and a deviation is also not requested at this 
time. Staff does not support this request except for Unit 9 for reasons detailed in Plan Review 
Chart and Traffic review letter   On behalf of the end users, we humbly appeal to planning 
commission and city council to approve this waiver request.  This request is at the direction 
of the specific users who do not anticipate using a loading area.  The requirement for 
construction of a loading area for these users would come at the cost of a loss of green 
space and parking areas in exchange for paving an area that will not be used.  
 

12. Location of loading space in exterior/interior side yard: Loading zones are to be located in 
rear yard or interior side yard for double frontage lots. The applicant has requested a 
deviation for alternate location for Unit 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7. This request is made in the event 
Item 11 is not approved for units 1, 3 and 5. Staff supports this request provided the 
applicant demonstrates that proposed locations do not conflict with traffic circulation and 
appropriate screening will be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review.  It 
appears that loading space for Unit 8 is also located in exterior side yard, but a deviation is 
not requested.  In the event that planning commission and city council do not grant the 
deviation request in #11 above, we humbly request a positive consideration of this request 
as an alternative.  At the request of Carvana, we are not requesting a deviation to allow for 
the loading area to be placed within the interior side yard of Unit 8.    

 
13. Reduction of Loading Area (Sec. 5.4.2.): A minimum of 10 square feet per each front foot of 

building is required. The applicant has requested a deviation for reduction of minimum 
required loading space for all units except 4 and 9.  This request is made in the event Item 
11 is not approved for units 1, 3, 5 and 9.  Staff can support the deviation if the applicant 
can provide additional data to support the area requested. For example, we believe Unit 8 
may require a larger space than 750 square feet due to the nature of vehicle delivery.   In 
the event that planning commission and city council do not grant the deviation request in 
#11 above, we humbly request a positive consideration of this request as an alternative.   

 
14. Loading area in building setback: The applicant has requested a deviation to allow loading 

areas within building setback. This is not applicable, as loading areas subject to parking 
setbacks, not building.  
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15. Section 9 Waivers: The applicant has provided building elevations for I-Fly, Carvana, Planet 

Fitness, Fairfield Inn and Suites and Drury Inn. 
a. Unit 1 I-Fly: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported contingent on some 

revisions made as suggested in Façade review letter.  
i. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% on front, 10% on right, 10% on 

left, 18% on rear) 
ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on front, 

10% on right, 10% on left, 18% on rear) 
iii. This review assumes no EIFS.  

b. Unit 2 Planet Fitness: Elevations provided. Incomplete submittal. Deviations identified. 
Section 9 waiver not supported. 

c. Unit 3 Fairfield Inn: Elevations provided. Incomplete submittal. Deviations identified. 
Section 9 waiver not supported. With the current submittal, Fairfield’s representative 
has provided a letter dated 07-18-18 stating that the elevations will conform to the 
Ordinance requirements at the time of Site Plan review. We interpret this to mean 
that all façade materials will be brought into full compliance with the Façade Chart 
and that no Section 9 Waiver(as listed below) will be required after said revisions are 
made. 

i. Under of brick (30% minimum required, 14% on front, 16% on right, 16% on left 
and 23% on Rear proposed) 

ii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 15% on 
front, 19% on right, 19% on left and 25% on Rear proposed) 

iii. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 67% on front, 34% on right, 34% on 
left and 55% on Rear proposed) 

iv. Overage of Phenolic simulated wood (25% maximum allowed, 44% on right 
and 44% on left proposed) 

d. Unit 5 Drury Inn: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported.  
i. Overage of EIFS (25% maximum allowed, 43% on front, 47% on right, 47% on 

left and 58% on Rear proposed) 
e. Unit 8 Carvana: Elevations provided. Section 9 waiver supported. 

ii. Underage of brick (30% minimum required, 7% proposed on front side) 
iii. Underage of combined brick and stone (50% minimum required, 7% on front, 

30% on right, 30% on left and 39% on Rear proposed) 
iv. Overage of display glass (25% maximum allowed, 80% on front, 63% on right, 

63% on left and 57% on Rear proposed) 
 

16. Sign Deviations for individual units: The application has provided information about signage 
for I-Fly, Drury and Carvana as part of the original PRO Concept plan submittal. However, 
formal sign permit applications were provided for Drury, Adell Center and Carvana. Our 
permit reviewers have identified multiple deviations for the proposed signage. At the same 
time, they have requested additional information to further verify conformance to other sign 
permit requirements. Please refer to their comments provided under separate cover for 
more details. As mentioned earlier, staff do not recommend a blanket approval for 
deviations without reviewing the complete submittal or without knowing the extent of 
deviations sought. The current submittal included updated information for Adell Center 
development signage only. The applicant has requested a deviation to allow for building 
signage for I fly, Drury, Planet Fitness, Carvana and Adell Center Development Signs (see 
item 18). All monument signs for individual units are subject to sign ordinance requirements. 
Any signage, wherein the deviations are not approved as part of the current PRO plan 
approval, should conform to the code requirements at a later time. It is unclear whether 
signage deviations (City Code) are appropriate as part of the PRO process (Zoning 
Ordinance), also staff is unable to identify all the deviations that are required at this time.  
Upon further discussion with staff, we are removing the detail for the individual unit 



JZ 18-24 Adell Center with Rezoning 18.724                                                                              August 13, 2018 
Revised PRO Concept Plan: Planning Review (1st Revision)  Page 22 of 26 
 

 

monument signs.  Mr. Adell desires to have all individual monument signs be consistent 
throughout the development, and will control said monument signage within the master 
deed. 
 

17. Minimum required parking: The applicant should provide information requested by staff in 
Plan review chart so that staff can establish the minimum parking requirement, i.e. verify 
Parking Counts. The applicant should note that any further reduction to established 
minimum parking requirement would warrant a shared parking study or an amendment to 
PRO agreement for reduction in parking requirement at that time. Staff is not able to make 
a determination as the minimum listed by the applicant is not verified.  An updated chart is 
being submitted with this request.  See attached. 
 

18. Sign deviations for Adell Center development signs: Refer to sign review letter attached for 
more information.  
 

19. Side Lot lines: The current unit layout does not conform to the Section 4.02.B of Subdivision 
Ordinance. Side lot lines between Units 6 and 7, 4 and 5, 1 and 2 do not meet the 
requirement. The applicant is requesting the deviation for lot lines for 1, 6, 7, and 8. It should 
be revised as listed above.  There is possibility, how much do we want to stress?  The 
deviation request has been revised accordingly.  
 

20. Open Space: 15 percent of the total site area is required to be planned Open Space. It 
should include permanently landscaped open areas and pedestrian plazas. The applicant 
is proposing to meet the requirement by proposing it as part of common elements as 
opposed to individual units. The applicant has identified 15 percent open space in various 
locations within the site, the majority of it being located along the southern part. This area 
contains about an acre of wetlands that account for about 25 percent of the open space 
area in the southerly portion. Wetlands are not considered usable open space.  
Approximately 13 percent open space is proposed when wetlands are deducted from the 
Open Space calculations. Staff would support a deviation for not meeting the minimum 
requirements for open space, provided the applicant considers restoration efforts to existing 
wetlands and woodlands are in order to make it more usable and aesthetically pleasing as 
recommended in Wetlands review letter.  Mr. Adell has agreed to prepare a wetland 
enhancement plan to be presented as part of the Final Site Plan package that is currently 
under review with city staff. 
 

21. The applicant requested a deviation to allow all future renovations, alterations or additions 
shall be brought into compliance with the approved PRO agreement. This is not considered 
a deviation. This is a condition of approval. Any elevations which are not part of current 
request are expected to conform to City’s Façade Ordinance. This should be removed from 
list of deviations. Comment Noted.   We humbly request that this deviation be approved to 
allow for future façade changes to be made so long as the material percentages continue 
to be either in conformance with city code or as approved within the PRO agreement. 
 

22. Lack of Traffic Impact Study (Sec. 7.13.1.D.): Lack of traffic study as the site falls under the 
study boundaries for Comprehensive Traffic study, which is ongoing. The applicant has 
provided trip generation information for the development that will be incorporated into the 
region-wide traffic impact study. AECOM supports the variance for lack of a full Traffic 
Impact Study as part of the plan review process such that the applicant understands that 
they may be requested to provide additional traffic-related data and information during 
the review of the Prelminary Site Plan. The applicant should also confirm the understanding 
that they may be subject to certain off-site and/or on-site mitigation measures as a result of 
the region-wide traffic impact study.  Mr. Adell has asked his attorney to work with the city 
attorney toward a amenable resolution to this matter.  
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23. Lighting spillover front property lines (Sec. 5.7.3.K.): Maximum illumination at the property 

line shall not exceed 1 foot candle. The intent of this requested deviation is unclear. The 
proposed access easement acts as a Right-of-way for the subject property. Staff can 
support a deviation to exceed 1 foot candle along access easements along Adell Drive, 
within reason, upon review of a Conceptual photometric plan. A photometric plan was 
submitted with the Roads and Utilities package that is currently under staff review.  In 
addition, each unit will be submitting a photometric plan with their site plan submittal 
package. 

 
24. Lighting spillover along interior property lines (Sec. 5.7.3.K.): Maximum illumination at the 

property line shall not exceed 1 foot candle. The applicant requested a deviation to allow 
illumination to exceed 1 foot candle along interior side parking lot lines between units. Staff 
supports the deviation as parking is either spread along the Unit lines or is closer than the 
minimum parking setback. However, this deviation can be supported is the average to 
minimum light level ratio is kept the maximum allowable 4:1. The applicant has not 
demonstrated if this can be achieved. This can be demonstrated by providing a lighting 
plan with assumed light pole locations for an estimated calculation.   A photometric plan 
was submitted with the Roads and Utilities package that is currently under staff review.  In 
addition, each unit will be submitting a photometric plan with their site plan submittal 
package. 
 

25. The deviation request to allow 53.5 foot front building setback for Unit 3. This is not 
applicable as the minimum required front building setback for interior front lot lines is 15 feet, 
which Unit 3 appears to comply.  
 

Other deviations that may be required 
Following is the list of deviations that may or may not be required. The applicant is asked to provide 
clarification whether it is their intent to meet the Ordinance requirements at the time of Preliminary 
site plan submittal or whether any of those deviations are requested at this time. If any deviations 
are requested at this time, the applicant is asked to submit additional information for review. Staff 
does not recommend blanket deviations with many unknown factors.  
 

1. Minimum Bike Parking Required Per Use (Sec. 5.16): Refer to Planning chart for requirements 
We are not asking for a deviation for this ordinance requirement. 

2. Side Building Setbacks (Sec 3.1.25 D): Units 6 and 7 do not appear to meet the minimum 15 
ft. side yard building setback. The applicant is asked to clarify the distance in order to 
determine whether this deviation is required.  An additional deviation request has been 
added to allow for a reduced side yard building setback for units 6 and 7.  

3. End Islands (Sec. 5.3.12): A landscape island is required every 15 spaces. Units 2, 4, 7 have 
parking bays greater than 15 contiguous space. This deviation is not supported by staff as 
revisions can be made so that the deviations can be avoided.  We are not asking for a 
deviation for this ordinance requirement.  The parking bay layouts will be revised as part of 
the final site planning process to meet this ordinance requirement. 

4. Please refer to Façade review for additional comments and revisions recommended. Any 
monument signs, accessory structures over 200 square feet, rooftop appurtenances and 
dumpster enclosures are subject to Façade Ordinance requirements and are required to 
conform to the Ordinance requirements if deviations are not sought prior to PRO concept 
plan approval.  We are not asking for a deviation for this ordinance requirement. 

5. Should the minimum same side driveway spacing requirements not be met, the applicant 
may be required to seek a deviation.  Comment Noted  

6. Should the proposed number of drive approaches and/or the drive approach system not 
comply with the guidance in the ordinance, the applicant may be requested/required to 
provide justification and/or apply for deviations. Comment Noted. 
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7. A waiver is required if the applicant moves forward with painted islands.  We are not asking 
for a deviation to allow for painted islands.  

8. On Unit 8, the applicant shall provide a landscaped end island on the east end of the 
northern parking bay, or may seek a variance for lack of an end island.  Carvana is not 
asking for a deviation for this ordinance requirement.   

9. The applicant is proposing a gravel emergency access driveway, per sheet 12. The use of 
gravel would require a variance. The timeline for paving the access in the event Unit 2 is not 
completed within a certain period of time should be addressed in the PRO agreement.  We 
request that the temporary gravel secondary access drive be allowed for a period 
of two years following completion of Adell Center Drive.   We propose that the 
applicant post surety with the City of Novi for the paving of the secondary access 
road as indicated on the PRO plan.  The amount of surety to be determined by the 
design engineer and approved by the city engineer.  Said surety to be in the form 
of a surety bond or letter of credit. 

10. Please note that this review is just based on the plans submitted for the overall development, 
as no landscape plans for the individual units were provided except for the greenbelt 
plantings.  As such, it is assumed that each unit’s other landscaping (parking lot interior and 
perimeter), building foundation, and loading zone screening) will meet all landscaping 
requirements.  If any landscape waivers are requested for a unit, that unit’s site plans will 
need to be submitted for consideration by the Planning Commission prior to PRO Concept 
plan approval.  Comment Noted 

11. A stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 feet along the 
perimeter is required by ordinance. Refer to Engineering review for more details.  An 
additional deviation request has been requested.  See deviation request #29.  
 
 
 

APPLICANT’S BURDEN UNDER PRO ORDINANCE 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance (PRO) requires the applicant to demonstrate that certain 
requirements and standards are met.  The applicant should be prepared to discuss these items, 
especially in number 1 below, where the ordinance suggests that the enhancement under the PRO 
request would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be assured without utilizing the Planned 
Rezoning Overlay.  Section 7.13.2.D.ii states the following: 
 

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

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

 
PUBLIC INTEREST/ BENEFITS TO PUBLIC UNDER PRO ORDINANCE 
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Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning would 
be in the public interest and the benefits to public of the proposed PRO rezoning would clearly 
outweigh the detriments. The following are being suggested by the applicant (as listed in their 
narrative dated June 05, 2018 as benefits resulting from the project.  The applicant has not provided 
an update since then. Our comments from previous remain because staff is still indicating that 
additional information about aspects of the project is needed: 
 
1. The proposed development will convert a vacant parcel of property at a major intersection and 

entryway into the City of Novi.  
2. The development of this property will reduce any chances of crime associated with a vacant 

parcel by providing new development with continuous movement of people and vehicles 
throughout the property.  

3. This development will convert a property that is currently zoned EXPO center into a zoning district 
that will allow a use that is beneficial to neighborhood businesses and the community in general.  

4. This development will help produce a more positive image of the City of Novi by the 100,000 plus 
motorists travelling along Interstate on a weekly basis.  

5. The approval of this development will bring additional entertainment, overnight stay and dining 
opportunities to the City that will benefit the City of Novi residents as well as bring in residents and 
visitors from neighboring communities.  

6. This development is centrally located to several communities that will serve as a weekend long 
youth sporting tournaments and weekly events held at the Suburban showplace. These events 
typically bring in people from all over southeast Michigan and the United states.  

7. The approval of this development will trigger a sale of proposed units within Adell Center thereby 
generating an increase in property values in addition to the value of neighboring properties.  

8. The approval of this development will create 200-300 temporary construction jobs and 
permanent jobs.  

9. The approval of this development will increase the tax base within the City of Novi. As reported 
by the Mayor at a recent City Council meeting, the city desires to increase the tax base to fund 
additional services such as police, fire and parks departments. Items 1 through 9 may be accurate 
statements, but the applicant might want to address whether it requires a PRO rezoning process 
(as opposed, for example, to a “straight” rezoning to a district like TC) to accomplish them. 

10. It is estimated that this development will increase the tax base by over $3 million annually, plus 
an additional personal property tax generated from the new businesses. Staff cannot comment 
on the accuracy of this figure. 

11. The approval of the proposed development will include the improvement of over three acres of 
existing city regulated woodlands/wetland areas to allow for better access by the public. This 
may be accurate, but the City would need more detail to understand the extent of benefits to the 
public. 

12. The approval of this development will include a consistent and cohesive streetscape and signage 
package throughout. This is a determination for the Planning Commission and Council to make. 

13. The proposed development includes new public art (pocket parks) locations for placement of 
community art. More information on the art being referred to is required to evaluate this. 

14. The creation of a wetland enhancement plan to be implemented as part of the final site plan for 
the roads and utilities will benefit the public in reducing and/or eliminating the invasive species 
and creating a more appealing atmosphere in the area of the existing on-site wetland areas.   

 
SUMMARY OF OTHER REVIEWS 

1. Engineering Review (dated 08-09-18): It meets the general requirements on Chapter 11, Storm 
water management ordinance or Engineering design manual. Engineering recommends 
approval. 

2. Landscape Review (dated 08-08-18): Landscape review has identified deviations that may 
be required. Staff supports only a few. Refer to review letter for more comments. Landscape 
recommends approval provided individual site plan conform to the code at the time of site 
plan approval.  
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3. Wetland Review (dated 08-0618): An authorization to encroach into 25 foot buffer setback is 
required for this site plan at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review. Wetlands recommend 
approval. A wetland restoration plan is recommended for the southerly portion.  

4. Woodland Review (dated 08-07-18): A City of Novi woodland permit is not required for the 
proposed plan. Additional comments to be addressed at the time of Preliminary Site Plan 
review. A woodland restoration plan is recommended for the southerly portion. 

5. Traffic Review (dated 08-13-18): Traffic requested additional information to verify 
conformance and identify additional deviations. Additional Comments to be addressed with 
the revised concept submittal.  Traffic is currently not recommending approval.  

6. Facade Review (dated 08-14-18): There appear to be significant deviations on the proposed 
elevations. Façade review was unable to make a determination as to the degree of 
compliance with the Façade Ordinance due to a lack of information for a few. Façade is 
currently not recommending approval for some of the building elevations. Refer to Façade 
review for more details.  

7. Fire Review (dated 07-30-18): Fire has provided additional comments and questions that 
would require clarification. Revisions to plan are required to conform to secondary access 
and maximum length of fire access drives without a turn around.  
 
 

NEXT STEP: PLANNING COMMISSION 
Some of the reviews are currently not recommending approval at this time. While the applicant 
addressed the roadway width issue and other minor design changes, staff does not believe that some 
aspects of the plans are fully completed as requested at the last Planning Commission meeting.  There 
are a number of items that still need to be clarified and further information is requested for additional 
review.  However, the PRO Concept Plan is scheduled to go before Planning Commission for 
consideration on August 22, 2018 based on applicant’s request. Please provide the following by 10 
am on August 16, 2018. Staff reserves the right to make additional comments as this expedited review 
continues.  
 

1. Concept Plan submittal in PDF format. Staff has received this item with the initial submittal 
2. A response letter addressing ALL the comments from ALL the review letters and primarily a 

request for waivers as you see fit based on the reviews. 
3. A color rendering of the Site Plan, if any to be used for presentation purposes. 
4. Façade boards as requested by Façade review letter. If you want to bring the board to the 

meeting, please send a picture of the façade board by August 16th to include in the PC 
packet.  

 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5607 or skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org 

 
 

 
_________________________________________ 
Sri Ravali Komaragiri – Planner 
 

Attachments: Planning Review Chart 
Section 3.1.14.B – EXPO Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.14.C - EXPO Special Land Uses 

Section 3.1.18.B – I-1 permitted uses 
Section 3.1.25.B – TC Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.25C – TC Special Land Uses 
Sec. 4.77. I-1 uses in EXPO district 

 



Response to Engineering Review, per Darcy N. Rechtien, P.E., dated August 9, 2018. 
 
 
Comments: 

The PRO Concept plan meets the general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of 
Ordinances, the Storm Water Management Ordinance and/or the Engineering Design 
Manual, with items to be addressed with future submittals: Refer to Roads and Utilities 
plans for additional detail, submitted July 19th, 2018, that are currently under review. 

Additional Comments (to be addressed upon Preliminary Site Plan submittal): 

1. A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi for work in the 
Crescent Boulevard and Expo Center Drive right-of-way.  Comment Noted. 

2. Refer to Section 26.5-35 for requirements for private roadways: 

a. A private maintenance covenant is required for any private street.  
Comment Noted. 

b. Per Section 26.5-35(h), a statement is required on any plan containing a 
private street with the following language: "City of Novi has no 
responsibility to improve or maintain the private streets contained within or 
private streets providing access to the property described in this plan".   
This note will be added to all future submittals pertaining to the proposed 
private street. 

3. Soil borings shall be provided for a preliminary review of the constructability of 
the proposed development (roads, underground detention, etc.).  Borings 
identifying soil types, and groundwater elevation should be provided at the time 
of Preliminary Site plan.  Soil Borings have been completed and are included as 
part of the Roads and Utilities plans currently under review by the city. 

4. Non-domestic user survey forms will be required from each occupant with the 
site plan submittals for development of each unit.  This form will be submitted 
with each site plan.  

5. A stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 feet 
along the perimeter is required by ordinance.  A request for variance from 
Appendix C Section 4.04(A)(1) of the Novi City Code can be requested. City staff 
supports this request.  This variance request will be added to the PRO Plan. 

6. The length of Adell Drive exceeds the maximum cul-de-sac street length of eight 
hundred (800) feet. A variance from Section 11-194(a)7 of the Design and 
Construction Standards can be requested. Staff can support this request.  This 
variance request is currently indicated as a deviation on the PRO Plan.  See 
deviation request #5. 

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

8. Minimum water main size on the site shall be 12-inch to serve the development.  
Comment Noted.  

9. Fire hydrants shall be provided as required by the Fire Marshal, generally at no 
more than five hundred (500) foot intervals and such that no part of a building is 
more than three hundred (300) feet of hose length from a hydrant.    Comment 
Noted.   

10. Valves shall be provided to limit pipe runs to a maximum of eight hundred (800) 
feet between valves.  Comment Noted. 

11. Confirm size and location of sanitary sewer and sewer easement to the 
southwest to determine if any off site easements are needed for proposed 
sanitary sewer extension.  The size and location of the existing sanitary sewer 
infrastructure Is indicated on the PRO plan and the Final site plan that is currently 
under review.  No off-site sanitary sewer easements are anticipated.   

12. Each building is required to have a unique sanitary sewer monitoring manhole, 
within a dedicated 20-foot wide access easement to the monitoring manhole 
from the public right-of-way (rather than a public sanitary sewer easement).  
Comment Noted. 

13. Revise the sanitary sewer alignment to outside the sidewalk. Water main and 
sewer main can be placed along the same or opposite sides Adell Drive to 
minimize utility crossings and conflicts.  The sanitary sewer layout will be revised 
on the Final Site Plan so that the alignment is located outside the sidewalk.  

Paving & Grading & Floodplain 
14. Provide existing topography and 2-foot contours extending at least 100 feet past 

the site boundary.  Any off-site drainage entering this site shall be identified.  This 
information will be added to the Final Site Plan. 

15. Site grading shall be limited to 1V:4H (25-percent), excluding landscaping berms.  
This information will be added to the Final Site Plan. 

16. Provide spot grades along property lines adjacent to perimeter curb line to 
demonstrate that site drainage is self-contained.  This information will be added 
to the Final Site Plan. 

17. Show the limits of the 100-year floodplain and floodway and Base Flood 
Elevations for the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River.  This information 
is indicated on the PRO Plan and the Final Site Plan. 

18. A City of Novi floodplain use permit may be required for any proposed floodplain 
impact.  An MDEQ floodplain use permit may also be required for discharge to 
the Middle Rouge. The applicant will need to confirm any required MDEQ 
permitting.  Comment Noted. 

19. The secondary access road to the west is proposed with a temporary gravel 
surface within the limits of the Unit 2 lot. A request for variance from Section 11-
194(a)19 of the Design and Construction Standards can be requested for gravel 
surface for the secondary emergency access road. This request may be 
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supported for a short-term, temporary solution only. The developer may be 
responsible for paving of the access route depending on the timing of the build 
out of Unit 2.  We request that the temporary gravel secondary access drive be 
allowed for a period of two years following completion of Adell Center Drive.   
We propose that the applicant post surety with the City of Novi for the paving of 
the secondary access road as indicated on the PRO plan.  The amount of surety 
to be determined by the design engineer and approved by the city engineer.  
Said surety to be in the form of a surety bond or letter of credit.  

20. An emergency access easement is required on Units 2 and 9 for the 20 foot 
secondary emergency access route shown on the plans.  Said easement will be 
granted as part of the Final Site Plan.  

Storm Sewer  
21. A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewers.  This 

information is indicated on the PRO Plan and the Final Site Plan. 
22. An easement is required over the storm sewer accepting and conveying off-site 

drainage.  This information is indicated on the PRO Plan and the Final Site Plan. 

Storm Water Management Plan 
23. The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) shall comply with the Storm Water 

Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the Engineering Design Manual (refer to the runoff 
coefficients, 1V:4H allowable basin slopes, etc.).  Comment Noted.  

24. The conceptual storm water management plan indicates underground storage 
in three locations sized for bankfull volume. Indicate the proposed location of 
each first flush storm water quality treatment unit for each building unit and the 
roadway. Each unit will require its own Storm Drain Facility Maintenance 
Easement Agreement.  The location of the first flush storm water quality 
treatment unit will be added to the PRO Plan and the Final Site Plan. 

25. Provide supporting calculations for runoff coefficient determination. A runoff 
coefficient of 0.35 shall be used for all turf grass lawns (mowed lawns).   This 
information is indicated on the Final Site Plan.    

26. Identify the location of each underground detention outlet control structure and 
indicate the invert elevation where discharging to the Walled Lake Branch of the 
Middle Rouge. MDEQ permitting will be required for any new outlet locations.   
This information is indicated on the Final Site Plan.  We are currently preparing all 
required MDEQ permit applications.   

27. An adequate maintenance access route to the outlet structures and any other 
pretreatment structures shall be provided (15 feet wide, maximum slope of 
1V:5H, and able to withstand the passage of heavy equipment).  The access 
route(s) must not conflict with proposed landscaping.  This information is 
indicated on the Final Site Plan for each individual site.   

28. A Storm Drain Facility Maintenance Easement Agreement and access easement 
the outlet structures will be required for the underground detention units.  
Comment Noted. 
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29. Indicate the overland routing or storm sewer bypass designed for the event that 
the underground system cannot accept flow.  This information is indicated on 
the Final Site Plan for the roads and utilities, and will be included on each 
individual site plan.  

30. Provide a soil boring in the vicinity of the proposed underground detention 
system to determine bearing capacity and the high water elevation of the 
groundwater table.    This information is indicated on the Final Site Plan for the 
roads and utilities which is currently review by city staff. 

31. Provide a cross-section of each underground detention system showing critical 
elevations (low water, and bankfull high water, and pavement elevation). Ensure 
at least 1 ft. of freeboard between the high water elevation and the subgrade 
elevation under the pavement.  This information is indicated on the Final Site Plan 
for the roads and utilities which is currently review by city staff.   

32. The underground detention system(s) shall be kept outside the influence of any 
planting areas.  Comment Noted. 

Off-Site Easements 
33. Any required off-site easements must be executed prior to final approval of the 

plans.  Drafts shall be submitted at the time of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.  
Comment Noted. 

 
The following must be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal: 

34. A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be submitted 
with the Preliminary Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans 
addressing each of the comments listed above and indicating the revised sheets 
involved.  Comment Noted. 

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

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

36. An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Community 
Development Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the 
determination of plan review and construction inspection fees. This estimate 
should only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with 
construction of the building or any demolition work.  The cost estimate must be 
itemized for each utility (water, sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving, right-of-
way paving (including proposed right-of-way), grading, and the storm water 
basin (basin construction, control structure, pretreatment structure and 
restoration).  This information has been submitted as part of the Final Site Plan for 
the roads and utilities which is currently review by city staff. 

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

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

outlined in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to the 
Community Development Department.  Once the form of the agreement is 
approved, this agreement must be approved by City Council and shall be 
recorded in the office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.   Comment 
Noted.  

39. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the water main to be constructed 
on the site must be submitted to the Community Development Department.  
Comment Noted. 

40. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the sanitary sewer to be 
constructed on the site must be submitted to the Community Development 
Department.  Comment Noted. 

41. A 20-foot wide drainage easement where off-site drainage is conveyed via 
storm sewer within the development.  Comment Noted.  

42. A draft copy of the emergency access easement across Units 2 and 9.   
Comment Noted. 

43. Executed copies of reviewed and approved off-site easements, if applicable.  
Comment Noted.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Review Type         Job # 
Rezoning Revised Concept Plan Landscape Review    JZ18-0024 
 
Property Characteristics: 
 Site Location:   Northwest of Novi Road/Crescent Drive. 
 Site Zoning:  Expo – Proposed rezoning to TC with PRO 
 Adjacent Zoning: North:  I-96, East:  TC, South:  TC/I-1, West: I-2 
 Plan Date:  July 19, 2018 
 
Recommendation: 
This concept plan, which only covers the internal drive and I-96 frontage, is recommended for 
approval.  The landscaping along Adell Drive has adopted some of the recommendations from 
the Town Center Study to provide a link with adjacent sites in the Town Center District.  This is 
appreciated.  Some revisions are necessary to meet all ordinance requirements, but most don’t 
need to be considered as deviations.  They can be handled as part of the site plan approval 
process. 
 
Please note that this recommendation for approval is just based on the plans submitted for the 
internal drive and I-96 frontage, as no landscape plans for the individual units were provided 
except for the greenbelt plantings.  As such, it is assumed that each unit’s other landscaping 
(parking lot interior and perimeter, building foundation, and loading zone screening) will meet all 
landscaping requirements.  If any landscape deviations are requested for a unit, that unit’s site 
plans will need to be submitted for consideration by City Council.  We concur that all of the 
individual unit owners will be required to meet the current ordinance requirements (except for 
those deviations allowed by the PRO approval) or they will have to request an amendment to 
the PRO agreement. 
 
GENERAL NOTE:  Please add call-outs on Sheets L-1 and L-2, labeling each Focus area with the 
area label shown on L-3 and making clear that they will be constructed as Part of Phase I.  The 
additional Focus Area call outs will be added to sheets L-1 and L-2   
 
LANDSCAPE DEVIATIONS NOTED ON OVERALL PLAN: 
Units 2, 4, 7 have parking bays greater than 15 contiguous spaces.  This deviation is not 
supported by staff.  If islands 10 feet across (at back of curb) and 200 sf in area minimum are 
added to decrease the bays to no more than 15 contiguous spaces, and at least 1 deciduous 
canopy tree is planted in each of those islands, the deviations can be avoided.  The individual 
site plans for each unit will be revised to include parking bays of no more than 15 contiguous 
spaces.  We are not seeking a deviation for this requirement. 
 
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 and on the accompanying Landscape 
Chart must be addressed and incorporated as part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 
Underlined items must be addressed and incorporated as part of the Final Site Plan submittal.  

 

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 
August 8, 2018 

PRO Revised Concept Site Plan 
Adell Center 



PRO Revised Concept Landscape Plan  August 8, 2018 
JZ 18-0024: ADELL CENTER  Page 2 of 4 
 

 

On the Landscape Chart, items that need to be addressed on the units’ landscape plans are 
noted.  Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This 
review and the accompanying landscape chart are summaries and are not intended to 
substitute for any Ordinance.  
 
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17) 

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

1. Provided. 
2. Please add all proposed lighting fixtures to the landscape plans to help avoid conflicts.  

All proposed lighting fixtures will be added to the final site plan submittal package. 
 

Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2)) 
1. A tree survey is provided. 
2. It appears that all but two non-regulated trees, north of the stream, will be removed.  

Two trees within the regulated woodland are shown as being removed and will be 
replaced with nine trees. 

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

1. Conceptual berms along Adell Drive are shown on the landscape plans. 
2. A berm is also proposed along the I-96 frontage.  That berm should undulate in height, 

with a minimum height of 36”.  No berm is required for Unit 1, where the building fronts 
directly on the I-96 right-of-way or in front of the sign at the east end of the site.  The final 
site plan will be revised to include an undulating berm with minimum height of 36”.  We 
note the comment that no berm is required for Unit 1 or in front of the east sign. 

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

1. Street trees are not required along I-96, or in the TC district. 
2. The area between the sidewalk and curb has been widened to 8 feet.  Thank you. 
3. 57 of the required greenbelt trees along Adell Drive are proposed as street trees.  This is 

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

I-96. 
1. A 36” berm is proposed for all of the frontage except between the cul-de-sac and the I-

96 right-of-way, where a wall is proposed 
2. The berm should have undulations with a minimum height of 36”.  The final site plan will 

be revised to include an undulating berm with minimum height of 36”.     
3. The wall should be at least 36” high to screen headlights from reaching I-96.   The final 

site plan will be revised to include a 36” high wall.      
4. The required 20 foot minimum greenbelt for areas adjacent to parking is provided along 

the entire I-96 frontage. 
5. An acceptable number of canopy and subcanopy trees are provided.  See the 

landscape chart for calculations. 
6. Some of the subcanopy trees along the I-96 berm should be changed to canopy trees to 

meet the parking lot perimeter tree requirements.  The final site plan will be revised to 
meet this requirement. 

Adell Drive. 
1. A mix of berm, 2.5’ tall brick wall and 2.5’ brick pilasters and ornamental fencing, as 

requested in the Town Center Study, is provided along both sides of Adell Drive. 
2. The 20 foot greenbelt starts at the back edge of the sidewalk. The unit lines are drawn to 

the back of curb, not 1’ behind the sidewalk as is typically the case. 
3. An acceptable number of canopy and subcanopy trees are provided.  See the 
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landscape chart for calculations. 
 
Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 

1. Provided. 
2. Please adjust the trees at the new Unit 7 entrance to take them out of the corner 

clearance zones.  The final site plan will be revised to meet this requirement. 
 
Parking Lot Landscaping – interior and perimeter (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.) 

1. No landscape plans for the units are provided. 
2. The site plans for each unit must conform to the ordinance requirements or the unit’s site 

plans must be taken through the process and back to the City Council for whatever 
landscape waivers are requested.  We concur that all of the individual unit owners will be 
required to meet the current ordinance requirements (except for those deviations 
allowed by the PRO approval) or they will have to request an amendment to the PRO 
agreement. 

 
Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 

1. Snow deposit areas are shown on the site, along with a note that snow will be deposited 
along the edge of the road. 

2. Please add at least one snow deposit area along Adell Drive for snow that can’t be 
handled along the side of the road.  The final site plan will be revised to meet this 
requirement.   
 

Building Foundation Landscape Requirements (Sect 5.5.3.D) 
No building foundation landscaping or landscape areas are indicated for any of the units.  
The landscaping must comply with the ordinance or the unit(s) with non-compliant 
foundation landscaping will need to go to City Council for approval of the deviations.  We 
concur that all of the individual unit owners will be required to meet the current ordinance 
requirements (except for those deviations allowed by the PRO approval) or they will have to 
request an amendment to the PRO agreement. 

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

When utility box locations are provided, required screening should be added to plan and 
plant list.  As the utility box locations are determined for each individual site plan, the 
additional screening will be added to the plan and plant list. 

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

1. As only underground storm water detention is proposed, no detention landscaping is 
required. 

2. If any surface level detention is required or proposed, the required detention basin 
landscaping must be provided. 

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

1. Plant lists for the I-96 and Adell Drive greenbelts, and the focus areas, are provided. 
2. Since no list is proposed for the units, it is assumed that plant lists conforming to city 

requirements will be provided for those units with their site plans. 
3. Please adjust each plant list as necessary to provide species native to Michigan for at 

least 50% of the species used.  The final site plan will be revised to meet this requirement.   
 
Planting Notations and Details (LDM) 

Provided 
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Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s) 
Irrigation plan for landscaped areas or an alternative plan for ensuring that plants get the 
water required for establishment and long-term survival is required for Final Site Plans. 
 

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

 
 
 
 

_____________________________________________________ 
Rick Meader – Landscape Architect 
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ADELL CENTER PARKING SUMMARY

Parking Calculation  Building Number of  Meeting/Restaurant          Employees Temporary Memberships Required Spaces Proposed Deviation 
Unit Owner Basis Size  Rooms Space Largest  Peak Parking Vehicle Per Ordinance Spaces Request

(Section 5.2.12 and 4.82.2) Shift Shift Staging
1 IFLY Per Owner 6000 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 38 50 ‐
2 Planet Fitness 1000 Memberships @ 1 per each 5.5 Memberships ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 1000 181 182 ‐
3 Fairfield 1 per room plus 1 per employee ‐ 129 0 3 1 ‐ ‐ 132 129 3
4 Kevin Adell ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 0 36 ‐
5 Drury 1 per room plus 1 per employee ‐ 180 0 4 1 ‐ ‐ 184 181 3
6 Restaurant Assume 7000 sf Restaurant @ 14.3 per 1000 sf 7000 (assumed) ‐ ‐ ‐ 100 84 16
7 Restaurant Assume 7000 sf Restaurant @ 14.3 per 1000 sf 7000 (assumed) ‐ ‐ ‐ 100 100 ‐
8 Carvana Per Carvana Specific Traffic Study ‐ ‐ ‐ 12 8 9 ‐ 29 30 ‐
9 Water Tower No Parking Required ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Total Parking Spaces per Ordinance: 764
Total Spaces Proposed: 792

Deviation Notes:
Fairfield & Drury Hotels ‐ Deviation is requested for reduction in required parking.  The peak parking demand is during the overnight hours when there is one employee at the business.

They are requesting the deviations from the parking requirements to allow for the actual peak parking demand of one space per room and the employee count during the peak demand time.
Restaurants ‐ Currently, the applicant has not finalized agreements with the restaurant users for Units 6 & 7.  The above calculations are created utilizing the assumption the each restaurant will be 

approximately 7000 sf in size.  As the restaurant sites are finalized, detailed parking calculations will be performed based on the size of the proposed restaurants.  
If the two restaurant sites offer menus that all for varying peak dining periods, then the applicant may elect to provide a shared parking study for Units 6 & 7 in an effort to reduce the
total proposed parking count.  

Water Tower ‐  The two proposed parking spaces in the area of the existing water tower are located within a fenced in area, therefore, these spaces are not counted in the total proposed spaces.



 

 

TECHNICAL MEMOARNDUM 

7050 West Saginaw Highway, Suite 200         TEL: 517.272.9835 

Lansing, MI 48917            www.bergmannpc.com 

To:  Mr. Daniel J. LeClair, PE, PS          Re:  Novi Expo Center - Novi, MI 

 Greentech Engineering   Trip Generation Analysis   

From:  Timothy J. Likens, PE, PTOE   Date:  August 15, 2018 

 Transportation Engineer  

Bergmann is in receipt of review comments from the City of Novi dated August 13, 2018 regarding 

the Novi Expo redevelopment project.  We have reviewed the 116-page packet and offer the 

following technical information for your use in response, and the City’s consideration.  This memo is 

not intended to be a comprehensive response; whereas many of the comments will be addressed via 

the site plan.  Key items outlined in the review packet that pertain to our work and expertise include:   

1. Given the proposed Adell Center Drive width of 36 feet, the request to stripe this roadway to 

have three lanes (12 feet each), including a center lane for left turns, is reasonable and 

appropriate.  

2. As noted by AECOM, we have provided trip generation data to supplement the region-wide 

traffic study in lieu of submitting a study specific to this development.  We are “on board” 

with this process and have been in regular communication with AECOM in this regard.  That 

said, the Applicant should reserve the right to review the traffic data and computer analysis 

models associated with any and all traffic related requirements that may be levied by the City.  

AECOM should provide technical justification for any “off-site and/or on-site mitigation 

measures [that would be required] as a result of the region-wide traffic impact study.”  

3. Any mitigation measures that are determined as part of the region-wide traffic impact study 

should consider existing congestion and network deficiencies absent this project, as well as 

the proportion of existing versus future traffic, in the evaluation and determination of 

responsibility for such measures.  

At this time, we have no further comments.  



 

 
 

Civil Engineers  •  Land Surveyors  •  Land Planners 

August 17, 2018 (Revision 1) 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
47175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
Subject:  Adell Center Rezoning, EXP, Exposition District to TC, Town Center District with a 
 Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) 
 43700 Expo Center Drive, Novi 
 Parcel ID: 22-15-476-045 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Please find the herein our revised list of requested deviations.  These revisions are based on the 
review letters received on Friday, June 29th and our meeting last week.  The following deviations 
from the City of Novi zoning ordinances are requested as part of the proposed PRO development. 
  

1. Planning Deviation (Section 3.1.26.D) for maximum building height of structures not to 
exceed the greater of seven (7) stories or eighty-five feet in height which is consistent and 
compatible to the buildings of the proposed unit owner’s facilities nationally.  This deviation 
refers to section 3.27.2.A.i of the City of Novi code of ordinances.  This deviation request 
would allow for the building height of the proposed Drury Hotel which is 84’-5” in height.    
Based on discussions with Drury, it is understood that the proposed hotel will be built to 
category 1 standard.  Based on discussion at the pre-application meeting, we understand that 
the fire department has no objection to the height of the Drury building if it is constructed to 
category 1 standards.   

The proposed Carvana Building is 75’-10” (8 tier) in height.  The upper stories of the 
Carvana building will be used only for stationing vehicles for sale.   
The proposed IFLY building is under 70’ in height.  The existing water tower is in excess of 
the maximum building height, however it is an existing non-conforming use that is not 
occupied.  

2. Planning Deviation (Section 5.12) for the requirement for frontage upon a public street to 
allow for the creation of site condominium units that front on a private road.  This deviation 
is requested for the proposed Units 1 through 8.  This deviation refers to section 5.12 and 
section 6.3.2A of the City of Novi code of ordinances.    

3. Planning Deviation (Section 5.12) for the requirement for frontage upon a public street to 
allow for the creation of a separate condominium unit site for the existing on-site water 
tower.  It is specifically intended that the proposed unit for the water tower is tucked away 
from the common access drive to minimize the desire of the general public to approach the 
water tower.  Access to the proposed unit that includes the existing water tower will be via a 
proposed private easement across the adjacent unit.  Unit 9 will be subject to all of the rules 
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and restrictions of the master deed, but will not be part of the common open space (general 
common element) so that the cost of maintaining the water tower does not become the 
responsibility of the condominium association.  This deviation refers to section 5.12 and 
section 6.3.2A of the City of Novi code of ordinances.    

4. Planning Deviation (Section 3.1.25.D) for the exterior side yard Building Setback 
requirement for Unit 1 to allow for construction of a wall enclosure structure and mechanical 
equipment for the IFLY building.  The mechanical equipment for this building is specifically 
located on the expressway side of the proposed IFLY building as it provides an additional 
sound barrier from the noise from the I-96 expressway.  This benefits the City of Novi and its 
residents as it allows construction of the mechanical equipment within a setback that will 
most likely not be used for any pedestrian activities due to its close proximity to the I-96 
expressway and allows for more efficient design of the remaining portion of the property.  
This deviation refers to section 3.1.25.D of the City of Novi code of ordinances.    

5. City Council variance (11-194(a)(7)) for the maximum length of the proposed cul-de-sac 
street length of 1540 feet from the centerline intersection of Crescent Boulevard to the center 
of the bulb of the Adell Center Drive cul-de-sac.  

6. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.1.25.D) to allow for a parking setback of 18’ from the proposed 
Adell Center Drive access easement. This 2’ deviation is requested for Unit’s 1 through 9 of 
the development.  This deviation refers to section 3.1.25.D of the City of Novi code of 
ordinances. 

7. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.1.25.D) for a minimum side yard parking setback of 0’ between 
units within the Adell Center development.  This deviation is being requested to allowed for 
the construction of common access drives between adjacent units.  This deviation is 
requested for Unit’s 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.  This deviation refers to section 3.1.25.D of the City 
of Novi code of ordinances. 

8. Planning Deviation for the Water Tower.  The water tower is to remain on its own Unit 
within the development.  This is not a principal permitted or accessory use of the site. 

9.  Planning Deviation (Sec 4.19.2.F) to allow for construction of a dumpster enclose within the 
exterior side yard building setback on the I-96 side of the buildings for Units 1, 6 and 7, and 
exterior side yard (Crescent Boulevard side) of unit 5 of the development.  This deviation 
request is to clarify the positioning of proposed dumpsters along the I-96 and Crescent 
Boulevard frontage units due to there being multiple front yards for these units.   

10. Planning Deviation (Sec 4.03.A) to allow for the recording of proposed site condominium 
units 3, 4 and 5 lying partially within the flood plain of the Walled Lake Branch of the 
Middle Rouge River.  As part of the site plan, there will be no proposed impacts/alterations 
to the existing flood plain from any units 3 and 5.  There will be a pedestrian bridge and 
walking path constructed across Unit 4 that will be within the flood plain area.  This 
deviation refers to section 4.03.A of the City of Novi code of ordinances. 

11. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.27.1) for Parking, Loading, Signs, Landscaping, etc. to eliminate 
requirement for loading areas for the following Units 1, 3, 4, 5, 9. 
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This deviation refers to section 3.27.1 of the City of Novi code of ordinances.   

12. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.27.1) for Parking, Loading, Signs, Landscaping, etc. to allow for 
the proposed loading areas in the interior side yards or exterior side yard area, or front yard 
area as indicated in the following table:  

  

 
 

13. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.27.1) for Parking, Loading, Signs, Landscaping, etc. to allow for 
a reduction in the size of the proposed Loading Area as indicated in the following table: 
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14. Planning Deviation (Sec 5.4.2) to allow for construction of a loading area within building 
setback area adjacent to the I-96 Right of Way for Units 1, 7, 8 and 9 of the development.  
This deviation request is to clarify the positioning of proposed loading areas if required as 
part of the currently proposed users or future users of said units.  Note that this deviation is 
subject to the waiver to eliminate the requirement of loading areas as requested in item 111 
above.     

15. Planning Deviation to allow for Maximum allowable wall material percentages per building 
facade according to the following Units. 

i. Unit 1 – IFLY – See plan sheets submitted for percentages 
ii. Unit 2 – Planet Fitness – See plan sheets submitted for percentages 

iii. Unit 3 – Fairfield – See plan sheets submitted for percentages 
iv. Unit 5 – Drury – See plan sheets submitted for percentages 
v. Unit 8 – Carvana – See plan sheets submitted for percentages 

This deviation refers to section 5.15 of the City of Novi code of ordinances. 
16. City Council Deviation from the existing sign ordinance 17-188 to allow for building 

signage for the following proposed units.    
i. Unit 1 – IFLY – See sign application for requested deviations 

ii. Unit 2 – Planet Fitness – See sign application for requested deviations 
iii. Unit 5 – Drury Hotel – See sign application for requested deviations 
iv. Unit 8 – Carvana – See sign application for requested deviations 

This deviation refers to section 3.27.1 of the City of Novi code of ordinances.  
17. Planning Deviation for a 5% reduction in parking lot space count as required by Novi City 

Code 5.2.12. or minimum number of parking spaces per unit based on each unit owners 
current parking requirement and as shown on the following table: 
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As of the time of this submittal, the users for units 6 and 7 have not been finalized.  This 
deviation request will allow a coordinated parking configuration between the end users of 
units 6 and 7 as the plans are finalized for these units.  As the site plans are fully developed 
for these units, this deviation will allow for possible shared parking between these two units 
if becomes necessary.  This deviation request will allow shared parking between units 6 and 
7 as recommended by the applicant’s traffic consultant and with approval of city staff and 
traffic consultant.   
 
All of the proposed end users within the Adell Center Development are national chains with 
multiple locations across the United States.  Based on their current facilities, they are 
requesting the proposed parking space numbers that reflect what they need to serve their 
businesses.  In some instances, the proposed parking counts reflect a parking space count 
that is less than that required by city ordinance.  The reduced parking count will benefit the 
City of Novi and its residents by reducing the overall parking space count, thus reducing the 
storm water runoff and increasing the green space area within this development.    

18. Planning Deviation for construction of two development monument signs over 200 square 
feet to be constructed as shown on the PRO plan and located as indicated on the PRO plan 
and as submitted on a separate sign application package with the City of Novi.   

19. Planning Deviation (Secton 4.02.B) for Side Lot Lines.  This section of the ordinance 
requires side lot lines to be at right angles or radial to the street lines.  This deviation request 
is to allow the side unit lines for units 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 to be non-radial or non-
perpendicular to the street lines.  This deviation request is in part based on the fact that the 
site is irregularly shaped with only one viable access point at the southeast corner of the 
property.  This deviation benefits the City of Novi and its residents by making the site layout 
more efficient and reducing the amount of un-usable area within each proposed unit, thus 
making the site layout more efficient. 

20. Planning Deviation (Section 3.271.F) to allow for a minimum of fifteen (15) percent of the 
gross overall site area for each site within the development to be included as part of the 
proposed non-developed area in the southerly portion of the overall development.  There is 
significant benefit to the City of Novi and its residents by way of providing all of the open 
space in one area as it provides a larger and more contiguous park setting with walking paths 
and nature area.  In addition to the larger park area, the applicant is proposing several 
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smaller pocket park locations along Adell Center Drive throughout the development as 
indicated on the PRO plan.  The development plans for the proposed park area include 
removal of all of the low deadfall and small brush throughout the southerly portion of the 
site.  In addition, a foot bridge is planned to the open space area to provide a connection 
from the northerly portion of the property to the proposed crushed aggregate pathway that 
will make a connection to the proposed City of Novi loop road and sidewalk system.  An 
additional benefit resulting from this request will be the accommodation of all of the 
required open space in a general common element area so that the unit owners association 
will be responsible for maintenance rather than relying on each unit owner to maintain the 
required open space areas.   

21. Planning Deviation (Sec 3.27.1.G) to allow for future renovations, alterations, or additions 
are made to the buildings within this development, the exterior building facades of the entire 
building shall be brought into compliance with the approved PRO agreement for this 
development.  This deviation request is to ensure future building modifications are in 
compliance with approved PRO agreement.  

22. City Council variance to eliminate the requirement for a traffic impact study due to the city 
is currently undertaking a traffic study for this area.   

23. Planning Deviation (Sec 5.7) to allow street and parking lot lighting to spill-over interior 
and/or front property lines onto adjacent properties within the Adell Center development.  
Since this development proposal includes the use of common driveways and 0’ interior side 
parking area setbacks, the proposed parking areas may cross over interior side property 
lines.  This deviation will allow for a site lighting layout that will be consistent with the 
proposed parking layouts between units.  This deviation request is for units 1-9.  

24. Planning Deviation (Sec 5.7) to allow for light levels and glare to spill-over onto adjacent 
properties along their interior side property lines.  This deviation is requested to allow street 
and parking lot light poles to be located in coordination with the proposed parking lot 
landscaped islands.  This deviation will allow a more coordinated and consistent parking lot 
lighting layout. 

25. Engineering Variance from Appendix C Section 4.04(A)(1) of the Novi City Code for relief 
from the requirement of a stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 
feet along the perimeter.    

26. Engineering Variance from Section 11-194(a)19 of the Design and Construction Standards 
is requested to allow for the construction of a temporary gravel surface (Secondary Access 
Road) within the limits of the Unit 2 lot. 

27. Planning Deviation for Entranceway Sign Area (Section 28-1 & 28-5(b)(2)a) to allow for an 
increased sign area of 60 square feet.  A deviation of 20 square feet is requested. 

28. Planning Deviation for Entranceway Sign Height (Section 28-5(a) to allow for a 15’ high 
monument sign.  A deviation of 9 feet is requested. 

29. Planning Deviation for Ground (express way) Sign Area (Section 28-1 & 28-5(b)(2)a) to 
allow for an increased sign area of 265 square feet.  A deviation of 165 square feet is 
requested. 

30. Planning Deviation for Ground (express way) Sign Height (Section 28-5(a) to allow for a 
15’ high monument sign.  A deviation of 9 feet is requested. 



Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP, City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
August 17, 2018 (Revision 1) 
Page 7 of 7 
 

31. Planning Deviation for construction of two ground signs on Unit 6, one monument sign for 
the unit and the other for the overall development (express way) monument sign as 
submitted on a separate sign application package with the City of Novi.   

On behalf of the applicant and based on the above description and attachments, we kindly request 
positive consideration by the City of Novi on this matter.     
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
GreenTech Engineering, Inc. 

 
Daniel J. LeClair, PE, PS 
President 
 
Attachments 
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Civil Engineers  •  Land Surveyors  •  Land Planners 

June 5, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
47175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
Subject:  Proposed Development under Proposed Zoning and Current Zoning Districts 
 Proposed Adell Center Development 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Please find this statement describing the proposed development under the proposed zoning and 
the current zoning districts.  The proposed development site is currently zoned EXPO District.  
Our proposal is to re-zone the property to Town Center District (TC). 
 
Our review of the current City of Novi zoning ordinance finds that several of the proposed uses 
are not allowed in the current EXPO zoning district.  In addition, some of the proposed buildings 
would not be allowed in the current zoning district without the request of variances.  As a result 
of the proposed development and upon discussion with city staff, it is understood that the 
proposed use could be accomplished with city council approval of a Planned Rezoning Overlay 
(PRO).  It is also understood that a PRO can only be accomplished with a re-zoning of the 
property.  The closest zoning district classification that can accommodate the proposed use is the 
Town Center District (TC). 
 
With the above said, the rezoning of the property is the only way to successfully develop this 
property is by way of re-zoning the property to Town Center (TC) utilizing the Planned 
Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option.  With City Council approval of the proposed re-zoning, our 
client Kevin Adell is very confident that this development will be a very visible and successful 
project that all of the residents of the City of Novi can be proud of. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
GreenTech Engineering, Inc. 

 
Daniel J. LeClair, PE, PS 
President 
 



BENEFITS TO PUBLIC







LETTER OF REQUEST TO WAIVE MPZ MEETING 



 

 
 

Civil Engineers  •  Land Surveyors  •  Land Planners 

June 11, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Novi – Planning Department 
47175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
Subject:  Adell Center 
  
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Per our discussion last week I notified Kevin Adell that the July 20th Master Plan and Zoning 
committee meeting agenda was full.  As an alternative, you mentioned that we could request a waiver 
from that sub-committee and move the project directly to the planning commission for the public 
hearing. 
 
On behalf of Kevin Adell, for the sake of the very tight project schedule, we kindly request a waiver 
from attendane at the Master Plan and Zoning committee meeting.   
 
As previously requested, we are also requesting that the city publish for a public hearing to be held at 
the July 11, 2018 planning commission meeting.  The signs are being installed on-site today.   
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
GreenTech Engineering, Inc. 

 
Daniel J. LeClair, PE, PS 
President 
 



COMMUNITY IMPACT STATEMENT 

June 13, 2018



CIB PLANNING 

   17195 Silver Parkway, #309 
   Fenton, MI  48430 
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Adell-Novi 
Community Impact Statement 

June 13, 2018 



 

 
A Community Impact Statement should address all of the following information:  
 
1. Expected annual number of police responses for the proposed development (can be based on 

statistics from similar developments);  

A survey of the operators for the proposed uses indicates that the anticipated number of police 
responses is negligible, since most incidents are handled by staff. This is especially true for the 
hotels and restaurants, while the other uses expect virtually no police calls. For the purpose of this 
report, we are estimating that 2 calls per month, or an annual total of 24 calls can be expected. 

 
2. Expected annual number of fire responses for the proposed development (can be based on statistics 

from similar developments);  

As with the police calls, a minimal number of fire calls can be expected, with the majority being 
EMS calls. The business operators confirmed that based upon calls for assistance at other locations, 
approximately 10-22 responses can be expected on an annual basis.   

 
3. Anticipated number of employees (include both permanent and construction jobs on site);  

With any of the above construction projects, there can be anywhere from 20 to 100 construction 
workers on-site, depending upon the phase of completion. The following is the estimated number 
of permanent jobs to be created for the proposed uses:  

Proposed Use Jobs 
Carvana 12-15 
iFly 10-15 
Restaurants 40-60 
Planet Fitness 10-12 
Drury Hotel 15-20 
Fairfield Inn 15-20 

 
4. Statement regarding compliance with City Performance Standards (Section 2519 of the Zoning 

Ordinance);  

All uses will be operated indoors and it is not anticipated that any of them will exceed the thresholds 
identified in the Performance Standards of Section 5.14 of the ordinance.  

 
5. Estimated number of sewer and water taps and information on peak hour demand and min/max 

operating pressures for water system;  

The following is the estimated number of REU’s for the proposed uses:  

Proposed Use REU’s 
Carvana 1.7 
iFly 2.4 
Restaurants 63 (total) 
Planet Fitness 69 
Drury Hotel 69 
Fairfield Inn 49 
  



 

6. Relationship of the proposed development with surrounding uses;  

The proposed development provides a natural land use transition between the more intense 
industrial uses to the west and the retail uses in the Town Center to the east and south. With direct 
frontage on I-96, the site is highly visible and has the ability to create a positive impression to 
visitors; something that will help attract customers to retailers in the Town Center. This is 
especially important in light of the trend away from in-person and toward on-line shopping.    

 
7. Description of proposed land use;  

To date, all of the sites have committed purchasers including very unique and national companies 
such as Drury Hotels, I-FLY indoor sky diving, Planet Fitness, Texas Roadhouse and Carvana.  
Also included on the list of uses will be a second hotel and a second restaurant uses, creating an 
exciting destination. Mr. Adell is intending to keep the last remaining building site (Unit 4) for the 
time being for the purpose of hosting small seasonal events and for overflow parking if needed. 

 
8. Description of the environmental factors and impacts addressing the following:  
 

a. Natural features on the site (e.g., unusual topography, habitat areas, wetlands, woodlands, 
historic trees, etc.);  

The approximate seven (7) acres of land on the south end of the property contains an existing 
creek, wetlands, floodplain and several trees. A walking nature pathway is proposed for this 
area.  

 
b. Temporary and permanent impacts to natural features on the site; 

The only potential impacts to this area would come from the installation of utilities, and that 
activity would be temporary in nature.  The proposed nature pathway will meander throughout 
this area and will minimize the impact to the existing wetlands and woodlands.  

 
c. Manufacture, use or storage of any hazardous or toxic materials on the site including 

Environmental Protection Agency requirements and the need for a Pollution Incidence 
Prevention Plan (PIPP); 

Based upon the proposed uses, there is no storage of hazardous or toxic materials that would 
require preparation of a Pollution Incidence Prevention Plan (PIPP).  

 
d. Location, type, depth and contents of any existing or proposed underground storage tanks; 

Per the current owner of the site (who has extensive knowledge about the history of the site) 
there are no existing underground storage tanks on the property. Additionally, no new 
underground storage tanks are proposed as part of this development. 

 
e. Environmental use and/or contamination history of the site (i.e., groundwater contamination, 

landfill, chemical spills, etc.); and  

 Per the current owner of the site, it was used for tool and die and the manufacture of auto parts 
for approximately 13 years, from 1965 to 1978. And he is unaware of any contamination on 
the property.   

 
f. Potential impacts to existing wildlife on site; and  

Since the seven (7) acres at the south end of the property will remain largely undisturbed, there 
should be no negative impacts to existing wildlife on the site.  



 

 
9. Description of the social impacts addressing the following:  
 
 a. Replacement or relocation of any existing uses or occupants on the site;  

There are currently no uses on the site and the only structure remaining on the property at the 
present time is the existing water tower. Some remnants of the former Novi Expo Center still 
remain, including the concrete building slab, asphalt parking lot and site entrance. As such, 
there is no need to replace or relocate any existing uses or occupants. 

 
 b. Traffic impacts (information can come from any required Traffic Impact Study or statistics 

from other similar developments when a study is not required);  

A full traffic study is not being provided and a waiver requested, since AECOM is currently 
preparing a region-wide TIS and the site will be included in that study. A Traffic Generation 
Analysis dated 5/1/18 has been prepared by Bergmann, however, to assess the number of 
vehicle trips that would be generate by the proposed development. The total number of new 
Average Daily Site Trips is estimated at 3,988.  Access to and from the site is from Crescent 
Boulevard, located near the southeast corner of the property. Crescent Boulevard extends to 
the property from Novi Road, where a signalized intersection is located. It is understood that 
the City of Novi will be extending Crescent Drive from the current terminus to Grand River 
Avenue. 

 
 c.  Proposed site amenities (i.e., sidewalks, public parks, bicycle paths, etc.); and  

Proposed site amenities include and extensive walkway system throughout the development, 
connecting to the abutting sidewalk system on Novi Road. There will also be a gazebo and 
open space on unit #4, along with a parking lot for shared and overflow parking. 

 
d. Increases in the permanent population of the City as a result of the proposed development 

(specific number should be identified and statistics from similar developments can be used).  

Since all of the uses are destination-oriented and no housing units are proposed, there should 
be no permanent increases in the population of the City. 
 



JULY 11, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
DRAFT 



 

PLANNING COMMISSION  
MINUTES 

CITY OF NOVI 
Regular Meeting 

July 11, 2018 7:00 PM 
Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center  

45175 W. Ten Mile (248) 347-0475 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Present: Member Anthony, Member Avdoulos, Member Greco, Member Lynch, 

Member Maday, Chair Pehrson 
Absent: Member Howard (excused) 
Also Present: Barbara McBeth, City Planner; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Lindsay Bell, 

Planner; Darcy Rechtien, Staff Engineer; Thomas Schultz, City Attorney; 
Beth Saarela, City Attorney; Peter Hill, Environmental Consultant; 
Maureen Peters, Traffic Consultant; Doug Necci, Façade Consultant 

 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Member Lynch led the meeting attendees in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance. 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Avdoulos. 
 
VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE THE JULY 11, 2018 AGENDA MOTION MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH 
AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS. 
 

Motion to approve the July 11, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda. Motion carried 
6-0. 

 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Eleanor Thompson said I’ve lived in Willowbrook Sub 3 for 47 years. I’ve seen a lot of 
changes. I have two quick things. One is that we want the bus system here in Novi, the 
transit system. We don’t need it. I don’t want to pay for it. I pay for a zoo I no longer use, I’m 
73. I pay for the art building that I don’t need. And I did see an article in the Free Press not 
too long ago, they interviewed some young people having to come out here for jobs. 
Years ago when the A&P and Farmer Jack were here, I didn’t have a car. I was a 
housewife, I didn’t work. So I put my daughter in the stroller and we went up to the grocery 
store. We walked in the dirt, we walked in the gravel, and it didn’t hurt us. I do not want to 
pay for any bus system out here. And this Adell Center – let’s get some of the other stuff 
that’s open, empty for a long time, filled up. Let’s let that go back to grass like it used to be 
in the olden days. Novi Road is busy now, can you imagine what Novi Road is going to be 
like that again? That’s my opinion. Thank you very much. 
 



CORRESPONDENCE 
There was no correspondence. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
There were no Committee Reports. 
 
CITY PLANNER REPORT 
There was no City Planner Report. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
There were no items on the consent agenda. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
1. NOVI TECH CENTER 6 & 7 JSP 17-86 

Public hearing at the request of Hillside Investments  for Special Land Use, Preliminary 
Site Plan, Woodland Permit, and Stormwater Management Plan approval. The subject 
parcel is located in Section 24 east of Seeley Road and north of Grand River Avenue. 
It is approximately 8 acres and zoned I-1 (Light Industrial). The applicant is proposing 
to build two 24,861 square foot office/warehouse buildings for a total of 49,722 square 
feet with associated site improvements.  

 
Planner Bell said the applicant is proposing to construct two 24,861 square foot 
office/warehouse buildings along with associated site improvements. The site is estimated 
to be 8 acres and located in Section 24, east of Seeley Road and north of Grand River 
Avenue. 
 
The subject property is currently zoned I-1, Light Industrial. The properties to the east, west, 
and south are also zoned I-1, Light Industrial. The property to the north is zoned MH, Mobile 
Home District and is the location of the Highland Hills Estates community. The Future Land 
Use Map indicates Industrial, Research, Development, and Technology for the subject 
property and for the properties to the east, west, and south. The properties to the north 
are planned for Manufactured Home Residential. 
 
The western half of the site contains City regulated woodlands. Of a total 326 trees 
surveyed on site, 198 were determined to be regulated. The proposed site plan indicates 
150 regulated trees to be removed or about 75%. These would require a total of 292 
replacement credits. The applicant is currently proposing to plant approximately 150 of 
them on site and to pay into City tree fund for the remaining.  The applicant has indicated 
they are willing to protect the 48 preserved trees and replacement woodland trees in a 
conservation easement.  
 
Planner Bell said the proposed project would connect to the existing Novi Tech Center off 
of Grand River to the east through an access drive. Another driveway would be located 
off of Seeley Road to the west. The site plan shows a total 49,722 square feet of 
office/warehouse buildings, 184 parking spaces, 9 bicycle parking spaces, 
loading/unloading docks, stormwater management pond and dumpster. The 
loading/unloading docks are located on the south side of the buildings to limit truck traffic 
on the north side of the building; moving the activity away from the residential area.  
  



In the matter of Fox Run CCC, JSP18-19, motion to recommend approval to the City 
Council of the Revised Phasing Plan based on and subject to the findings of compliance 
with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters, and the conditions and 
items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.  This motion is made 
because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Article 3, Article 4, Article 5, and Article 
6 of the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion 
carried 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF REVISED WETLAND PERMIT MADE BY 
MEMBER AVDOULOS AND SECONDED BY MEMBER GRECO. 
 
In the matter of Fox Run CCC, JSP18-19, motion to recommend approval to the City 
Council of the Revised Wetland Permit based on and subject to the findings of compliance 
with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters, and the conditions and 
items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.  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. Motion carried 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF REVISED WOODLAND PERMIT MADE BY 
MEMBER AVDOULOS AND SECONDED BY MEMBER GRECO. 
 
In the matter of Fox Run CCC, JSP18-19, motion to recommend approval to the City 
Council of the Revised Woodland Permit based on and subject to the findings of 
compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters, and the 
conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.  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. Motion carried 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN MADE 
BY MEMBER AVDOULOS AND SECONDED BY MEMBER GRECO. 
 
In the matter of Fox Run CCC, JSP18-19, motion to recommend approval to the City 
Council of the Stormwater Management Plan, subject to 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 Final Site Plan.  This motion is made 
because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances 
and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0. 
 
3. ADELL CENTER PRO JZ 18-24 AND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.724 

Public hearing at the request of Orville Properties, LLC for a Zoning Map Amendment 
18.724 for Planning Commission’s recommendation to City Council for a Planned 
Rezoning Overlay Concept Plan (PRO) associated with a zoning map amendment, to 
rezone from Expo (EXPO) to TC (Town Center). The subject property is approximately 
23-acres and is located at 43700 Expo Center Drive, north of Grand River Avenue and 
south of I-96 in Section 15. The applicant is proposing to develop the property as a 
multi-unit commercial development consisting of nine units accessed by a proposed 
private drive. The current PRO Concept plan includes a request for an Unlisted Use 
Determination under Section 4.87 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Planner Komaragiri said as you may have noticed, the screens in front of you are not 



connected to my laptop due to some technical difficulties. I did prepare some slides to 
go with my presentation, I apologize for inconvenience but you may have to look at the 
screen behind you as needed.  
 
Tonight, we are presenting two requests for your consideration. One is the request to 
rezone the subject property from EXPO to Town Center District, and the other one is the 
unlisted use of determination for Carvana. 
 
The subject property was the home of the old Exposition Center and is located on the 
west side of Crescent Boulevard and south of I-96 expressway ramp. It is currently zoned 
EXPO and is surrounded by industrial uses to the south and west, and Town Center to the 
east and Conference District to the north across the expressway. Our Future Land Use 
Map recommends that the property can be developed with Office Service and 
Technology uses. The intent is to create a buffer between the retail and industrial uses and 
to support the existing retail and restaurant uses in the surrounding area. 
Recommendation for surrounding properties aligns with the current zoning. 
 
There is an existing water tower which is proposed to remain and be located on its own 
unit as a non-conforming structure and/or use. The site has been vacant since 2012 when 
the old Expo building was demolished. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said the southern portion of the site, approximately seven acres, 
contains the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River, wetlands, floodplains, and 
regulated trees. The applicant indicated that the proposed development will include the 
improvement of over three acres of existing City-regulated woodlands and wetland areas 
to allow for pedestrian access by the public to that area. The current plans do not clearly 
indicate the extent of improvement or impacts to the existing regulated wetlands and 
woodlands areas to clearly identify the changes to this part of the site, except for a 
conceptual trail location in that area. 
 
The applicant, who is also the current land owner, is proposing to build a private road and 
install the required utilities and divide the land into individual condominium units – about 
nine. Each future buyer will then be responsible for getting necessary site plan and other 
permit approvals, and be responsible for each unit’s construction. The applicant is 
proposing a mix of hotels, indoor recreational centers, restaurants and an unlisted use. All 
the current uses proposed with the current PRO Plan and the limited potential future uses 
proposed in the applicant’s response letter are permitted under Town Center zoning 
district, if it is rezoned with the exception of Carvana, which is also being considered for 
the appropriate zoning district as an unlisted use determination tonight. A secondary 
emergency access is required for this development, which is currently not shown the 
plans. The landscape plan indicates greenbelt plantings along Adell Drive. It does not 
include landscaping for individual units. A couple of focal areas along Adell Drive are also 
proposed. 
 
The proposed PRO Concept Plan initially proposed a 30-foot wide road with 50 feet 
access easement, which acts as a major road which provides access to all individual nine 
units. Staff recommended a width of 36 feet. Staff has provided an updated memo which 
clarifies all comments with regards to this item. The applicant has agreed to revise the 
road layout to 36 feet wide with 70 feet access easement in his response letter. 
 



An updated cross section of the road and a revised Concept Plan were provided earlier 
this week. Staff did not get a chance to completely review it in this short period of time, 
but has noted a few major changes such as lot sizes have decreased for Units 6, 7, and 8 
due to the road widening. Units 7 and 8 are no longer sharing the entrance drive. Building 
orientation for Unit 8 is changed. Fire did not get a chance to review for fire truck 
circulation. The applicant may expand on the changes more in his presentation. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said the proposed road widening does address a major deviation. 
However, most of the other deviations identified in our review letters still remain. 
Particularly, the lack of information needed to determine the required parking space for 
each unit or submittal of a Shared Parking Study. Staff noted that some of the deviations 
should be specific and not general such as a blanket setback of zero feet side yard 
parking setback. 
 
The property’s proximity to the surrounding retail, restaurants and hotels could make the 
proposed rezoning a reasonable alternative to Master Plan recommendation of OST. As 
indicated in our review letter, the applicant should be able to achieve greater 
compliance with the design guidelines from the Town Center Area Study and redesign the 
site layout to more closely meet the intent of the Town Center District, such as pedestrian-
oriented development and more site amenities. The current site layout is more consistent 
with a traditional industrial park layout we typically see in Light Industrial districts rather 
than a commercial center.  
 
A major component of staff and consultants review has been the long list of deviations 
that the applicant has been seeking with the proposed Concept Plan. The applicant has 
provided an updated request for certain deviations which do not include all of the items 
indicated by staff. According to the applicant, if the individual users seek any additional 
deviations at the time of their respective site plan review, they would be responsible to 
amend the PRO Agreement at that time. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said I would like to briefly go over the list of deviations that are being 
requested in the response letter dated July 3rd. A hard copy is provided with your packet 
that can act as a reference while I present. 
 
I have some slides to go with each of those deviations. They are numbered in the order 
listed in the letter. 
 
The first one is the increase of maximum allowable building height. Town Center allows a 
maximum building height of 65 feet or 5 stories, whichever is less. Unit 5, Drury Hotel, is 
proposed at 85 feet high and seven stories. And Carvana is at 75 feet tall with eight tiers. 
The existing water tower is to remain at 120 feet. The current slide displays the heights of 
existing buildings adjacent to subject property, which are under 25-50 feet tall. 
 
Item Two, the water tower unit has no frontage on any street at this time. Frontage is 
required on either a public or private street. The purpose of the tower as part of the new 
development is not defined at this time. It appears that no changes are proposed to the 
tower itself. A deviation is required for lack of frontage on a public or private street. 
 
Item Three, Unit 1 does not meet the minimum required 50 feet building setback along I-96 
frontage, only 35 feet is proposed for the utility area. The applicant has indicated that 



some revisions have been made to the iFly building elevation that may or may not reduce 
the deviation. Staff did not get an opportunity to review since the revisions were made. 
 
Item Four, a deviation is required for exceeding the maximum allowable length of 800 feet 
for the cul-de-sac. The applicant is proposing 1,450 feet for Adell Drive due to the way the 
site has been laid out. The applicant indicated that changes to this layout are not feasible 
at this time. The requirement is mostly for fire access and Fire did not make any comment 
in the letter. 
 
Item Five, proposed impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers do not typically require a 
deviation. They are usually reviewed as part of the Wetland Permit review. 
 
Item Six includes a deviation request for front and side parking setbacks. Setbacks are 
usually measured from access easements which would result in a deviation for reduction 
of setbacks by two feet for the most part. Instead, the applicant is asking for a deviation 
to measure setbacks from the edge of the sidewalk, which would make the setbacks 
conform for the most part. The deviation implies that the concept plan meets the setback 
requirements if the request to measure from the edge of the sidewalk is allowed. It should 
be noted, however, that Units 1, 3, and 4 do not meet the minimum. The request should 
be revised accordingly. Staff noted that some of the deviations should be specific and 
not general.  
 
Item Seven, the water tower is not a principal permitted use of the site. It is also not 
considered an accessory use, since its proposed use is not detailed. Another deviation is 
required for the creation of a new, separate legal parcel of limited size for the purpose of 
housing the water tower on its own. Staff is also looking for additional information such as 
what happens to the tower and the property if the owner determines to remove it and 
access, etc. 
 
Item Eight, when the site has double frontage, dumpsters are typically located in the 
interior side yard or between the buildings. Instead, the applicant is seeking to propose 
them in the exterior side yard along I-96 frontage. The location is subject to the potential 
screening. This information was indicated to be provided at the time of individual site plan 
review. Staff did not get to review whether there is any proposed location or screening at 
this time. 
 
Item Nine, part of the rear yard for Units 3, 4, and 5 lies within the floodway line, shown in 
red on the image on the screen. The buildings appear to be outside of the floodway line. 
Impacts to grading should be further clarified to determine whether any deviation or 
other permits will be required. 
 
Item Ten, the applicant is requesting to waive the requirement for loading spaces for Units 
1, 3, and 5. As noted in our review letter, hotel facilities often receive food and supply 
deliveries and laundering services, which would necessitate loading and unloading 
activities. Lack of loading spaces increases the potential for delivery vehicles to park in 
access aisles and diminish site accessibility and operations. The lack of a loading zone at 
Unit 1, iFly, could prove to be problematic given the potential for future land use changes. 
 
Item Eleven, the applicant is requesting to allow loading areas for Units 1, 7, 8, and 9 along 
I-96 frontage due to double frontage. A deviation to allow for loading area within building 



setback may be allowed, but not within the parking setback as the applicant requested. 
Proposed loading areas should meet the parking setback requirements. However, staff 
typically makes a recommendation for such a deviation based on information such as the 
location, layout and circulation, which is not provided at this time. It should also be noted 
that the loading area should be a minimum ratio of 10 square feet per each front foot of 
building. It appears that they may be a deviation required if not provided the minimum 
square footage. 
 
Item Twelve, elevations are provided for Drury, iFly, Carvana, Fairfield, and Plant Fitness. All 
of them do not conform to the code. Our façade consultant has noted some specific 
recommendations for revisions to be made to Unit 1, iFly, and Unit 3, Planet Fitness, to 
support the deviations. The applicant has not indicated that those revisions will be 
addressed, but instead sought the deviations. It should be noted that Unit 2, Planet Fitness, 
is not included in the list of deviations even though our Façade consultant noted that it 
does not comply at this time. I have full size elevations available in the slide if you would 
like to look at them. 
 
Item Thirteen, this request only includes deviations for building signage for iFly, Drury, and 
Carvana. The PRO submittal included signage information for our review and a request, 
but information was not submitted in the required format. For example, the distance 
between the sign and the center line of the road. Staff was not able to perform a 
complete review due to lack of information. 
 
Item Fourteen, with the current Concept Plan submittal, the parking calculations have 
been eliminated. A reference to a Shared Parking Study has been made under requested 
deviations, but a study has not been provided. The applicant in the response letter 
indicated that that parking may not sometimes meet the requirement. The study requires 
City Council approval prior to PRO approval. Staff recommends that the applicant 
provide a Shared Parking Study to review the potential for including other site elements 
and reducing the need for as many deviations, or provide parking calculations to verify 
conformance with the requirements. Further information is included in the Planning letter. 
 
Item Fifteen, Adell Center Development Signs. Information was provided for these two 
monument signs and the deviations were not accurately identified due to some missing 
information, like the distance and a couple of questions raised indicated in our letter. Staff 
has requested additional information to complete this review. 
 
Item Sixteen, Sidelot lines for Units 1, 6, 7, and 8 are not radial or perpendicular to the 
street lines. The applicant has stated that the current unit boundaries have been mutually 
agreed upon with purchasers and we understand from conversations that the applicant is 
reluctant to make major layout changes. 
 
Item Seventeen, the Open Space Plan indicates a total of four acres (about 17%) of open 
space which includes regulated wetlands and woodlands area. This is not allowed 
because the Code requires the Open Space to be usable such as pedestrian plazas or 
permanently landscaped areas. As indicated, the applicant is proposing a trail in that 
area but other than the location, staff was not able to identify the impacts to wetlands 
and woodlands.  Updated calculations need to be provided once the legal description is 
updated to reflect the removal of City’s Right-of-Way on the south side of the property. 
 



Item Eighteen, the applicant has requested to approve future building changes to any of 
the units administratively if they are in compliance with conditions listed in the PRO 
Agreement. A sample language that refers to those conditions that regulate building 
design, which were supposed to be included in the PRO Agreement, is not provided at 
this time. Staff does not have enough information to make a determination. 
 
Item Nineteen, the applicant has provided trip generation information for the 
development that will be incorporated into the region-wide traffic impact study that the 
City is undertaking right now. Staff supports the deviation provided that the applicant 
understands that they may be requested to provide additional traffic-related data and 
information during the review at the City’s discretion. The applicant should also confirm 
understanding that they may be subject to certain off-site and/or on-site mitigation 
measures as a result of the region-wide traffic impact study at the City’s discretion. 
 
Item Twenty, the proposed parking stall for Units 2 and 3 is closer than the minimum 25 
feet. It may pose a sight distance issue and operational concern with completing parking 
maneuvers within such a close proximity to the driveway. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said an additional deviation is also required for all units for frontage on 
a private street in lieu of a public street. A deviation for just Unit 9 was requested at this 
time. The applicant has not requested similar deviation for all other units at this time. 
 
The applicant has eliminated the deviation for road width, access easement, sidewalk 
placement and width of sidewalk with the revised cross section, as indicated in his 
response letter. However, as indicated before, staff was not able to complete the review 
as the plans were provided a couple days earlier. 
 
A Photometric Plan and additional information is typically required at the time of Final Site 
Plan. However, given that the proposed unit lines are running through the parking lot and 
proximity of parking spaces to Adell Drive, staff anticipates that there may be certain 
deviations of exceeding the maximum spillover. Those deviations should be identified and 
included as part of the PRO Agreement in some form. 
 
It should be noted that any major changes to the site layout, parking lot layout, building 
locations, landscape designs for individual units, and deviations not recorded as part of 
the PRO Agreement would most likely require an amendment to the Agreement if they 
are not identified at this time. Staff would recommend that it is best to identify and 
address all of those issues at this time to avoid multiple amendments at a later time. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said sample motions are included in the packet for each alternative to 
approve, deny, or postpone. The motion to postpone addresses pending staff concerns 
at this moment. The Planning Commission is asked tonight to hold the public hearing, 
review the presented proposal, and make a recommendation to City Council to either 
approve or deny the proposed PRO plan or postpone making the recommendation to a 
later meeting to allow additional time for staff and the City’s consultants to resolve a 
number of remaining issues, and to clearly identify Ordinance deviations, based on the 
revisions that have been discussed over the last few days. 
 
We have all of our staff and consultants for traffic, wetlands, woodlands, and façade 
available today for any clarifications you may need about our reviews. We also have the 



applicant, Kevin Adell, and his engineer, Dan LeClair, along with their team and 
representatives of some of the individual users. The applicant would like to give you a 3-D 
tour of the proposed development after my presentation. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said as a separate matter, but related to the rezoning plan, the 
Planning Commission is asked tonight to make a recommendation to City Council 
whether to allow or not allow Carvana, ‘Vending Machine Fulfillment Center,’ as the 
described unlisted use, as an appropriate use subject to Special Land Use Conditions in 
the Town Center District. The applicant is proposing a use which is in essence a used car 
dealership, but do not function or appear like a used car dealership.  
 
Carvana was founded in 2012 as an online automobile retailer. It is currently operating in 
nine cities in the United States. It is an experimental concept, which the applicant 
indicates is becoming popular. However, there is no guarantee for the long-term viability 
of the use. Staff is concerned as to what alternate user for the building might be found if 
the proposed use of ‘Vending Machine’ eventually becomes outdated. The glass tower is 
built to store vehicles and not for human occupancy. The options to repurpose the 
building for another use seems limited, and the location prominent.  
 
At this time, staff has reviewed the appropriateness of the use as part of Adell Center 
specific to the subject property. Staff has not reviewed for its suitability for all of the Town 
Center District. We have Arwa Lulu and Garret Jonilonis from Carvana who are here to 
give you a brief presentation about how Carvana works following Adell Center’s 
presentation.  
 
Thank you very much for your time and patience. 
 
Dan LeClair from GreenTech Engineering said thank you for the opportunity to present to 
you tonight. We have our whole team here tonight, Kevin Adell and Ralph Lamenti from 
Orville Properties. Kevin’s family is the original owner of the property from way back in the 
1950’s from when this property became a manufacturing facility. Later on, it became a 
facility for refining or I believe it was Mohawk that was there, and then of course we all 
know about the Novi Expo Center was formerly there.  
 
We started working on this property about four to five months ago, Mr. Adell contacted us 
and explained to us that he and his family have been working on this property for several 
years, since the Novi Expo Center was no longer in use and the building was turned over. 
And he has been looking for several years to find the right opportunity and the right use 
for this property, and he’s had several different uses come in, several different people 
have come in that he explained didn’t make it very far – some a little farther – so there 
have been a lot of different options looked at for this property.  
 
He came to us from the standpoint that he marketed this property to retail, entertainment, 
and knowing what’s going on in America with our society and going to the internet age, 
he’s asked us to look at different types of uses and what is out there that is different – 
national companies that are setting their footprint across America. And also knowing that 
we have a lot of entertainment with the current Suburban Showplace, we’ve got soccer 
facilities, a lot of family entertainment in the area.  
 
So he kind of put together a site plan to cater to those types of uses – we don’t see any 



office buildings on here, he’s looked at that and he’s afraid of the long-term viability of 
that. He looked at light industrial, which is allowed under the current EXPO zoning. With the 
traffic and the heavy truck traffic that is sometimes generated with that, he felt that that 
wasn’t the right fit for this piece of property. So that’s how we got to where we are today.  
 
Mr. LeClair said I want to acknowledge Greg Gamalski and Nick Scavone, they’re with 
Bodman, his legal team; Carmine Avantini, our project planner; TJ Likens, our traffic 
engineer. They’re all here tonight with me, so we’re happy to answer any questions. Also 
tonight we have representatives here from iFly, Planet Fitness, Fairfield Inn, Drury, and 
Carvana. Following my brief presentation here, we’d like to just present a little bit of an 
explanation and a little more detail about Carvana. And I’ll have Arwa step up and give 
us a little more detail about what they do.  
 
I’m going to back this slide up here and hit pause in a couple different spots, just so you 
can kind of get a better view of what we’re anticipating what it would look like. And 
about this spot right here, if I can stop it quick enough, this would be a view from the 
southwest – over at Grand River, almost on top of the railroad bridge if you were looking 
out toward the interchange of I-96 and Novi Road. Right to the right here is the proposed 
Drury. We’ve got the existing commercial facility, I think there’s a Noodles in there and a 
couple of smaller restaurants. The new proposed roadway would come in, make a loop 
through the site, and terminate in a cul-de-sac right up by the freeway.  
 
Mr. Adell is proposing a small parking lot for what we’re calling overflow parking at this 
point. Because of some of the uses, a lot of the peak hour demand uses are at the same 
time for a lot of these facilities – you’ve got hotels, restaurants where the evening traffic is 
a little heavier. And then of course the day traffic is a little bit lighter.  
 
So this is the Drury, this is what we are calling Lot 5. Lot 4 or Unit 4 is basically proposed to 
be a vacant unit, no buildings at this point with a parking lot. Unit 4 will also have a 
pathway system that will cross over the river and it will make a connection into the 
pathway on the south side of the river, which would come out to what would eventually 
be the loop road or the ring road when that’s extended. We have another proposed 
hotel, that’s the Fairfield Inn. And then if I can slide this thing forward, Planet Fitness is 
proposed up in this area along the westerly part of the site. And then the frontage, the I-
96 frontage, would include the iFly, which is an indoor sky-diving event, as well as the 
Carvana and then area for additional restaurants closing out the frontage along I-96.  
 
Mr. LeClair said when we first started looking at this, we were looking at how do we lay this 
development out and what type of users can we get in here to present a wow-factor? 
How can we get people to exit the off-ramp and come in? We’re so close to the 
interchange, get them in and have them enjoy this area, and be able to exit and 
maneuver about to the recreational facilities – the soccer, the Suburban Showplace, etc. 
And that played a lot into where we located the position of the users on this property. iFly, 
just their building itself is very unique. It’s got lots of color to it, different shape, it’s really 
unique. In fact, I’ve been traveling to Chicago, I’ve been traveling to Tampa – when you 
see those types of facilities along the expressway, they catch your eye and it draws you 
right in. In fact, in Tampa I pulled off the freeway when I was traveling just to go in and 
check it out. So that’s primarily the reason why we put those users up front, to catch the 
eye.  
 



And then the taller buildings, the Drury, kind of farther back away from the freeway but 
people can still see it. Because this site does have a little bit of a challenge – it doesn’t 
have a frontage on Novi Road – so we’ve got to get users into this facility or this location 
by what’s out on the freeway. And we can get a little bit of a better look at the Drury – 
kudos to the people that put this together, it’s very neat imagery.  
 
Here’s a better look at some imagery of iFly’s facility and we’ll move on to Carvana. I’ll let 
Arwa explain this a little bit better but essentially it’s what we would call typically a 
vending machine. Arwa will explain it more, but’s a really neat concept, mostly internet-
based. It’s basically a delivery location, where you can purchase a vehicle online and 
close the purchase and come to this facility and pick it up. And so the vehicles are stored 
here for the pick-up and the delivery.  
 
Mr. LeClair said a couple other things that I wanted to describe or explain – this project, 
right now the site plan that you see throughout our drawings, the Carvana layout that you 
have here is a conceptual layout that we put together while we were still working with 
them. The building will most likely be very similar to this, but we may twist it around a little 
bit to meet the site plan requirements. Drury, they’ve got a layout that they’ve presented 
to us, so we’re using most of their information. The Planet Fitness site is a conceptual layout 
that we had done, as well as the two restaurant sites.  
 
So those specific users haven’t tied down the exact location of their building on their sites, 
or their parking and driveway geometrics. So we put a site in for them just so you can 
grasp and get the idea. But I’d like to explain this as being very similar to an industrial park, 
where we are proposing to develop the roads and bring in the utilities and create the lots. 
And then each individual site user, or purchaser, will come in with a site plan. So we’re 
kind of setting up the zoning framework and the overall framework and then they will 
come in individually with a site plan. And of course, we’ll have the road and utilities 
brought in as part of the overall development in creating the overall condominium.  
 
Timing – this project is going extremely fast. We’ve been working with Sri, she’s been very 
patient with us and responding very quickly so thank you to Sri, and Barb – they’ve been 
very graceful in meeting with us. Mr. Adell brought in the users for the properties, and then 
we’re coordinating the overall site to line up with the users. He’s got people coming to 
purchase these properties and commit themselves to developing on these properties. 
They’re very excited about it, they’re spending a lot of money because this is probably 
the most sought after real estate in Oakland County and maybe southeast Michigan, right 
at this intersection. So we’re taking all of their information that they use, not only in 
Michigan but nationally, and incorporate it into these sites.  
 
So the site layouts that you see and some of the deviations that Sri has talked about, 
we’ve kind of taken the information that we’ve gotten from our users and we’re asking for 
those deviations now in anticipation of when those users come in. So we’ve taken their 
information and tried to get it in ahead of time so you folks can see. So some of you may 
look at these deviations and say ‘well why are they asking for this,’ but there’s a reason 
because the site plans are coming. We are currently working on the preliminary and final 
site plan construction plans for this development right now. They’re probably going to be 
submitted next week, even before this project, if it moves forward, gets to City Council. 
We’re on that tight of a timeline. Mr. Adell is committed to get this project moving and 
moving very quickly. Once we get to a certain point, we’re going to submit for demolition 



– get the site cleaned up, get the concrete floor and the parking lots removed, and get it 
ready so that these users can come in later on this year. So the timeline is extremely quick.  
 
Mr. LeClair said we’ve asked for several deviations and if you have questions, we can 
have each of the individual users answer any questions that you may have. Before I ask 
Arwa to stand up and talk a little bit about their operations, if I may approach the 
Planning Commission with some letters that we’ve received. 
 
Chair Pehrson said are they not in the packet? 
 
Mr. LeClair said they are not. 
 
Chair Pehrson said give them to Sri, please. 
 
Mr. LeClair said Mr. Adell has been very, very active with this project. He really wants to 
garner interest and support from everybody that he can. At this point, through his 
discussions with L. Brooks Patterson, Andy Meisner, Sheriff Bouchard – all are in favor of this 
project and very excited about it, as well as Joe Hurshe from Providence Park. So we’ve 
got a lot of our neighboring community, he’s actually setting up a get-together with the 
neighbors in the community through the business associations to introduce this project 
and that will also be coming also very shortly. With that, I’m going to turn it over to Arwa 
so she can explain a little bit about the Carvana operations. 
 
Arwa Lulu from Carvana said I wanted to share a little bit about Carvana because it is a 
concept that people have not heard a lot about. So I would like to share this short video, 
just 30 seconds.  
 
So like the video said, we are the new way to buy a car. The company itself was founded 
in 2012. We have been operating car vending machines since 2013, and we’re hoping to 
propose a similar concept to Novi, Michigan. Similar to what the video presents, we offer 
simple one-stop shopping online, which is completely different from a traditional car 
dealership. Customers don’t ever have to leave the comfort of their own home, they can 
browse vehicles on their computers, their cell phones, maybe on a break at work, maybe 
you have a busy schedule. You really don’t have to go anywhere, the only way you can 
purchase our vehicles is online.  
 
So think of it as an Amazon for cars – you log onto our website, say you’re looking for a 
Honda Accord maybe year 2016, start filtering those options and those specs, you can 
really play with it a little bit. It’ll show you the vehicles in your area that are available. The 
next step is to figure out, ok I want this car, now how do I get it? Do I want to purchase it 
outright or do I want to finance? There’s a financing widget right on our website, meaning 
there’s a fixed price. There’s no negotiating, there’s no haggling, there’s no going back 
and forth with a salesperson. You know the price right off the bat, you know what your 
financing terms are because you can play with the widget and figure out what your 
budget is on a monthly basis, and you can go from there.  
 
Now you’ve decided what car you want, how much you want to pay for it, what your 
monthly bill for it will be. You go to the next step, which is finalizing the transaction, which 
again you don’t have to leave your home to do so – you can just do it from the comfort of 
your own home, all the paperwork is on the website.  



 
At the last step of the process, you get to choose how you want to receive the car 
because you’re not actually at a car facility or a traditional dealership. You get to choose 
whether you want the car to be delivered to you or if you want to pick it up. So that takes 
me to the fulfillment options that we have.  
 
Ms. Lulu said so Carvana delivery – we can deliver cars for free up to 100 miles of your 
location. And then the other option that we’re proposing to Novi, Michigan is the vending 
machine fulfillment center. That’s the option that we really want customers to get excited 
about. We now have twelve of these vending machine fulfillment centers in six different 
states, so we really want to create that car buying experience that is completely different 
than what you see at a traditional car dealership. You don’t have to spend four hours on 
a Saturday wasting your time looking for a car; you can see all the specs because we 
have a 360 view of the vehicle. All of our photo booths are equipped to take pictures 
internally and externally of the vehicle.  
 
Once you purchase that car, it gets delivered. If you want to pick it up at a car vending 
machine, and like Dan said, it’s a vending machine – you get a coin, you put the coin in 
the coin machine, and the car is vended out to you through our automated system. I 
want to talk briefly about the Carvana difference because to Sri’s point, we are not a 
traditional car dealership. Vehicles are purchased online and then delivered to the 
fulfillment center for customer pick-up, which is different than a traditional car dealership 
because the cars are stored on the parking lot for customers to come and browse and 
shop and figure out if they’re going to buy a car that day or not. The difference with the 
Carvana fulfillment center is that a customer has secured their purchase, and they’re just 
coming to pick up their car.  
 
We, on average, need a site of one to two acres. In our other markets, we needed 35 to 
40 parking spaces to fulfill our operational needs. You won’t see auto servicing, gas 
pumps, fuel stations at a vending machine fulfillment center and that goes to create that 
customer experience – they don’t have to worry about any of that, they’re just coming to 
pick up their car and be on their way.  
 
And then another huge part is that there are no sales promotions, no gimmicks, no 
balloons that you would typically see on a weekend or a Sunday when you’re just driving 
around town; none of that would occur at a Carvana vending machine fulfillment center.  
 
So plan of operation. At a typical vending machine fulfillment center, you’ll see at least 
five to six employees throughout the fulfillment center. One of them could be a manager, 
the rest would be our field advocates. And they are working with  customers, greeting 
them, unloading cars from the tower, loading them into the tower and just really helping 
customers walk through that final transactional paperwork, giving them their token, and 
then sending them on their way when that car comes out of the vending machine. And 
then customer visits, because we’re not a traditional dealership, visits to the fulfillment 
center are by appointment only and daily this can range anywhere from six to fifteen.  
 
Ms. Lulu said so this is our conceptual design, this is a rendering that we revised – so we 
went to the pre-application meeting on May 14, 2018 and the building was not received 
well by the façade group and so we took those comments and we took the façade 
ordinance requirements and added a lot of brick to our building. The glass tower portion 



will remain glass and steel because we want to be able to display the cars and get 
customers excited about the cars they’re coming to pick up that they’ve already pre-
purchased.   
 
So I know that the comments in the staff report alluded to Carvana being an 
experimental concept, like I mentioned earlier Carvana was founded in 2012, operating 
their vending machine fulfillment centers since 2013. So I want to show you a map; 
January 2017 we were only in 25 markets – those markets include inspection 
reconditioning centers, vending machine fulfillment centers, and then our headquarters in 
Tempe, Arizona and various hub locations where we actually deliver those cars to 
customers. Fast forward to June 2018, we are now in 65 markets and growing. So now we 
offer twelve vending machine fulfillment centers in six different states, we are growing at a 
really fast pace and will continue to be delivering vending machine fulfillment centers. 
We have inspection centers throughout the nation that house our cars, they inspect them 
and perfect them before they send them out to the final destination which is the 
customer. So I wanted to touch a little bit on that and hopefully that answers some of the 
questions about Carvana and what we do. Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Mr. LeClair said thanks Arwa. Again, part of the reason why we wanted to have Arwa 
explain that is because this is a use that none of us ever had known about. They’re not a 
typical car dealership, and because this use is not listed as an allowable use, it comes as 
a Special Land Use. So we wanted to make sure that you folks had an understanding of 
what they were looking for. At this point, we’re happy to answer any questions. I think Mr. 
Adell would probably like to introduce himself so he can just come up and say hi, and 
then we will be happy to answer any questions from you folks. 
 
Kevin Adell good evening, I am the owner of the property on the corner of Novi Road and 
I-96. There’s my name, Adell. And I wanted to thank you for taking time for reviewing this 
application. My dad bought the property in 1965 for $150,000 before this building was 
here, before City Hall, before everyone was here. And so we love Novi, we appreciate 
the City and its public safety. So this is a great opportunity for Novi, these are companies 
that are investing. I drove around today before I got here and I looked at Twelve Oaks, 
and I see JC Penney and Sears and Toys R Us and those are just leases – these are people 
that are coming in and investing, they’re paying a million dollars per acre. So they’re not 
going to be leaving, it’s different when they’re a lease at Twelve Oaks and they can just 
leave.  
 
I am in business, I own the Word Network, the largest African American religious network in 
the world. I own WADL TV station, and I own 910 AM Superstation. So I am in business, 
there are no guarantees in business. And so Carvana is experimental, so is Amazon, so is 
Uber, Lyft. I’d rather take an experimental business than a business like Sears or Denny’s – 
we just passed, Denny’s is going out of business. Novi is a great town, they’re not going to 
be leaving. I did a different concept than what’s normal. I’m not a developer, I don’t go 
from city to city, I’m in media.  
 
But I do appreciate Novi, this is a once in a lifetime opportunity. If it doesn’t get 
developed now, there’s no one in my family that is going to develop it. My daughter is 
twelve, she’s not going to develop it and my wife is not going to develop it, she was just 
here. So, I’m it. And so I think we put a good plan together. If there’s any questions, I’m 
happy to answer them.  



 
But for years, I looked at many business opportunities. Beaumont approached me, you 
saw in Crains where Beaumont approached and wanted to pay 25 million dollars. The 
problem was I would have had to get a Certificate of Need – so if you want to put any 
type of equipment in, you would have to get a Certificate of Need. And Providence 
couldn’t expand because they were laying off, so medical is laying off. I looked at many 
opportunities; I looked at a water park, I didn’t want to be responsible since I have a 
daughter and I know that you guys have children.  I didn’t want to be responsible for two 
or three deaths per year.  
 
We worked with Blair, Blair went down the street with Suburban Showplace. It’s a beautiful 
facility, we’re not competing with Blair. It’ll complement Blair, with all the hockey 
tournaments, soccer tournaments, football tournaments around here. I’d put two hotels 
that are priced reasonably. I talked to Mark Wahlberg, since I am in the media, about 
putting Wahlburgers there, so I’m holding one lot. It’s online proof; it’s not something with 
brick and mortar where we’re going to competing with stores.  
 
Mr. Adell said since I am in business, I’ve been successful, and I know that this will be a 
successful project. I’m passionate about it. The reason why I want to do it is it’s full circle. 
My dad bought the property in ‘65, and it completes me. I want to put something there 
for them to be proud of as citizens.  
 
It’s going to generate three million dollars in tax revenue, I calculated 3.4 in property 
values. Right now, the City of Novi receives zero tax revenue from that property. This 
would be a 3.4 million plus. I did a community ascertainment with the Fire Marshal, they 
need a new fire truck that goes eight stories high.  They’re buying a new fire truck that 
only goes six – what do you tell the people at Drury on the seventh floor? So, it’s up to the 
City to do the right thing. I would bring you 3.4 million dollars in tax revenue and I hope 
you’ll do the right thing. It’s a benefit, it’s a plus, and it’s a lot better than what’s there right 
now.  
 
And so I kindly, humbly ask you to approve this project. Don’t delay it. If you need to put 
any conditions in, I’ll meet with staff and do whatever it takes. I appreciate Barb McBeth 
and Tom Schultz and Sri, I’ve been working with them for a year. And so I’ve stopped 
what I’ve been doing for the radio and TV to do this. And so I have put a lot of time and 
passion, so I hope you’ll consider that. I won’t take up any more time. If there’s any 
questions or if the audience has any questions, I’m happy to answer them. 
 
Chair Pehrson asked if there was anyone in the audience that wished to address the 
Planning Commission regarding this project.  
 
Brian Jones, 119 Charlotte, said everything you heard, to me, is bull. There is a letter that 
was given to City Council – you guys should have it for the record. If you don’t have it, you 
can get this one, I brought ten here. Kevin Adell has a way of promising and then 
deception. My music empire was destroyed based off of Kevin Adell’s radio 
advertisement. You guys all know who Herbert Strather is. So when you mix with the devil, 
you deal with the devil, you get it.  
 
Another thing about this letter, I’ve been in Novi and built a half a million dollar house here 
in 2005. I’ve been out here. It’s disgusting to know or hear, where I used to be a part of 



910, as I thought, my label and everything. But here, my empire was destroyed because 
of false advertisement on 910 AM. You guys recently heard the bashing from Steve 
Neavling, who was terminated from Kevin Adell’s station, and he bashed you guys from 
saying that you guys were taking a kickback. Now, how would you let a guy come out 
here and develop that just bashed you on the station that, he claims eight or nine million 
but I think it’s two or three – fifty thousand, it’s probably thirty thousand watchers. 
 
City Attorney Schultz said we need the comment to be about the land use development. 
 
Mr. Jones said it’s about the land. You guys are not going to be deceived and we can go 
into no further comments because you got bashed, you got accused of taking money 
and bribes, and then you’re going to authorize this guy and he just got done accusing 
you. That’s dealing with the devil. If you guys sign off on that, we’ll be at the City Council. 
Once again, my music empire was destroyed because of this man’s antics and he 
allowed it. He never addressed it, and didn’t even address his manager which is African 
American when he showed up here. That’s a shame. And they all know who I am. I’ll fight 
for my city. 
 
Connie Varana, 40535 Village Wood Drive, said I’ve lived there for over twenty years. The 
two striking problems I see is the traffic. The traffic exiting off of the expressway, 96, is 
always backed up whenever it is peak season, shopping season, event season. And also, 
Novi Road itself can’t handle all of the traffic that currently is going on in just an ordinary 
day. And then you’re going to add construction vehicles that are going to be going into 
this single-entry road for what period of time – until all of those buildings are constructed? 
And there is supposedly going to be a private road. I’m not quite certain where is that 
private road exiting, ingressing, egressing? That hasn’t really been explained fully, has it? 
That’s all of my comments. 
 
Stanley Neal said I live in Novi and I support the plan for the fact that it brings more 
revenues to the City, where we could use that money to get street lights and things in our 
neighborhood. At 5:30 in the morning, especially in the winter time, and kids are walking 
the street, there’s no street lights so that money could be used for that. So I’m for this 
project, I just wanted to let you know. 
 
Connie Varana said so again, the two hotels that are proposed, I’m wondering what the 
existing hotels that we have in Novi – how does the capacity or occupancy warrant two 
additional hotels. I think at one time, the hotel on Novi and Twelve Mile, the Baronette. I 
mean, wasn’t there a problem with not enough occupancy. It was kind of questionable 
how well it was thriving, so there are my additional comments. 
 
Rosslin Fujisaka with DEAF Media, said I think this is an excellent project for the City of Novi. 
I think you guys should reconsider this kind of project because this is nothing but good. It 
would be good for the City. 
 
Chair Pehrson asked if there was anyone else that wished to address the Planning 
Commission at this time. When no one else responded, he said I think we have some 
correspondence. 
  
Member Lynch said yes, we do. The first one is in support from Norayr Shirvanian, 43485 
Crescent Boulevard, in support and says as it stands it is an eye sore, the project looks 



beautiful. The next is in support from Nevart Torian, 39456 Squire Road, saying I saw a 
postcard of the proposed project, it looks beautiful – please help it go through. The next is 
in support, Hasmig Shirvanian, 264 Winslow Circle in Commerce Township, says I love the 
proposed idea, the project looks and sounds beautiful; it will beautify the area and will 
bring in more business to Novi, the current site is very ugly. The next is in support, Aeraj 
Shah, 21883 Dunnabeck Court, saying I support the project that is coming in, make it 
happen. The next one is support from Erica German Valencia, 24444 Brompton Way in 
South Lyon, saying I think it will bring more business to Novi and the area, let them build 
please. And the final one is from Julia Rogers, 24085 Elizabeth Lane, saying the name Adell 
with its historic connection is good; the design of the project could use adjustments, there 
is historic nod on Novi Road and this should continue in the area as opposed to more of a 
Main Street look. There is one from Richard and Suzanne Lorence, 25436 Birchwoods Drive, 
that says please vote no to Adell proposal. There is no explanation. 
 
City Attorney Schultz said you should probably recognize the letters that were handed out 
here. 
 
Member Lynch said yes. In support, L. Brooks Patterson – he wants to know when the 
skydiving simulator is up and running. Andy Meisner, in support. Michael Bouchard, in 
support. And Joseph Hurshe, in support – he is the one from Ascension Providence Park. 
 
Chair Pehrson closed the public hearing and turned it over to Planning Commission for 
consideration. 
 
Member Anthony said I guess first, I’d like to start and thank Mr. Adell for being a member 
of our community for as long as he has. I think what we’re looking at is heading in the right 
direction, it seems logical with what we’re doing in that area. There are a lot of pieces 
that are moving with Novi.  
 
Not related to this project but just to correct one of the public comments, the Baronette is 
doing well. It’s operated by Concord Properties, the largest hotel owner in North America 
and it’s one of their top five performing hotels. And that’s here, in Novi.  
 
Now back on this area, when we start to really peel back and look at the details and see 
if we’re ready to move on to the next step, I’m going to start with some questions to our 
staff. So, in initially going through the drawings, I believe that we were looking initially at a 
28-foot wide road and we requested 36 feet. We can see the cooperation of moving to a 
36-foot wide road, which I appreciate. The thing that happens with these kinds of tight 
roads or tight sites that I’m worried about is when we do that, are we still at the same 22 
deviations, or do we end up changing that so that we now have some unknowns that are 
unknown? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said because they widened the road, they eliminated a couple of 
deviations. One, they asked for a deviation to allow 28-feet wide road which they 
eliminated. And they were asking for a 50-foot access easement before, which would 
require a deviation which is now eliminated because they are providing 70 feet in the 
access easement. And there were a couple of other deviations with regards to the 
distance of the sidewalk in relation to the curb – that was eliminated.  
 
So like you mentioned, we appreciate that, but at the same time, that addresses some of 



the concerns the Engineering staff had, but then it doesn’t address the concerns that 
Planning had with regards to how are the setbacks measured, what are the deviations for 
setbacks, which are happening internally in the site. Those deviations still remain. The 
change that is being made to the road did not address the concerns we had for the 
internal of the site. And then two, they revised the plan but we also are trying to figure out 
how it affects the rest of the reviews, especially Traffic and Fire, because we need to 
make sure that some of the shared drives have been eliminated in the revised Concept 
Plan. We need to make sure that the fire truck can come in and go out of the site easily. 
 
Member Anthony said I’m glad you said that because it leads right into my next questions, 
which are Traffic and Fire. So really when we look at that last question, what happens is 
now we end up with sort of a domino effect, where we clean up some areas but we end 
up with more that we still need to work through or new ones that we need to work 
through. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said there are questions that we don’t have answers to yet. 
 
Member Anthony said yes. So when we look at Traffic, tell me about the traffic study 
process that will occur for this property. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said I can give you a brief introduction, but I would like Maureen to 
come and expand on it a little bit if it’s ok with you. So the City is undertaking a 
comprehensive traffic study along Novi Road from Ten Mile to a little bit over Grand River, 
north of Grand River up to Twelve Mile. So with that in mind, we have taken some 
potential sites that could be developed with the worst case scenario and taking those trip 
generation figures to identify mitigation measures that may be required. The current 
property is one of them, so we requested some trip generation figures from them so that 
they don’t have to do a study, so that we can take those and input them in our study and 
then come up with recommendations. Maureen may expand on the structure. 
 
Member Anthony said and Maureen, just an example within the City – when Comic-Con is 
here. Great event, hotels will fill up for that. But you can’t even get through an exit, 
whether it’s Beck Road, whether it’s Novi Road. Only the locals know the back roads of 
how to move around the City during that. So tell me what our traffic study will look like. 
 
Traffic Consultant Peters said as Sri alluded to, we’ve looked at this general area and we 
know there’s potential for several developments to come in within a couple years of each 
other. So rather than looking at them in silos and saying ‘you warrant your own study, you 
warrant your own study,’ let’s look at them collectively and see what the overall impact is 
planned to be. And then once we get those put into our models, we can see what the 
impacts are and work with county for the signalized intersections along the corridors to 
see if there’s technology upgrades we can make, if there’s timing adjustments, things like 
that. Or if there are other mitigation options that need to come into play – there’s not a 
whole lot of Right-of-Way to expand roads, but how can we do this to make things better.  
 
So we’re in the process of plugging all those numbers in right now. And for this particular 
site we did a preliminary look at the Crescent and Novi Road intersection and because 
that eastbound approach to Novi Road is not utilized a ton at this point in time, it should 
be able to handle what Mr. Adell is proposing for this development. 
 



Member Anthony said so if I hear you correctly, what you’re saying is that to look at the 
traffic study, you need to look at the development in its entirety as an aggregate to see its 
impact on the traffic and then based on that analysis, that will then help the City prepare 
for what we have to do for infrastructure modifications, what we can do in infrastructure 
modification for that. 
 
Traffic Consultant Peters said exactly. We will work in accord with Oakland County who 
operates the traffic signals. 
 
Member Anthony said well we got a letter from Brooks so maybe he can help. So really, 
we don’t know what kind of investment yet as a City in infrastructure we’re going to need 
to do, just on the traffic side. 
 
Traffic Consultant Peters said right, and that’s why we put in here that the applicant 
should have the understanding that they may be required to – we haven’t worked out 
the logistics of this yet – but they might be accountable for some off-site or on-site 
mitigation measures as a result of this comprehensive study. And what we’ll do is we’re 
taking the multiple developments that feed into the study and we’ll determine which trips 
were generated by which developments and then potentially partition out how they can 
contribute to that mitigation or something along those lines. 
 
Member Anthony said for instance, roads we may need to build, what we may need to 
do. So a lot of that is a lot of capital that may come from us. 
 
Traffic Consultant Peters said potentially. 
 
Member Anthony said now leading to that is my next question in that we talked about 
traffic, we talked about fire and fire trucks being able to maneuver around. So with these 
buildings, do we have the City services already in place that are able to handle fire for 
these types of buildings or heights of buildings as the variances ask for? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said Fire mentioned that any building that’s higher than five stories 
should meet the high-rise building standards, so that is a building code requirement that 
the applicant would have to comply to at the time of building permit review. 
 
Member Anthony said and so that is when City Ordinance just automatically kicks in. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said yes. 
 
Member Anthony said ok. And this relates with traffic too – what I was trying to find in the 
packet, and I think it probably isn’t set yet, but do we know the room counts that are 
proposed so that we have an idea of the amount of traffic that is potential for the 
development? For instance, so that we know we have right inputs for your traffic models. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said typically, the room count is provided when they are calculating 
the parking requirements because the parking is one space per each room and then one 
for each employee. That’s what staff was asking in our report, the parking calculations 
were eliminated so we weren’t able to identify how much parking each unit needs and 
whether it’s provided within the lot line or shared over the sites. We were not able to make 
that determination.  



 
Traffic Consultant Peters said with the trip generation information that was provided, they 
did provide estimates for room counts. I don’t know if those have changed since this was 
provided in early May or not, but we did have preliminary numbers to work with and base 
our assumptions on. 
 
Member Anthony said on some of our infrastructure, usually when I see developments 
they have a second exit egress. What about this development? I see one road, even 
though it has a section that is a boulevard, that goes in and does an S-curve for the 
buildings to all have access but I don’t see anything additional. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said at the time of pre-application, this topic came up for discussion 
and then the applicant indicated that they would probably provide a secondary access 
a little bit west of the water tower to the adjacent property. But that was just based on my 
recollection of discussion from the pre-application, it wasn’t indicated in the current PRO 
Concept Plan.  
 
Member Anthony said is that water tower active? Is it public or private? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said it is private, it is owned by the applicant. And as far as we are 
aware, it is not active and there are no indications in the plan about its future potential 
use, whether it is going to be used for irrigation or anything. It’s not active in the sense that 
the water is not being used for any other purpose. 
 
Member Anthony said ok, I’ll wrap up. My view here is that this is exciting; I like what we’re 
beginning to see. It looks like it’s in the direction that we want to go. We run a fiscally 
conservative City, and we balance our budget right along the way that we go. And we 
went through some hard times – and the young lady with the new car dealership, 
welcome to Detroit, you haven’t hit a recession yet. And I want to make sure that when 
we look at what our infrastructure is going to be, and what those costs are of that 
infrastructure, that we’re prepared to do it with the timing that we can do it with the 
budget. And we’re almost there, but I just don’t feel that we have all of the information 
yet in order for us to go forward. We’re getting there, it looks nice. I’ll turn it over to my 
other Commissioners. 
 
Member Greco said first of all, thank you to Member Anthony for addressing a lot of 
problems, as usual, that we all have on our mind. Looking at this project, not only does it fit 
within what is appropriate for there but I do think, in looking at and feeling the enthusiasm 
from Mr. Adell and his team, there’s some really exciting things here. I appreciate 
Carvana as a new concept, something strange – I think everyone was smiling a little bit 
looking at the video. Kind of cool, a vending machine. It seems futuristic to me, seems like 
a cool thing as you’re driving on the highway to go by, it’s something that might stand 
out.  
 
Whether or not it survives or not, who knows. It looks like they’re expanding. Again, Mr. 
Adell commented that there are no guarantees in business and sometimes you take some 
chances, and this one looks like an interesting one for me. The iFly indoor skydiving is 
another cool thing. And I was going to comment with Dan, I do like the positioning of the 
buildings and the way they’re set up not only for the ingress coming from Novi Road, but 
also the visual from the highway. And the mix of offerings that are there.  



 
But a couple of things that I noticed from the presentation, the materials provided by the 
applicant, and of course our staff review – a couple of comments that I have. Number 
one, the number of deviations and the lack of information that the staff indicates that it 
needs. One thing that I think is positive from the presentation from the applicant and also 
from our staff is that it appears that we are talking and trying to resolve these things. I 
understand that applicant wants to move forward with this project, it’s been sitting there 
for a long time. I understand that, but this seems like information that we would want to 
have.  
 
Member Greco said and I do have one question of something to our counsel; with 
respect to the comment that these units or parcels are going to be sold to these 
individuals – I think it was a good word from Mr. Adell’s investment from these individuals, I 
like that – but there was a comment regarding the individual property owners then are 
responsible for amending the PRO Agreement on a going forward basis. Is that something 
that is possible, or is it really the applicant that enters into the agreement with the City – 
how do the new purchasers become parties to that agreement? 
 
City Attorney Schultz said that’s a good question. The agreement, once it’s entered in to, 
is recorded against the property, successor owners, if there’s an actual sale of the 
property and they become investors. We have amended PRO agreements, previous PUD 
agreements – don’t have a PUD anymore, but it happens and it can be done. It’s not 
preferable, as amending the PRO agreement means going all the way back to the 
beginning of the process starting with public hearings and everything. So I do think the 
applicant is hoping that the PRO Agreement that is entered into allows future deviations 
without coming back through the process but those are things that will be need to be 
worked out when the agreement is entered into, if it is and if Council approves. 
 
Member Greco said and I understand from Mr. LeClair’s comments that the applicant is 
rightfully trying to work in the deviations and give some room, so that these businesses 
have some room to work with the City to come in.  
 
One of the other things that I thought was interesting from the reviews and comments was 
the way the layout and the setup is, and again I think it is set up nicely the way the 
buildings are positioned. But the issue of being more pedestrian-friendly was something 
that stuck out to me. Because we’ve got this site that is going to be slightly isolated with 
one road going in, but the way I pictured it – especially with the mix of uses that are there, 
whether it’s the restaurants, the hotels, and the skydiving. I envision going in there and 
hanging out for a little bit. If I’m staying at the hotel, I want to be able to walk to the 
restaurants, walk to the sky dive. Or if I want to go to the sky dive, I don’t know if it’s 
appropriate to eat before you go skydiving but maybe after, you go have a couple 
beers, but being able to park at the skydive, park in one place and feeling comfortable 
about walking around to the different things that are there.  
 
And I think the location of the Planet Fitness, as I was first thinking about it I was thinking 
that it is a crowded area – with people working out in a private club, do they want to go 
up to that area? But people work out not necessarily during peak times and it’s probably 
a good stop on the way or coming home from work to work out. So I thought that was 
kind of cool, as well.  
 



Member Greco said so generally speaking, I like the concept, I think it’s very exciting, I’m 
in favor of the kind of unique things that are there with the iFly and the Carvana and the 
location and using the space. I would like to see the applicant and staff come more 
together, get more information to the staff, because that’s my bigger concern is the issues 
regarding questions and information. Once we have that, then we can sit down and say 
ok look these are the deviations that can’t be dealt with, these are the deviations that 
can’t be resolved, and then we have a decision to make. It seems to me right now that 
we don’t, although I appreciate that we want to move along with this, I think we all do 
because it’s been sitting there for quite a while. Thank you. 
 
Member Avdoulos said I appreciate the comments from Commissioner Anthony and 
Commissioner Greco, I think they dove into some details. I want to pull out a little bit; we 
have a site that’s zoned EXPO and it’s being proposed to be rezoned TC. And along with 
that, the layout of the site is being proposed as a site condominium development. And I 
don’t know, in the other TC site areas that we have, how is that layout typically set up? Is it 
a developer having the large piece of property and developing the pieces or have site 
developments come in like this where they’re site condos? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said I think this is unique. We typically see site condos associated with I-
1 districts or residential districts, but for site condo in TC as far as my experience goes, this is 
a first time. Most of the developments within TC are individual sites being developed by 
the owner or a developer. 
 
Member Anthony said so a question to the owner, are the users of this site guaranteed? 
 
Mr. Adell said I have purchase agreements with all of these sites, so they’re actually PA’s. 
They’re investing, they’re buying, they’re here tonight and all flew from all parts of the 
country to invest in Novi. They’re not leases, they’re not walking away; they’ve got real 
skin in the game in business. So we’re going to make it work, they’re all national 
companies.  I took an hour to drive around today, and I see a lot of local companies. 
These are national footprints. Like Carvana, I must see their ads all the time, I’m in the 
media. And their ads are on all the time, they’re going to make it, I’ll tell you. Same thing 
with iFly. 
 
Member Avdoulos said and then what do you think the timing of construction is? Would 
one start, or would it be multiple going on at the same time? 
 
Mr. Adell said they’ve all told me today, as soon as I go for approval, I’m going to go for a 
permit to remove the cement from the existing 300,000 square foot building, put the road 
in, and I suspect some of them will start right away before winter. Everyone wants to get 
this site developed, it’s been sitting there since 2005 and it’s a trainwreck, it’s an eyesore, 
it’s not my fault. Here I have a great opportunity, I’m successful in business, I’m going to 
make sure it’s successful. My name’s on the water tower, I’m not going to let this fail. And 
so every person here that you see on this screen is here, from iFly to Carvana to Marriot to 
Drury. They all flew in on their planes, they’re all here. 
 
Member Avdoulos said the reason that I ask is I think we’re going back to what 
Commissioner Greco said and I think what Commissioner Anthony alluded to is we have a 
site, we have site condos, we have a building on the site, we’re getting all of these 
deviations because of the configuration and size of the building. And then we’re being 



asked to make a recommendation to approve with all of these deviations. And then 
when each user comes in as an applicant for their own site plan approval process, so 
they’re going to have to go through preliminary site plan approval, through final site plan 
approval, and that’s where the issue comes. If there’s deviations based on final design, 
we’re right now looking at a concept and then we have to go back and look at another 
variance and another this and another that, which I absolutely hate doing. I like to work 
within the boundaries of the Zoning Ordinance and then if there are adjustments to be 
made, then we typically can do that. I just wanted to understand that because those are 
some of the questions that I think staff had.  
 
The other one is that I do echo that if we’re looking at wanting to have this rezoned to TC, 
Town Center, and I’d like to see this development have the spirit of Town Center, where 
we’re looking to achieve some of the elements of it, where it is more pedestrian-oriented, 
there is more shared parking. I don’t know if a different orientation could be made where 
you could get the elements closer or adjust some of the parking to allow for pedestrian 
access to these places. But again, I think you alluded to it where it’s TC, but we’re using 
an industrial park layout. So it’s not working in that manner.  
 
The Carvana – I have seen this in Dallas. I have one question for the young lady if you 
would. In other municipalities that this building has come forward, how has that been 
seen or what kind of use have they applied it to? And it’s all over the United States, so I’m 
sure it’s different but what do you see as the most average type of use that’s been used? 
 
Ms. Lulu said Sri and I had this conversation briefly. In other jurisdictions, because they 
operate a little bit differently, we’ve either been permitted by right or rezoned into that 
property. We are typically seen as an auto sales facility, so we conduct businesses on 
auto sales property. So when we’re going into a jurisdiction and having our pre-
application meetings, telling them what Carvana does – because we do sell cars online 
and we’re selling cars to customers – they do classify us as car sales. So that is what we 
have seen in a lot of the jurisdictions. And all jurisdictions have worked with us to figure out 
what our path forward to development would be. 
 
Member Avdoulos said so car sales? Are they used cars? 
 
Ms. Lulu said they’re all used cars, I should have said that earlier. 
 
Member Avdoulos said I think it was indicated in the write-up. Alright, that answers my 
question there. I think, as we all have seen, the questions and concerns from staff are 
quite many. We’ve got a lot from engineering. The question I had related to Fire, they 
indicated they needed more information, but I guess the other question is the exiting and 
the other one is the cul-de-sac turnaround. I’m assuming that would be able to handle 
the largest truck going in and make the turn. And I don’t know if that’s been shown and if 
the Fire Department has looked at that. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said the applicant did provide a circulation plan that shows the 
turnaround patterns for the fire truck, but Traffic has asked for additional information as to 
what would be the largest truck accessing the site. The one that we are aware of is 
Carvana, as they indicated in their narrative, will have a truck that trailers nine cars to their 
property. We don’t know how big that truck is, whether it would be able to maneuver 
properly within the site. And we know that the hotels may have some loading deliveries 



that happen, we don’t know how big those trucks are, whether they are smaller than a 
fire truck or bigger than a fire truck. So, in summary, we’ve looked at whether a fire truck 
could access the site, but not any other potential loading trucks. 
 
Member Anthony said and the issue with the traffic concerns – that was a big question for 
me not as much on the site itself, but as to what the City had to deal with. The updates to 
some of the deviations – I think it’s great that the applicant is working with the City on 
that, but as the Planning Commission haven’t had an update to look at what that is or 
what it means yet, so that’s a big concern. The other concern I had is with Unit 4 acting as 
the open space and it has parking and a gazebo but it’s also set up as a site 
condominium lot, so in the future it could be used as an out lot and be developed, and 
what happens to our fifteen percent open space within the TC Ordinance? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said I would like to clarify one thing. They were using the area south of 
the red line – the exhibit to the bottom right – they are using that area which is shaded in 
gray. That counted towards the open space calculation. 
 
Member Avdoulos said what is it? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said it’s regulated woodlands and wetlands. And they provided a 
pedestrian connection from Unit 4 into that, so that was one of staff’s comments that it 
doesn’t meet the intent of usable open space. They are providing a trail, but we don’t 
know what the limits of access are. 
 
Member Avdoulos said you can’t really enjoy a wetland unless you have waders and like 
muck. So that again, within the spirit of the TC Ordinance, that piece was missing. Like it’s 
been indicated, I think this is going in the right direction. There’s many concerns on 
making sure that staff is comfortable with what they’re looking at and what they’re 
recommending to us so that we can recommend approval.  
 
And every time I think of TC, the Town Center, I think we’ve got a good start to something 
here in Novi. The best example I’ve seen of a Town Center is in Easton, Ohio so by 
Columbus, Ohio where they’ve really incorporated a pedestrian type of development 
and all of the parking is around the periphery, everything is internal. So I think the 
applicant may look to work with the staff to see how we can better align with what the TC 
Ordinance requires. Those are my comments. 
 
Member Maday said first of all, I just want to say I love the idea; I love the cutting edge 
thinking that’s going on. I think it will be a great addition to Novi when the details are 
worked out, but I think there are a lot of details that need to be worked out. Obviously I 
agree with pretty much everything that was brought up tonight in that I have the same 
types of concerns – the traffic, the infrastructure. You hear that from Novi residents, we’re 
always concerned about that and from a fiscally conservative government we want to 
make sure we’re on top of that. I do think I would love to see a little bit more of that Town 
Center feel; in Novi, that would be a great addition. I’m excited to see where this heads. 
 
Member Lynch said I’m not going to repeat everything, but one thing I did want to bring 
up is it’s beautiful, the concept is just an opportunity to be iconic. I hope we leave the 
Adell water tower in there, it’s something that everyone knows where it’s at and that 
doesn’t bother me. I do like the idea of the hotels; the only thing that I didn’t clarify was – 



and I don’t have a problem with Carvana being seven stories because nobody would be 
up there anyway – but the Drury I think is 85 feet and it’s my understanding that we can 
go 55 feet, but then there is some international standard, something in here that says if 
they put the sprinkler systems in – can you explain exactly what that means? 
 
City Planner McBeth said I believe it’s covered in the Fire Marshal’s memo, there are 
certain building code standards that would need to be met. That wouldn’t typically be 
something that the Planning Commission or City Council would grant a deviation from. 
 
Member Lynch said ok, so the more stringent building code means the City wouldn’t have 
to kick in a million bucks or so to buy another fire truck is what you’re saying. 
 
Chair Pehrson said we’re already buying the fire truck. 
 
Member Lynch said ok, other than that I do like this plan. I think you guys did a lot of work 
and there seems to be a little bit of uncertainty – I’m looking at these deviations and it 
seems like there’s a million of them, but they’re not insurmountable. My opinion is that 
these are not insurmountable. I think the flow of information has happened so fast and 
furiously that right now we don’t have enough information to make an informed decision 
and I’d like to give them a little bit of time.  
 
I personally think that we’re close. But I do like it, I think you did a great job. I think that it is 
an opportunity to be iconic; I can’t think of any other way to describe it. As far as the 
Carvana thing goes, I have no issue with it. Thank you for working with staff, and I know 
that you’re drinking through a fire hose right now with all of the changes that are coming 
from here, but I really don’t think that we’re that far away. 
 
Chair Pehrson said Maureen, so you were speaking about the traffic study – from a timing 
standpoint, when do you anticipate that traffic study to be complete? 
 
Traffic Consultant Peters said so we are putting all of the information together and we will 
meet with the City and the County, and then probably work with the legal department 
within the City to determine how those stipulations can be placed on the applicants to 
kick in funds or however that is going to be handled for the mitigation. In terms of a 
timeline, we are probably a couple weeks out from being able to have that conversation 
with the preliminary results and then we can start to fine tune from there based on what 
the County and City’s feedback is. I would say within the next month or two we would 
have direction from that. 
 
Chair Pehrson said so my comments echo what I’ve heard from other Planning 
Commission members. This is a great site; this is the jewel, if you will, of Novi that everyone 
sees and to have it now finally bear some fruit and make it look like it’s going to be the 
jewel that it should be for Novi, I think you’ve done an exceptional job laying out the site 
and putting things together. I’ve been to a Carvana facility, I haven’t been able to put a 
coin into it to get my car yet, but I have no problem with that. No one would have 
thought that the internet would actually take off.  
 
My only concern is, and I think you’ve heard it several times over and I hope we can 
address the issues relative to deviations that you’re trying to look for and to give a little bit 
of positive feedback to those that are here from the Drury and Marriott and Carvana. I 



don’t think you’re looking at a panel that is objecting to anything that is being proposed 
at this point in time. I think what we’re having issues with right now is just since May, since 
this became available to the Planning Department, to now July which is the first time it has 
come before this Commission, we don’t have enough requisite information to make the 
decisions that I know you want us to make and I think we are all looking very positively 
toward making those decisions.  
 
But I think we still have to go back to not the drawing board itself, but I think we have to 
go back and look at those deviations, work with the individual owners of the facilities to 
put more definition to the deviations. We’re used to dealing with deviations, typically we 
don’t like a bunch of deviations but given that this is a unique set of circumstances and 
that it’s going to be a Northern Equities kind of site condominium thing, where now with 
this we’re probably further ahead in the game than we’ve ever been with Northern 
Equities – not bashing them, but we actually have renderings, we know where things are 
going to go, we have a preliminary site plan to look at things. That’s wonderful, you’ve 
done a wonderful job at arming us with some information; we’re asking for more 
information so that we can go forward and move this along. Those are my comments. 
Does anyone else have comments to share? 
 
Member Greco said I’d like to make a motion. I’ve carefully read what’s in the motion 
sheet and I incorporate into my motion items 1 through 11.  
 
Motion made by Member Greco and seconded by Member Avdoulos. 
 
Member Avdoulos said I have a question to Sri and Barb. We had made some comments 
related to the project following the elements of the TC Ordinance related to pedestrian 
and shared parking, is that included in this language? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said parking was definitely. 
 
Chair Pehrson said so if we might add that as a friendly amendment for pedestrian and 
shared parking. 
 
Member Greco said I will accept the friendly amendment. 
 
Chair Pehrson said that will be added to the motion. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO POSTPONE MAKING A RECOMMENDATION OF THE PROPOSED PRO AND 
CONCEPT PLAN MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS. 
 
In the matter request of Orville Properties, L.L.C. for the Adell Center, JZ18-24 with Zoning 
Map Amendment 18.724, a motion to postpone making a recommendation on the 
proposed PRO and Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to provide additional 
information and to allow the City staff and consultants, and the Planning Commission, to 
evaluate all aspects of the Concept Plan as proposed.  This recommendation is made for 
the following reasons: 
  

1. Additional information is required regarding parking.  The applicant’s materials 
refer to a shared parking study, but no such study has been provided for review by 
the staff and consultants or the Planning Commission.  In addition, at this time, the 



materials provided by the applicant do not include information regarding the 
minimum number of spaces that are required by ordinance to be provided, and 
the number provided per each proposed use or site, so that the City staff and 
consultants and Planning Commission can determine the nature and extent of the 
variance or deviation requested as part of the PRO.  Information that the City 
normally would have includes things such as parking counts per use or site based, 
for example, on the number of hotel rooms and amount of banquet space (for the 
hotel uses) and/or the number of seats or employees for the restaurants proposed.  
The materials and documentation provided so far is insufficient for the review 
required. 

2. The staff and the Planning Commission require more information regarding the 
effect of widening the pavement for the roadway, as recently proposed by the 
applicant (such as a revised concept plan with updated lot lines, setbacks, 
greenbelt, conceptual parking lot layout, etc.), from 30 feet to 36 feet, which may 
result in different/additional variances or deviations as described in the planning 
staff’s memo. 

3. If the road is not widened from 30 feet to 36 feet, the City staff and consultants have 
asked for additional information as described in the planning staff’s memo. 

4. Information regarding the use of the water tower, if any, as part of the development 
has not been provided. 

5. Additional information is required with regard to the proposed uses for Unit 4; more 
specifically, if the uses are more intense than simply parking they may require 
additional improvements (e.g., a turn lane), and additional trip generation 
information may be required. 

6. The City’s facade consultant has requested additional information regarding 
certain of the uses as described in the façade review letter. 

7. Additional information is required regarding sign packages for certain of the uses, 
in particular Carvana and I Fly, which have not been completed and submitted in 
the required format with all required information. 

8. The City’s traffic consultant and City Engineer have not resolved the speed limit on 
the roadway, which may affect the driveway spacing between Units 3 and 4, and 
between Units 2 and 3. 

9. The location and exact description of the 15% open space needs to be clarified; 
the trails referred to need to be shown, and the effects on woodlands as described 
in the woodland consultant’s letter must also be clarified. 

10. The applicant is encouraged to address and/or reduce the number of deviations 
required and provide information showing how each Zoning Ordinance provision 
sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit an 
enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and would 
be consistent with the Master Plan and the surrounding area. 

11. The applicant should have the opportunity to clarify if any PRO conditions are being 
offered under the PRO provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. 

12. The applicant should incorporate more elements of the Town Center (TC) District 
relative to pedestrian walkability and shared parking in order to comply more with 
the TC District requirements and guidelines. 

Motion carried 6-0. 
 
 



4. UNLISTED USE DETERMINATION FOR CARVANA AS ‘VENDING MACHINE FULFILLMENT 
CENTER’ 
Consideration of the request of Carvana for an Unlisted Use Determination under 
Section 4.87 of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant is requesting a determination on 
the appropriateness of a Vending Machine Fulfillment Center as a Special Land Use in 
the TC, Town Center District. 

 
Motion made by Member Greco and seconded by Member Avdoulos. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO POSTPONE MAKING A RECOMMENDATION OF THE UNLISETD USE MADE 
BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS. 

 
In the matter of Unlisted Use Determination, postpone the recommendation to City 
Council to allow Carvana, ‘Vending Machine Fulfillment Center’ as the described unlisted 
use, as an appropriate use subject to Special Land Use Conditions in Town Center District 
based on the following motion: 

a. To allow continued discussion of this item at the same time as action on the 
proposed Adell Center PRO; 

b. To allow for staff to consider the appropriateness of the proposed use all locations 
within Town Center District; 

c. To allow for applicant to provide alternate plans to repurpose the building for other 
uses if the use of ‘Vending Machine Fulfillment Center’ eventually becomes 
outdated. 

 
Motion carried 6-0.  

 
MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
There were no matters for consideration. 
 
SUPPLEMENTAL ISSUES 
There were no supplemental issues. 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Dorothy Duchesneau, 125 Henning, said I’m just going to address and elephant in the 
room, at least as far as I’m concerned. You’ve got Novi Road, you’ve got Crescent Road, 
and it seems like you’ve got the road that dead ends and doesn’t go anywhere. With the 
Town Center proposal for this, will Crescent Boulevard ever make it down to Grand River? 
And when it does, will it meet up with Flint Street on the south that is being worked on now, 
so that we finally do get our ring road? And trust me, I’ve tried to find on the City website 
where there is an answer to that. And your search engine sucks. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Avdoulos. 
 
VOICE VOTE ON THE MOTION TO ADJOURN MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH AND SECONDED BY 
MEMBER AVDOULOS. 
 

Motion to adjourn the July 11, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. Motion carried 6-
0. 



 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 PM. 




