








EXHIBIT H

Parcel Division Plan
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Parcel 1

Parcel Area

322,152

Density
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Unit/Ac

[Open space

46,068
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Parking Count

149)

Lot Coverage (%)

12.6%)

Parcel Area

627,970

Density

59)

[Open Space 20,616
Parking Count 2|
Lot Coverage (%) 8.3%|
Parcel Area 139,935
Density 102]
[Open Space 21,284 [sft 0.49]Ac
Parking Count 15|
Lot Coverage (%) 23.0%|

Parcel 4
Parcel Area 218,543 [sit 5.02/Ac
Density 196[Units
[Open space 68,698 [sft 1.58/Ac
Parking Count 284
Lot Coverage (%) 28.5%|

Parcel 5
Parcel Area 168,053 [sft 3.86|Ac
Density 102Units
[Open Space 25,716 [sft 059]Ac
Parking Count 188
Lot Coverage (%) 19.1%|
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EXHIBIT I

Soil Boring Plan



EXHIBIT J

Sanitary Sewer Easements



EXHIBIT K

EGLE Wetland Permit
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(CITY OF

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
August 15, 2025 (updates to March 10, 2025, Review)
Planning Review
Society Hill
JSP24-04

PETITIONER
E & M Holdings, LLC c/a - Sequel

REVIEW TYPE
Revised Consent Judgment Plan/Preliminary Site Plan

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

Section 10

Site Location West of Novi Road, South of 12 2 Mile Road;

Site School District | Novi Community School District

Site Zoning RM-1 Low Density Multiple Family with PD-1 Option
North R-1 One Family Residential

Adjoining Zoning East R-1 One Fomily'Residep’riol '
West RM-1 Low Density Multiple Family
South RA — Residential Acreage

Current Site Use Vacant
North Single Family Subdivision

. East Cemetery

Adjoining Uses West Multiple Family Residential
South Vacant

Site Size 33.89 acres

Plan Date July 8, 2025

PROJECT SUMMARY & HISTORY

The applicant is proposing changes to the Society Hill development that was originally approved in
1999. Society Hill is associated with a 2001 Consent Judgment with the City. The Consent Judgment
states that the site plan approved in 1999 was to remain in effect for 5 years from the date of
execution, after which fime the applicant would need to seek approval annually from City Council to
extend the final Site Plan approval. Each year since 2006 the applicant has requested, and City
Council has granted, the site plan extension, so the 1999 site plan remains an approved project that
could be built.

The applicant has submitted a revised Preliminary Site Plan for review by City Council to consider
amending the Consent Judgment. Like the 1999 Plan, the new proposal for the development of the
33.89-acre property west of Novi Road and south of 12 2 Mile Road is proposed to utilize the existing
RM-1 Low Density Multiple Family zoning with the available Planned Development Option (PD-1) as
designated on the Future Land Use Map. The current Preliminary Site Plan includes 500 units in mid-rise
apartment buildings and attached townhouses. The apartment buildings would include a 5-stories tall
central building (E) and four 4-story buildings with a total of 400 apartments ranging from studios to
three-bedroom units. Sixteen townhome buildings on the north side of the site would have 100
residences with garages — 80 of those in three-story buildings and 20 in 2.5-story buildings. Sixteen of the
townhome units would provide a ground floor primary bedroom suite.
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Indoor and outdoor amenities are proposed for the residents of the site. The central building (E)
contains 15,000 square feet of indoor space for a fitness center, spa facilities, café/bistro, community
lounge, co-working space, conference rooms, community kitchen with dining area, library, and an
indoor/outdoor terrace on the top floor overlooking the outdoor space. The outdoor amenities consist
of two pools, a turf soccer field, tennis courts, sports court, pickleball courts, playground areas, dog
park, and over two miles of walking path through the site.

COMPARISON OF 1999 PLAN TO CURRENT PLAN
The following chart gives a side-by-side comparison of the 1999 Plan to the Current Plan.

1999 Plan Current Plan
(Existing Development Approval) (Proposed Development)
Zonin RM-1 Low Density Multiple Family RM-1 Low Density Multiple Family
g with PD-1 Option with PD-1 Option
Land Area 33.89 acres 33.89 acres
Number of
Buildings 3 21
Number of Units 312 500*
Room Count 1,264 1,580*
gzzrage Unit 1,758 square feet 1,228 square feet
Lot Coverage Not known 14.84%
Building Height 2 and 3 story max 5 stories max*
Parking Spaces 693 988*
Parking Ratio 2.22 spaces/unit 1.98 spaces/unit*
Wetland 0 acres 0.79 acres
Impacts
Wetland 1.01 acres on-site
e N/A Some off-site/Wetland bank/Conservation
Mitigation *
Easement/Enhancement
Woodland 1 062 trees 1,338 frees
Impacts ’ (82 are off-site on City-owned parcel)
Stormwater All on-site (10-year storm) On-site and Use of City-owned parcel
Management Y 22-10-400-005 (100-year storm)
Usable Open ~ 1 acre programmed outdoor 4.14 acres programmed outdoor*
Space 0% of units had private outdoor space 98% of units have private outdoor space
Ancillary
Commercial 0 sf Up fto 7,500 sf
Use
., 1,902 trips per day 2,377 trips per day*
Traffic Impact (per 1996 Traffic Study) (Der 10/4/24 F&V Traffic Study)
. -
Curb cuts 1 on Novi Road, 1 on Twelve 2 Mile Road 2 onNoviRoad, T on Twelve /2 Mile +2
emergency access points

*Denotes items changed since the Plan was presented for Public Hearing in July 2024.
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STATEMENT REGARDING PROCESS, APPLICABLE ORDINANCES, AND PROPOSED DEVIATIONS

This review uses the standards and requirements of the current ordinances throughout. It also follows
the language of the most recent “process’ document that Community Development Department
received from the City Attorney's office, which indicated that it is the "last round" of revisions circulated
between the City Attorney’'s office and the applicant's counsel. (That document, we are told, fully took
into consideration the existence of the 2001 Consent Judgment between the applicant and the City.)

Under that process, what has been submitted by the applicant is not considered to be an
"amendment" to the existing site plan but a new preliminary site plan. That is not only because it
includes some significant changes in the basic use, layout, access, and engineering/environmental
features of the plan such that any plan on any other property would be processed by the city as a
"new" plan as opposed to just an amended plan. It is also because, as a practical matter, there is no
mechanism to grant the relief requested by the applicant in the 1997-era zoning and land use
ordinances through just a "site plan amendment."

When the applicant goft its site plan approved in 1999, it also secured various Planning Commission
waivers and ZBA variances. This new site plan includes some of the aspects that got such relief.
However, it also includes several new aspects that now require new relief, or new deviations. These
include, for example: the maximum length of buildings; building setbacks; parking setbacks; yard
setback area; number of parking spaces; building setbacks from parking; and landscaping
requirements. (There may also be others.) The new plan also does not include aspects that were
stated conditions of approval for the 1999 Plan, specifically the animal crossing culvert and minimizing
woodland impacts.

According to the City Attorney's office, the Planning Commission did not have authority in 1997 to
grant any of that relief. The ZBA could grant that relief, theoretically, but we understand from the
applicant that they prefer not to go to any board or commission other than the City Council.

So, if the applicant is looking for relief from the City Council as part of a plan review process, that
could presumably only come through a revision to the Consent Judgment (or possibly the authority
under the PD option fo grant such deviations, which was added fo the PD Ordinance in 2005).
Assuming that is the case, it only makes sense for the overall application to be reviewed under the
current ordinance standards, so that the City Council can know the full extent of the requested
deviations.

This also seems appropriate since the 1999 site plan had no wetlands impacts, and now there are
some, and because the new site plan requests to use a significant area of City-owned land, which
was not part of the previous site plan.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends conditional approval of the revised Preliminary Site Plan, if City Council is inclined to
approve the deviations and agree to an amendment of the Consent Judgment. Since the initial review
and tentative approval by City Council, the applicant has made changes that depart from the
tentative motion approved by Council on July 8, 2024. While the layout and building footprints have
not changed significantly, the room and unit counts have increased with the addition of a 5 floor on
Building E. In addition, there are proposed deviations related to landscaping and wetland ordinance
requirements that are not supported by staff. Update: Staff has come to an agreement on the issue of
previously planted woodland replacement credits with the applicant. If approved, staff recommends
the City Council include the deviations and conditions as written on pages 8-12 below.

CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS REVIEW

The following changes have been made o the plan since the March plan was presented to City
Council in June and for public hearing in July 2024:
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1. Density/Room Count. The proposed Preliminary Site Plan now includes 500 units with a total of
1,580 rooms. This represents a 25% increase in room count and a 60% increase in unit count
from the 1999 Consent Judgment Plan. Compared to the previous proposal in March, there is
a 16% increase in room count and an 8% increase in unit count. Some of this increase comes
from the additional proposed story and some comes from a revised analysis of spaces within
the units as to whether those areas needed to be counted as rooms. Under the PD-1 Option,
the Ordinance allows up to 2,108 rooms for a parcel of this size, so the proposed room count is
25% less than that maximum level.

2. Building Height & Massing. The 1999 Approved Plan allowed for 2-3 story buildings. The plan
presented to Council in July 2024 proposed a mix of 4-story (51 feet) apartment buildings and
2- and 3-story townhomes. The PD-1 Ordinance allows a maximum building height of 5 stories.
The current Preliminary Site Plan has increased the height of the largest building (E) to 5 stories
(65.5 feet) above a below-grade parking garage. This will have an impact on the mass of the
building as viewed from the east (Novi Road) and west (Carlton Forest, Charneth Fen). The
massing of the building increases by 7,139 square feet, or 28% greater area than the March
Plan (as presented to Council in July 2024). Although the architecture is still attractive, this is a
noteworthy departure from what was presented to the City at a public hearing on in July 2024.
Compared to the 1999 Plan, the largest building viewed from Novi Road would have had a
visible surface area of 7,200 square feet.

The applicant provides an exhibit showing the tallest building will be nearly 1,000 feet from most
of the nearest neighbors, and separated by the large wetland and forest areas. Perspective
illustrations are also provided to show the comparison of a 4-story and 5-story building from
various vantage points, as well as photographs from Charneth Fen and Carlton Forest to
demonstrate that the Society Hill project may not be very visible from those locatfions,
especially during the months when leaves are on the trees.

3. Woodland Replacement Credits. Considerable time and resources have been spent by both
the applicant and City staff fo determine how many frees were planted by the applicant in
the early 2000s that should be counted as “credits” for their proposed woodland impacts.
Considering the Woodland Permit was granted on March 18, 1998 by the Planning Commission,
it would seem the Woodland Ordinance in effect as of that date would be the correct one to
apply. On February 9, 1998, a Woodland Ordinance amendment (#97-125.11) was adopted by
City Council. This amendment, in part, revised the tfree species that were permitted to count as
replacement credits. The new tree list included white and black spruce, but not other spruce
species. Technically, this ordinance would have been in effect when the Planning Commission
approved the Woodland Permit. However, based on the review letters from that time we have
been unable to determine if the new standards were being applied to this project. Therefore,
we will accept the applicant’s argument that all varieties of Spruce trees were to be allowed
as credits as it relates to this project.

Prior fo the above-mentioned amendment, the Woodland Protection Ordinance gave clear
standards in Section 37-8 on the requirements for the relocation or replacement planting of
frees. At that time, the Ordinance stated the "locations of replacement frees shall be subject
to the approval of the city and shall be such as to provide the optimum enhancement,
preservation and protection of woodland areas.” It also stated plantings must be approved
through inspection by the City. Review letters by Linda Lemke, the City's woodland and
landscape consultant at the time, repeatedly stated that plans for the off-site planting must be
provided for review and approval. A July 1999 response letter from the applicant’s consultant
at the time, James Allen with Robert Leighton Associates, indicated “a landscape plan shall be
submitted to the City for off-site plantings.” The applicant acknowledges that no plans were
ever provided, and no inspections were ever requested that would have indicated some type
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of approval of the replacement trees they now claim credit for. Also in the Woodland
Ordinance, and referenced in review letters by Linda Lemke, no more than 15% of any one
species could be used for replacement credits. Based on the applicant’s information, 74% of
the tfrees they want credit for are “Spruce.” While the applicant provides evidence of the use
of “City Tree Farm” trees being relocated to the Arena Drive berm, Staff does not agree with
the assumption that this provided a replacement “protocol.” All review letters from that time
indicated the requirement that a plan needed to be provided for the tree plantings, and this
was not completed.

The applicant also includes a multiplier for the size of the replacement trees planted. The ability
to use a multiplier was removed from the Ordinance in an amendment adopted by City
Council on March 7, 1994, which was well before the Woodland Permit for this project was
approved. The applicant will need to amend their tree replacement credit chart to account for
the fact that size multipliers were not permitted in the Woodland Ordinance in effect in 1998
and cannot be credited as proposed.

It is apparent that ordinance standards were not followed to provide replacement planting
plans for the City to review and no inspections of planted trees were requested. Therefore, it
could be argued that zero credits should be allowed. However, Staff would support a
compromise of 637 trees credited, which is the number of trees the applicant shows were
planted without a multiplier. City Council could agree to this, or a different number of credits,
under the terms of a Consent Judgment amendment. UPDATE: This has now been agreed to by
the applicant in the draft Consent Judgment.

4. Wetland Mitigation. Since the previous review by Council, the applicant has discovered an
error on the previous plan that used delineations from 2018 instead of the more recent 2023
study that were approved by EGLE and the City's consultant. Using the 2023 delineation results
in a slightly smaller wetland impact (0.79 acre instead of 0.847 acre), and therefore slightly
lessens the mitigation required (1.42 acres instead of 1.52 acres). They propose to construct
1.01 acres of forested mitigation on-site. The mitigation plan is still deficient by 0.41 acres. The
applicant proposes to purchase mitigation credits in this amount from an EGLE approved
wetland mitigation bank.

As discussed previously, the purchase of bank credits outside the City is not consistent with the
City’s Wetland and Watercourse Protection ordinance (Chapter 12 of the Code), which requires
mitigation on-site, or off-site within the City’s jurisdiction.

For Council's consideration, the applicant now describes a “comprehensive plan” to address
wetland and habitat issues with their consultants, which are to include:

e Onsite construction and off-site mitigation credits as described above,

e Hadbitat enhancement and Improvements: the applicant will submit a plan for the
enhancement and improvement of reptile and amphibian habitat with the remaining
wetlands and by placing educational signage. In addition, the following conditions are
recommended for the environmental enhancement proposed:

+ Any pesticide/herbicide use be conducted by a licensed Michigan Department of
Agriculture and Rural Development Certified Pesticide Applicator.

+ The physical/chemical removal of invasive species be required for 5 years instead
of 3 years, similar to the typical mitigation monitoring period.

¢+ Any pesticide/herbicide applied within or near wetlands or other water resources
shall follow the EGLE Aquatic Pesticides guidelines.

¢ Wildlife clearance and relocation: amphibians and repftiles will be collected and
relocated to areas outside the construction zone prior to site disturbance.

e Invasive species management: a plan for the management of invasive species,
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5.

including Phragmites and Buckthorn, will be developed. Management activities will be
provided for a period of 3 years.

o Wetland Mitigation Monitoring: Property owner will monitor the areas of mitigation for a
minimum of 5 years, with a monitoring report to be submitted annually. This is a
requirement of the City’'s Wetland Ordinance, as well as the EGLE permit. The City’s
Wetland consultant recommends the monitoring period of the forested wetland
mitigation be doubled from the required 5-year period to a 10-year period, with the
option to reduce the monitoring period if the mitigation is deemed successful after the
6th year. Due to the longer time period of forested wetlands and trees to estabilish, it is
common for EGLE to require 5 to 10-year monitoring periods for the creation of forested
wetlands.

¢ Conservation Easement: The applicant also states they will place in a conservation
easement Wetlands A and B and the adjacent mifigation areas, as well as the entire
City-owned parcel that they will purchase. Together, these areas total approximately
12 acres.

Tax Lot Subdivision. Sheet 17 of the current plan set depicts how the applicant would like to
subdivide the property for tax purposes. Most of the proposed lots do not meet the City’s
standards for land division, and such lot lines would create setback and other issues that are
not addressed in the requested deviations. Each parcel created in the city must have frontage
on a public road. UPDATE: The applicant has revised their tax parcel plan so that all parcels will
have frontage on a public street. The applicant has recently provided a Tax Parcel Deviation
spreadsheet with approximately 28 deviations indicated due to the intended parcel splits.
Deviations include exceeding allowable density, shortage of parking and exceeding lot
coverage in certain parcels, if taken individually. Numerous building setback deviations are
also shown as a result of dividing the site into 5 separate tax parcels. Additional information is
provided in paragraph 22 on page 12.

Facade: In their cover letfter, the applicant has made final selections for materials as shown in
the plan set. The City’s Facade consultant notes some deviations from ordinance standards
would require Section 9 facade waivers, however these are supported as the Wood Siding
(horizontal fiber cement material) is used on recessed balconies, and is not detrimental to the
aesthetic quality of the building or the long-term durability of the structures.

Accessory Structures: The plan set now includes details on the Attendant Booth, Maintenance
Building & Trash Compactor Enclosure. “Concept Images” of the frellis/gazebo structure are
provided on sheet L-03. The deviations required for accessory structures based on the
information on the plans are:

a. Attendant Booth: Accessory structures are required to be located in the rear or interior
side yard. The Altendant Booth is located in the front yard, six feet from the property
line. In addition the amount of Cement Fiber Panels on the left and right elevations
exceed the ordinance standard. A Section 9 waiver is recommended as the design is
consistent with the primary buildings.

b. Maintenance Building: Located in the rear yard outside of the building setback. No
deviation required.

c. Trash Compactor: Located in the rear yard outside of the building setback. No
deviation required.

d. Number of Accessory Structures: Not more than two accessory structures shall be
permitted on any lot having 21,780 square feet of area or more. The site plan shows at
least 4 accessory structures/buildings on the site, which requires a deviation.
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8. Carports: The applicant has added 7 potential detached carport locations, as well as an

“example” carport image (Sheet 18). This sheet includes several statements regarding the
carports:

a. Locations for carports and/or detached garages will be free of utility conflicts should
Developer opt to include them.

b. A reduction of up tol15 parking spaces shall be permitted to accommodate carports
and/or detached garages. This is in addition to the deficit of 54 parking spaces for
which the applicant requests a deviation from Ordinance requirements.

c. The setback in front of Building A, Building C and Building D can be reduced up to 15.4

feet (to match Building B) to accommodate any adjustments in Building location and

carport (or detached garage) locations to clear utility conflicts and clearance issues.

This reduction in setback may have implications for landscaping, and would further

increase the deviation for spacing between buildings A & E and Buildings D & E.

Carports and/or detached garages can be installed after the final paving is complete.

e. Carports and/or detached garages shall be shown on the final site plan and will require
building permits.

o

These statements should be removed from the plan unless Council agrees to the conditions in
the Consent Judgment, and carport details and locations shall be shown on the Final Site Plan.
Similarly, specific deviations for building setbacks should be requested if anticipated to be
needed.

Commercial Area. Applicant proposes ancillary commercial space to be included in Building
E. Uses are not described by the applicant, and the first-floor plan for Building E indicates two
areas with the note: "Ancillary retail/commercial area not to exceed 25% of the first floor
area”. The PD-1 Ordinance allows retail, commercial and office uses under the following
condifions:

a. Such uses shall be permitted within mid-rise structures only;

b. Any retail or office uses on the site shall be clearly accessory to the principle use and
shall be infended and designed to service only the residents of the principle use;

c. Such uses shall be contained totally within the walls of a principal building and shall be
totally obscured from any exterior view. No idenfification sign shall be visible from any
exterior view; and

d. Such uses shall not exceed twenty-five (25) percent of the gross floor area at grade
level, more than 50% of the gross floor area of a subgrade level, and shall be prohibited
from any level above the first floor.

Given the first-floor area is approximately 54,965 square feet, this could result in 13,740 square
feet of retail/commercial area. Staff recommends that the consent judgment limit the
maximum allowable commercial area to a more modest size, such as the 7,500 square feet
stated in the last submittal. The applicant should provide additional information on the
proposed commercial uses if more space is needed. Update: The draft Consent Judgment
limits the commercial space to 7,500 square feet, and provides a list of acceptable uses. In
addition, it appears a deviation to allow up to 4 exterior signs for the commercial use will be
requested.

. Phasing. Review of the proposed phasing plans were sent under separate cover. UPDATE:

Exhibit G of the draft Consent Judgment Amendment shows the proposed phasing sequence
that has been coordinated and is now recommended for approval by Community
Development.
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11. Sign Ordinance: The applicant submitted 4 preliminary sign permit applications (not official) for
the site, which were forwarded to the Code Enforcement team for review. Based on the site
plan, there appear to be 4 monument signs proposed (2 on Novi Road, 1 at the 12 2 Mile
Road entrance, and 1 on Building E). The identified deviations from Sign Ordinance standards
are shown in bold.

a. Monument Sign 1 (main entrance on Novi Road near Guard House): area of sign
exceeds standard by 159 square feet (24 sf permitted, 183 sf proposed). Height of sign
exceeds standard by 3 feet (5 feet permitted, 8 feet proposed).

b. Monument Sign 2 (south entrance on Novi Road): area of sign exceeds standard by 74
square feet (24 sf permitted, 98 sf proposed). Height of sign exceeds standard by 1 foot
(5 feet permitted, 6 feet proposed).

c. Monument Sign 3 (entrance on 12 2 Mile Road): area of sign exceeds standard by 74
square feet (24 sf permitted, 98 sf proposed). Height of sign exceeds standard by 1 foot
(5 feet permitted, é feet proposed).

d. Building Sign on Building E: Meets standards (100 sf permitted, 42 sf proposed).

12. Draft Consent Judgment. The draft amendment to the Consent Judgment was not provided in
this submittal.

ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS/DEVIATIONS

This project was reviewed for conformance with the Zoning Ordinance with respect to Article 3 (RM-1
Low Density Low-Rise Multiple-Family Residential District, Planned Development Options), Section 3.6
(Notes to District Standards), Article 5 and Arficle 6 and any other applicable provisions of the Zoning
Ordinance. Items in bold below must be addressed by the applicant or the City Council.

1. Maximum Length of Buildings (Sec. 3.8.2.C): The ordinance states building lengths cannot exceed
180 feet. If exceeded, the ordinance allows the Planning Commission to modify the length
requirement up to 360 feet if there are recreational or social common areas with a minimum
capacity of 50 persons within the building and if building setbacks are increased an additional foot
for each 3 foot of building length over 180. Buildings A, B, C, D, E, 3 and 4 each exceed 180 feet.
No additional building setbacks are proposed to offset the building lengths. Building E, at 492 feet,
also exceeds the maximum length of 360 feet. Only building E appears to have the recreational or
social common areas with a minimum capacity of 50 persons. All buildings in the 1999 Plan
complied with maximum length. City Council approval of the deviation in building lengths would
be required. Staff does not object to the deviation.

2. Shoreline Setbacks (Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.e): “A minimum yard setback of 100 feet shall be provided from
any lake shoreline including natural or manmade water bodies. Stormwater retention facilities shall
be considered as shoreline when they are designed and developed as an integral part of the site’s
landscaped open space.” The site plan locates several buildings, drive aisles and parking areas
within about 50 feet of Wetland A and the northeastern stormwater basin. City Council would
need fo approve the deviations from this requirement, or the site layout would need to be
significantly reconfigured to comply. Staff does not object as most other properties in the City only
require a 25-foot buffer be maintained.

3. Building Setbacks (Sec. 3.1.7.D): Along the western property line, buildings are 50 to 60-feet from
the property line rather than the required 75 feet. It appears that all buildings in the 1999 Plan
complied with building setbacks. City Council would need to approve the deviations for the 5
buildings near the western property line. Staff notes that it appears both Charneth Fen and Carlton
Forest complied with the setback requirement.
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4.

Parking Setbacks (Sec. 3.6.2.B): A minimum parking setback of 20 feet is required from interior side
and rear lot lines, and front/exterior parking setbacks are to comply with the minimum building
setback. For Novi Road, that would be 75 feet. In the 1999 Plan, the parking complied with setback
requirements. City Council would need to approve the deviations to allow parking within 14.4 feet
along the south side of the property, and 20 feet along Novi Road. Staff does not object to the
deviation.

Building Orientation (Sec. 3.8.2.D): A Zoning Ordinance deviation is requested to revise the
required minimum orientation for buildings along the perimeter of the property from 45 degrees for
Buildings A, 12 and 15. In the 1999 Plan, it appears 4 buildings would not have met the minimum
required orientation to the property line. Staff supports this deviation as it allows a more efficient
use of space, and therefore potentially less disturbance of natural features. City Council would
need to approve the deviations.

Yard Setback Area (Sec. 3.8.2.D): "Within any required front, side or rear yard setback from any
property line in an RM-1 or RM-2 district, not more than 30% of such yard area shall be used for off-
street parking, maneuvering lanes, service drives or loading areas.” The applicant has provided a
calculation for the Novi Road frontage that indicates 33%. City Council would need to approve the
deviation. As it is a relatively minor deviation Staff does not object.

Distance Between Buildings (Sec. 3.8.2.H): A Zoning Ordinance deviation is requested to allow the
calculated minimum distance between buildings to be less than required in seven locations. This
calculation is made using a formula measuring the height and length between adjacent buildings,
with a minimum distance of 30 feet required. Based on the information provided by the applicant,
the deviations for the seven locations range from a shortage of 32.47 feet to 1.7 feet. City Council
would need to approve the deviations. Staff does not object.

Number of Parking Spaces (Sec. 5.2.12.A): Given the unit mix proposed, the number of required
parking spaces is 1,042 according to the standards for a multifamily development (2 spaces per
studio/1- and 2-bedroom unit, 2.5 per each 3+ bedroom units). The site plan proposes 988 spaces
in both garage and surface lots. The applicant requests a deviation for the deficiency of 54
spaces. Staff supports the relatively minor deviation to reduce impervious surface area on the site
as there are still nearly 2 spaces per unit. City Council would need to approve the deviation.

Please be aware that Sheet 18 of the PSP includes a note stating: “A reduction of up to 15 parking
spaces shall be permitted to accommodate carports and/or detached garages.” The plans
indicate that each bay of parking where a carport is placed would lose 1-2 parking spots, with a
total of 10 spaces. This assumption seems to be a worst-case scenario, as it appears to be the most
any bay of parking would lose. City Council should make clear if they support granting this
latitude, or if this note shall be removed from the plans with any conditions on deviations to be
spelled out in the Consent Judgment, if amended. Staff believes the carports or garages would be
a good amenity for residents, and has no objection.

Wetland Impacts: On Sheet 15, total wetland impacts are calculated as 0.79 acre, and the plan
indicates 1.01 acre of mitigatfion is proposed to be provided on-site. The required mitigation
calculation indicates that approximately 1.42 acres would be required for the impacts proposed.
The applicant’s response letter states that the remaining 0.41 acre of required mitigation is “to be
provided through purchase of credits from an EGLE approved wetland mitigation bank.” This is not
consistent with the City’s Wetland and Watercourse Protection ordinance (Chapter 12 of the Code),
which requires mitigation on-site, or off-site within the City’s jurisdiction. City Council will need to
determine whether to allow the deviation to purchase wetland bank credits in lieu of providing
mitigation within the City for the full amount of mitigation required.
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The City’'s Wetland consultant recommends that if such deviation is granted, the monitoring period
of the on-site forested wetland mitigation be doubled from the required 5-year period to a 10-year
period, with the option to reduce the monitoring period if the mitigation is deemed successful after
the 6t year. Due to the longer time period of forested wetlands and trees to establish, it is common
that EGLE typically requires between 5-10 year monitoring periods for the creation of forested
wetlands. In addition, the following conditions are recommended:

e Environmental Enhancement will be conducted on Wetland A by removing invasive
species (Common Reed, Buckthorn, Honeysuckle, Autumn Olive, and Asian Bittersweet)
including:

o Any pesticide/herbicide use be conducted by a licensed Michigan Department of
Agriculture and Rural Development Certified Pesticide Applicator.
o The physical/chemical removal of invasive species be required for 5 years
instead of 3 years, similar to the typical mitigation monitoring period.
o Any pesticide/herbicide applied within or near wetlands or other water
resources follow the EGLE Aquatic Pesticides guidelines.
e The applicant will place in a conservation easement Wetlands A and B and the
adjacent mitigation areas, as shown in the Plan. Together, these areas total
approximately 12 acres.

. Accessory Structures (Sec. 4.19.1): Accessory structures are required to be located in a rear or

interior side yard, with a minimum setback of 6 feet. No more than 2 detached accessory buildings
are permitted on a lot of this size, so a deviation is needed for four structures. There are several
accessory structures proposed, and several ordinance requirements would require deviations from
the City Council. Staff does not object to any of these deviations.

a. Attendant Booth is located in the front yard by the main entrance and appears to be
located within é feet of the property line. The Facade review notes the Attendant Booth has
an overage of Fiber Cement Panels (flat pattern), and a Section 9 waiver is supported for
this condition.

b. Maintenance Building is located in the rear yard, southeast of the pond, and observes the
appropriate setback. The building is in conformance with the Facade Ordinance.

c. Trash Compactor Enclosure is located southeast of the pond near the maintenance
building. The building is in conformance with the Facade Ordinance. Additionally, the
applicant has provided a noise impact statement to verify that any noise emanating from
the tfrash compactor will comply with the noise limitations of the ordinance.

d. Trellis/Gazebo is located near the pond (rear yard). While concept images are provided,
no specific details have been provided at this fime.

. Parking on Major Drive (Sec. 5.10.1.B): Based on the ordinance definition nearly all private drives

through the site would be classified as Major Drives if they exceed 600 feet (currently shown as
Reserve Blvd, Society Hill Drive, Society Hill Blvd). "Angled and perpendicular parking spaces may
be accessed directly from a minor drive or parking lot aisle, but not from a major drive.”
Perpendicular parking is shown throughout the site on major drives. The 1999 Plan had some areas
of visitor parking that were perpendicular to the major drives. City Council would need to approve
the deviation. Staff does not object.
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12.

14.

Building Setbacks from Parking (Sec. 3.8.2.F & Sec. 5.10.1.B.vi): Both ordinance sections prohibit
parking spaces to be within 25 feet of any wall of a dwelling structure. In several locations parking
is closer than 25 feet from the building, and in some cases as close as 12 or 14 feet. It is unclear if
the 1999 Plan had parking within 25 feet of the buildings as dimensions were not indicated clearly,
and the scale is not accurate. In some cases, there is a parking level adjacent to the parking
spaces — not living spaces. City Council would need to approve the deviation. Staff does not

object.

. Driveway Spacing Waiver (Code of Ordinances, Ch. 11.216.d.1.e): Deviation to allow a 41-foot

driveway spacing from the opposite-side driveway on 12 2 Mile Road. This is supported as the
Traffic Study indicates only 5% of traffic would likely utilize this entrance/exit. City Council would
need to approve the deviation.

Landscape Berm (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii): Deviation to allow a lack of the required 6-8 foot screening
berm along south property line, with alternative screening fence to be provided. The applicant has
agreed to install a fence, but states “the fence is not required if the neighboring property is re-
zoned to RM1 or RM2 or Property Owner subsequently purchases the parcel.” Staff agrees that a
fence would not be required if the property is developed with similar multiple-family uses, but we
would like to suggest the condition that the fence must be installed prior to any certificate of
occupancy on this site if the adjacent property has not been rezoned at that time._City Council
would need to approve the deviation.

. Adjacent to Public ROW (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii): Deviation to allow a lack of greenbelt berms and

street frees for sections of both roads that are being preserved, as well as areas that are
developed. This is supported by Staff because it avoids disturbance of areas to be preserved. In
the areas to be developed, significant screening landscaping has been proposed which fulffills the
intent of the ordinance. City Council would need to approve the deviation.

. Adjacent to Public ROW (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii andiii): A deviation is required for the shortage in greenbelt

landscaping for 12 2 Mile Road and Novi Road (1 canopy tree along 12 2 Mile Road, 3 canopy
trees and 3 subcanopy trees along Novi Road). This is supported by Staff due to the required
emergency access points on 12 > Mile and topography on Novi Road makes providing more tfrees
difficult. City Council would need to approve the deviation, or the plan could be amended.

. Landscaped Islands in Parking Areas (Sec. 5.5.3.C.ii.o(4]).): No more than 15 parking spaces may be

contiguous without a landscaped island with a deciduous canopy tree. In three locations (south of
Building A, west of Buildings B and C) there are 16 or more spaces without a tree. This is not
supported by Staff. City Council would need to approve the deviation, or the plans would need to
be revised to comply.

. Greenbelt Canopy Trees (Sec 5.5.3.B.i.f): A deviation is required for a shortage in greenbelt

subcanopy frees on the City Parcel. This is supported by Staff because the topography on Novi
Road makes providing more trees difficult and there are no buildings present. City Council would
need to approve the deviation.

. Street Trees (Sec 5.5.3.B.ii.f): A deviation is required for a shortage in street frees on the City Parcel

where the stormwater basin is proposed. This is supported by Staff since there will be no buildings
here, and trees are provided to the exient practicable. City Council would need to approve the
deviation.
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20. Foundation Landscaping (Sec. 5.5.3.F.ii): Deviation for a shortage of foundation landscaping for
Buildings A-D, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. This is supported by Staff for some buildings, but not Buildings A, B
and C. City Council would need to approve the deviation, or the applicant would need to revise
the plans to comply in those locations.

21. UPDATE: Retail Signage (Sec.3.31.4.B.iii.c): Deviation to allow exterior signage for the retail
component, under the terms listed in the Consent Judgment.

22. UPDATE: The applicant has submitted a chart identifying the deviations from the Zoning Ordinance
that are created by the proposed tax lot division of the overall property (Sheet 17 of the Plan Set).
That chart is attached for reference and appears to be accurate. In_addition to the deviations
noted there the following also appear to be required:

a. All parcels will require deviations from parking setbacks.
b. Parcels 3 and 5 require a deviation for percentage of 1-bedroom units (33% allowed, 53%

proposed)

Any additional deviations identified during Final Site Plan Review (if the Preliminary Site Plan and
Amendment of the Consent Judgment is approved), will require amendment of the Consent
Judgment, unless otherwise stated in the judgment.

OTHER REVIEWS

Given the minor revisions that have been made since the March 2025 review, only this letter has been
updated at this time. A summary of previous reviews:

a. Engineering Review: Engineering previously recommended approval, with items to be
addressed in Final Site Plan submittal.

b. Landscape Review: Landscape does not recommend approval of several of the requested
waivers.

c. Wetland Review: Wetlands cannot recommend approval. The applicant has not provided
sufficient wetland mitigation to comply with Chapter 12 of the City Code. If City Council
approves the deviation fto purchase remaining wetland credits, conditions are
recommended for that approval. See Wetland Review for details.

d. Woodland Review: Woodlands previously recommended approval. See review letter for
detailed comments.

e. Traffic Review: Traffic previously recommended approval. See review letter for detailed
comments.

f. Traffic Impact Analysis Review: Traffic recommends approval of the TIA. See review letter for
detailed comments.

g. Facade Review: Facade recommends approval. Section 9 waivers are recommended for
approval for the overage of Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding on Buildings A-E and for
Cement Fiber Panels (Flat Pattern) on the Attendant Booth. The townhome buildings and the
other accessory structures are in full compliance with the ordinance.

h. Fire Review: Fire recommends conditional approval with conditions to be addressed in the
Final Site Plan submittal. See comments in Fire Review letter.

SPECIAL LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS

When the PD-1 Option is utilized, all uses fall under the Special Land Use requirements (Section 3.31).
Section 6.1.2.C of the Zoning Ordinance outlines specific factors the approving body shall consider in
the review of the Special Land Use Permit request:

e Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use will cause any detrimental
impact on existing thoroughfares in ferms of overall volumes, capacity, safety, vehicular turning
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patterns, infersections, view obstructions, line of sight, ingress and egress,
acceleration/deceleration lanes, off-street parking, off-street loading/unloading, travel times
and thoroughfare level of service.

e Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use will cause any detrimental
impact on the capabilities of public services and facilities, including water service, sanitary
sewer service, storm water disposal and police and fire profection to service existing and
planned uses in the area.

e Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use is compatible with the
natfural features and characteristics of the land, including existing woodlands, wetlands,
watercourses and wildlife habitats.

e Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use is compatible with
adjacent uses of land in ferms of location, size, character, and impact on adjacent property or
the surrounding neighborhood.

¢ Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use is consistent with the goals,
objectives and recommendations of the City's Master Plan for Land Use.

e Whether, relative to other feasible uses of the site, the proposed use will promote the use of
land in a socially and economically desirable manner.

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

City Council should re-evaluate the considerations listed above in deciding whether to approve the
requested amendment to the PD-1 Plan because the plan is significantly different from the original
1999 approval, with greater density/population, building height and footprint, wetland impacts, and
woodland impacts.

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OPTION

Section 3.31.4 of the ordinance outlines the review procedures for Site Plans using the PD Option. This
(normally) requires the Preliminary Site Plan to receive a recommendation for approval or denial from
the Planning Commission, with City Council ultimately approving or denying the proposed plan. Here,
again, given the Consent Judgment provisions, the City Council will be undertaking the review.

Section 3.31.5: Deviations From Areq, Bulk, Yard, and Dimensional Requirements. (Current version of PD
Option Ordinance)

As part of approval of a Preliminary Site Plan, the City Council is authorized to grant deviations from
the strict terms of the zoning ordinance governing area, bulk, yard, and dimensional requirements
applicable to the property; provided, however, that such authorization to grant deviations shall be
conditioned upon the Council finding:

A. That each zoning ordinance provision from which a deviation is sought would, if the
deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be
in the public interest;

B. That approving the proposed deviation would be compatible with the existing and planned
uses in the surrounding area;

C. That the proposed deviation would not be detrimental to the natural features and resources
of the affected property and surrounding area, or would enhance or preserve such natural
features and resources;

D. That the proposed deviation would not be injurious to the safety or convenience of
vehicular or pedestrian traffic; and

E. That the proposed deviation would not cause an adverse fiscal or financial impact on the
City's ability to provide services and facilities to the property or to the public as a whole.
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In determining whether to grant any such deviation, the Council shall be authorized to attach
reasonable condifions to the Preliminary Site Plan, in accordance with Section 3.31.4.B.

NEXT STEP: CITY COUNCIL MEETING

Because amendments to the 2001 Consent Judgment will be required, and because the City has
indicated that the City Council will be the body to undertake all reviews, the revised Preliminary Site
Plan will be forwarded to City Council for their determination for whether it is in the City’s interest to
amend the Judgment. City administrafion will work with you to determine timing and next steps.

If City Council approves the Preliminary Site Plan and proposed amendment to the Consent
Judgment, counsel for the parties will finalize the amendment and submit it to the Court for entry.

FINAL SITE PLAN SUBMITTAL

If Preliminary Site Plan is granted approval with the required amendment of the Consent Judgment, the
following shall be submitted for administrative Final Site Plan review and approvail:

1. Seven copies of Final Site Plan addressing all comments from Preliminary review, consistent with
the terms of the Consent Judgment
Response letter addressing all comments and refer to sheet numbers where the change is
reflected
3. Final Site Plan Application
4. Final Site Plan Checklist
5. Engineering Cost Estimate
6. Landscape Cost Estimate
7
8
9

N

Other Agency Checklist
Hazardous Materials Packet (Non-residential developments)
Non-Domestic User Survey (Non-residential developments)
10. No Revision Facade Affidavit (if no changes are proposed to building elevations)
11. Legal Documents as required
12. Drafts of any legal documents (note that off-site easements need to be executed and any on-
site easements need to be submitted in draft form before stamping sets will be approved)

ELECTRONIC STAMPING SET SUBMITTAL AND RESPONSE LETTER
Once Final Site Plan approval is recommended, the following will be required for Electronic Stamping
Set approval:
1. Plans addressing the comments in all of the staff and consultant review letters in PDF format.
2. Response letter addressing all comments in ALL lefters and ALL charts and refer to sheet
numbers where the change is reflected.

STAMPING SET APPROVAL

Stamping sefts will be required for this project. After having received all the ESS review comments from
City staff the applicant should make the appropriate changes on the plans and submit 10 size 24” x
346" copies with original signature and original seals, to the Community Development Department for
final Stamping Set approval.

SITE ADDRESSING

The applicant should contact the Building Division for an address prior to applying for building permits.
Building permit applications cannot be processed without a correct address. The address application
can be found on the Internet at www.cityofnovi.org under the forms page of the Community
Development Department.

Please contact Brian Riley [248.347.0438] in the Community Development Department with any
specific questions regarding addressing of sites.


http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/FinalSitePlanApplication.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/FSPChecklist.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/OtherAgencyChecklist.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/HazardousMaterialsPacket.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/NonDomesticUserSurvey.aspx
http://cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/NoRevisionFacadeAffidavit.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/
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PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING

A Pre-Construction meeting is required for this project. Prior to the start of any work on the site, Pre-
Construction (Pre-Con) meetings must be held with the applicant’s contractor and the City's
consulting engineer. Pre-Con meetings are generally held after Stamping Sets have been issued and
prior to the start of any work on the site. There are a variety of requirements, fees and permits that
must be issued before a Pre-Con can be scheduled. If you have questions regarding the checklist or
the Pre-Con itself, please contact Sarah Marchioni [248.347.0430 or smarchioni@cityofnovi.org] in the
Community Development Department.

CHAPTER 26.5

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

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

/954/7/%//

Lindsay Bell, AICP, Senior Planner
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PLANNING REVIEW CHART: PD-1/RM-1 with Consent Judgement

Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant with next submittal. Bold Underline items are possible
deviations. Italicized items should be noted.

_ Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Zoning and Use Requirements
. . . . . Multiple family
Master Plan Multiple f_am||y residential, with residential, PD-1 Yes
PD-1 Option .
Option
_ RM—l_ Low Density Multiple PD-1 Option with
Zoning Family (with Consent multile famil Yes
Judgement) P Y
*The new site plan would
. . . need to be approved by
RM-1 Uses permitted listed in . .
. . . N City Council and
. Section 3.1.7, Mid-rise multiple | 500 mid-rise
Uses Permitted . ) ) . amendment of the
family, accessory retail and Multiple-Family Yes* . .
(Sec 3.31.6.B) ' : : 7 consent judgment will be
office (CJ allowed for 312 Residential units : . o
. required. City Council is
units) e
under no obligation to
approve the new plan.
PD-1 Option (Sec. 3.31.4 & 6)
Community Provided Yes
Impact Statement
. Abbreviated .
Traffic Study Traffic Study Yes See TIS review by AECOM
Special Land Use . s See Planning Review for
(Sec.6.1.2.C) Provisions met: TBD detailed comments
. See section 3.31.4.A for full list
Applicable ” . .
of conditions to be See Planning Review for
Standards Met? considered by City Council for TBD detailed comments
(Sec. 3.31.4.A) y &y
approval
- No less than 3 nor more than | D995 A-E:4-5
. stories (65.5 ft max)
5 stories )
. . Townhouses: 3
I . - 2.5 story Low-rise low-density .
Building Height dwellings may also be stories Yes
(Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.a) Ings may Cottages: 2.5
permitted if at least 1 .
) . stories
complete wall with windows
shall be fully exposed
_Total n_umb_er_ of rooms (not 1999 Consent Judgment
including dining, kitchen,
) 1,580 rooms plan had 1,264 rooms so
sanitary rooms) shall not be o ;
Room Count more than area of parcel (sf) proposed (per Ves this is 31% increase, but
(Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.b) P applicant the current proposal is

(gross area minus wetland
over 2 acres) divided by 700

1,476,248 SF/700 = 2,108

response letter)

under the maximum
number allowed in PD-1
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Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Public Utilities Community water and sewer

(Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.b) | must be available See Engineering Review

Wetland A has
parking, drive
aisles, accessory
buildings just over

Minimum 100-foot setback
from any lake shoreline,
including natural or

Wetland areas and
detention basins are
manmade water bodies. The ) No included in this definition
25 feet; . .
area of setback may not be : Deviation required for
. North detention -
used for off-street parking or several locations

. has buildings within
accessory buildings. 100 feet

Shoreline setback
(Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.e)

Residential: Height, Bulk, Density, and Area Limitations (Sec. 3.1.7.D)

Frontage on a Frontage on a Public Street is Frontage on Novi

Public Street required Road and 12 % Yes
(Sec.5.12) Mile Road

Minimum Zoning RM-1 Required Conditions 33.89 acres

Lot Size for each

Unit: in Acres See below

(Sec 3.8.1)

Minimum Zoning
Lot Size for each
Unit: Width in Feet

(Sec 3.8.1)
200 sf Minimum usable open Sheet 14 shows
Usable Open X ]
space (Sec space per dwelling unit total of 163.127 sf | |
3.1.7.D) | For a total of 463 dwelling proposed (3.74
- units, required: 92,600 SF acres)

Maximum % of
Lot Area Covered | 25% 14.84% Yes
(By All Buildings)

Efficiency 400 sf 617 sf Yes

1 bedroom | 500 sf 777 sf Yes
Minimum Floor
Area per Unit 2 bedroom | 750 sf 1,127 sf Yes
(Sec. 3.1.7.D)

3 bedroom | 900 sf 1,391 sf Yes

4 bedroom | 1,000 sf 2,177 sf Yes
Residential Building Setbacks (Sec. 3.1.7.D, Sec. 3.6.2.B, and Sec. 3.8.2.C - if applicable)
Front (East) 75 feet 89 feet Yes
Exterior Side Deviation required for
(North) 75 feet 50 feet No Buildings 1, 2, 16, and 15
Side (South) 75 feet 75 feet Yes

50.8 - 60.4 feet Deviation required for

Rear (West) 75 feet No Buildings 11, 12, 13, 14,

and 15

Parking Setbacks (Sec. 3.1.7.D) Refer to applicable notes in Sec. 3.6.2

Front (East) 75 feet (Street frontage) 20 feet No Deviation required

Exterior Side
(North)

75 feet (Street frontage) NA
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_ Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Side (South) 20 feet 14.4 feet No Deviation required
Rear (West) 20 feet Exceeds 20 feet Yes
RM-1: Note to District Standards (Sec. 3.6.2)
Lot width shall be measured
between the two points
where the front setback line
intersects the side lot lines.
Within the residential districts,
where a main building is
Lot Area .
. placed behind the front
Requirements . . NA
(Sec. 3.6.2.A) setback line, the distance
I between the side lot lines shall
not be reduced below 90% of
the required minimum lot
width at any point between
the front set back line and
such main building.
- For all off-street parking lots
serving any use _other_ than 75-foot parking
single-family residential, the .
. : setback from Off-street parking lots shall
setback from any interior L
. i front/exterior side not be setback less than
side or rear lot line shall be . . .
Setback yard required. 20 feet from any interior
. not less than twenty (20) . : !
Requirements Proposed parking No side or rear lot line.
feet, and the setback from -
(Sec. 3.6.2.B) . setbacks are Deviation would be
the front and any exterior .

. . noted above required for the front
side lot line shall comply (east) and side (south)
with the building setback -

. property lines.
required for such uses
specified above.

Exterior Side Yard | All exterior side yards abutting
Abutting a Street a street shall be provided with | Complies Yes
(Sec 3.6.2.0) a setback equal to front yard.

A setback of 25ft from Sheet 15 shows Authorization to Encroach
Wetland/Waterco . permanent .

wetlands and from high into Wetland Buffer Area
urse Setback (Sec wetland buffer No . -

watermark course shall be . will be required. — See
3.6.2.M) L impacts of .

maintained Wetland Review

2.11acres

RM-1 District Required Conditions (Sec. 3.8 & 3.10)

Ef'f|_C|ency <10 percent of the 206 Yes
Maximum units ,
Number of Units ! bedroqm units < 33 percent 26% proposed Yes
(Sec. 3.8.1.B.i) of the units

T Balance should be at least 2 Rest are 1 bd +
. Yes

bedroom units den or larger
Room Count per Dwelling Room Count *
Dwelling Unit Size | Unit Size
(Sec. 3.8.1.C) Efficiency |1 Yes

126 units — 252 Applicant room count is
*

An extra room 1 bed 2 rooms ves 1658 on Sheet 5, and 1580
such as den, 2 bedroom 3 168 units — 504 y in the response letter
library or other (or 1 +den) rooms es
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_ Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
extra room count | 3 or more
as an additional bedrooms 206 units — 824
. 4 Yes
bedroom (incl 2+ rooms
den)

For the purpose of determining lot area requirements and density in a multiple-family district, a room is a living
room, dining room or bedroom, equal to at least eighty (80) square feet in area. A room shall not include the
area in kitchen, sanitary facilities, utility provisions, corridors, hallways, and storage. Plans presented showing

one (1), two (2), or three (3) bedroom units and including a "den,
such extra room as a bedroom for the purpose of computing density.

library," or other extra room shall count

Structure frontage

Each structure in the dwelling

adjacent to another
residential or nonresidential
district, said structure shall be

required to be
angled min. 45i

(Sec. 3.8.2.B) group shall front either on a Drives will be Ves
dedicated pubilic street or private.
approved private drive.
Maximum length | Asingle building or a group of | Building A: 218.5 ft
of the buildings attached buildings cannot Building B: 218.5 ft
(Sec.3.8.2.0) exceed 180 ft. Building C: 218.5 ft
Building D: 218.5 ft
Building E: 492 ft
Building 1: 134.3 ft
Building 2: 134.3 ft
Building 3: 194.5 ft
Building 4: 194.5 ft
Building 5: 77.3 ft Buildings A, B, C, D, E, 3
Building 6: 77.3 ft No and 4 all require
Building 7: 134.3 ft deviations
Building 8: 134.3 ft
Building 9: 151.3 ft
Building 10: 117.3 ft
Building 11: 151.3 ft
Building 12: 151.3 ft
Building 13: 140 ft
Building 14: 140 ft
Building 15: 134.3 ft
Building 16: 134.3 ft
Planning Commission ma Building E exceeds
ng y 360 feet allowed,; Some buildings do not
modify the extra length up to o .
) ; additional setback meet requirements for
360 ft if common areas with a . .
L o . of 104 feet Planning Commission’s
Modification of minimum capacity of 50 : o o
. . required (not met) modification of length
maximum length | persons for recreation or . No .
. " — Other buildings requirement, however
(Sec. 3.8.2.0) social purposes. Additional . .
do not contain Council could approve
setback of 1 ft. for every 3 ft. T
; common areas for the deviation if they were
in excess of 180 ft. from all . . S
. recreation/social inclined to do so
property lines.
purposes
Building Where any multiple dwelling
Orientation structure and/ or accessory Some buildings
(Sec. 3.8.2.D) structure is located along an along perimeter . .
. . Deviation required for
outer perimeter property line not angled, No

Buildings A, E, 12, and 15
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ltem

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

oriented at a minimum angle
of 45 degrees to property line.

Yard setback
restrictions

Within any front, side or rear
yard, off-street parking,

33.26% front yard

Deviation required for

(Sec. 3.8.2.E) mgneuvenng_lanes, service (East) pavement No Novi Road frontage

drives or loading areas

cannot exceed 30% of yard
Off-Street Pa_rklng No closer than_ 25 ft. to any Parking located Deviation required for
or related drives wall of a dyvellmg st_ructure along buildings several areas — those that
(Sec. 3.8.2.F) that contains openings appears as close | No abut a parking level do

_ involving living areas as 12.4 feetin not require deviation as

Off-street parking some locations not a living area
and related drives
shall be... No closer than 8 ft for other NA

walls

No closer than 20 ft from ROW | 20 ft

. Yes

and property line
Pedestrian 5 feet sidewalks on both sides | Sidewalks and
Connectivity of the Private drive are pathways appear
(Sec. 3.8.2.G) required to permit safe and to be provided Yes

convenient pedestrian throughout the

access. site, 5° minimum

Where feasible sidewalks shall | Connection to

be connected to other sidewalk to west Yes

pedestrian features abutting on 12 % Mile, into

the site. site

All sidewalks shall comply with | Barrier free See Traffic Review for

. . . TBD . .
barrier free design standards markings shown more information.
Provided in
Minimum (Total length of building A + response letter — Applicant requests
Distance between | total length of building B + calculation No deviation for distance
the buildings 2(height of building + height indicates 7 between A-E, D-E, 1-2, 3-
(Sec. 3.8.2.H) of building B))/6 instances of non- 4,9-11,15-16 and 14-13.
compliance

Minimum In no instance shall this
Distance between | distance be less than thirty All buildings are
the buildings (30) feet unless there is a greater than 30
(Sec. 3.8.2.H) corner-to-corner relationship feet apart except | Yes Complies

in which case the minimum for corner to

distance shall be fifteen (15) corner

feet.
Number of Two (2) for each dwelling unit Applicant requests
Parking Spaces having two (2) or less deviation to permit
Residential, bedrooms and two and one- deficiency of 54 parking
Multiple-family half (2 ¥) for each dwelling 988 spaces spaces, or 5% of
(Sec.5.2.12.A) unit having three (3) or more . requirement. NOTE:

bedrooms provided No Applicant further requests

2x (416 *2) =832 | 2.5x 84 3-
bed =210
Spaces Required: 1042

that an additional 15
spaces may be reduced
to accommodate
carports/garages (total of
6.6% reduction).




JSP24-04 SOCIETY HILL Page 6 of 13

Revised Preliminary Site Plan Review March 10, 2025
Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Parking Space - 90° Parking: 9 ft. x 19 ft.
Dimensions and - 24 ft. two way drives
Maneuvering - 9 ft. x 17 ft. parking spaces
Lanes allowed along 7 ft. wide

(Sec.5.3.2) interior sidewalks as long as See Traffic Review

detail indicates a 4” curb at
these locations and along
landscaping

End Islands - End Islands with landscaping

(Sec.5.3.12) and raised curbs are
required at the end of all
parking bays that abut
traffic circulation aisles.

- 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

See Traffic Review

stall
Parking stall Shall not be located closer
located adjacent | than twenty-five (25) feet
to a parking lot from the street right-of-way Ves
entrance (public (ROW) line, street easement
or private) or sidewalk, whichever is
(Sec.5.3.13) closer
Barrier Free 6 van accessible in
Spaces surface lots,
Barrier Free Code | With 359 surface spaces, 7 4 van accessible in
standard BF and 4 van- underground lots Yes
accessible BF spaces 4 ADA spaces (1
eainBldg A, B, C,
D)
Barrier Free - 8° wide with an 8’ wide
Space access aisle for van
Dimensions accessible spaces 8’ wide with curb, 8D Will be confirmed in Final
Barrier Free Code | - 8’ wide with a 5” wide 8’ access Site Plan
access aisle for regular
accessible spaces
Barr_|er Free Signs One_5|gn for each accessible Not shown No See Traffic Review.
Barrier Free Code | parking space.
Corner Clearance | No fence, wall plant material,
(Sec.5.9) sign or other obstruction shall
b.e permitted within th.e clear Shall comply Yes See Landscape Review.
view zone above a height of
2 feet from established street
grade
Minimum number
of Bicycle Parking | One (1) space for each five 32 surface spaces
(Sec.5.16.1) (5) dwelling units 70 interior spaces Yes
Multiple-family Total: 102

residential Required: 100 Spaces
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Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

Bicycle Parking
General
requirements
(Sec. 5.16)

No farther than 120 ft. from
the entrance being served

Yes

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

3 locations shown

Yes

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

Shall be accessible via 6 ft.
paved sidewalk

6’ sidewalks shown

Yes

Bike parking facilities shall be
located along the principal
building entrance approach,
clearly visible

Yes

When 20 or more spaces are
required, 25% shall be
provided in covered locations

70 interior spaces

Yes

Bicycle Parking
Lot layout
(Sec 5.16.6)

Parking space width: 7 ft.
One tier width: 11 ft.

Two tier width: 18 ft.
Maneuvering lane width: 4 ft.
Parking space depth: 32 in

Detail shown
complies with
update

Yes

Additional Road Design, Building Setback, And Parking Setback Requirements, Multiple-Family Uses (Sec.

5.10)
Road standards A private drive network within
(Sec. 5.10) a cluster, two -family, multiple-

family, or non-residential uses
and developments shall be
built to City of Novi Design
and Construction Standards
for local street standards (28
feet back-to-back width)

Generally, 28 feet
wide

No

See Traffic/Engineering
Review

Major Drives

Width: 28 feet

24-28 feet wide

No

Deviation required for 24-
foot major drives

Minor Drive

- Cannot exceed 600 feet

- Width: 24 feet with no on-
street parking

- Width: 28 feet with parking
on one side

- Parking on two sides is not
allowed

- Needs turn-around if longer

than 150 feet

Parking on Major
and Minor Drives

- Angled and perpendicular
parking, permitted on minor
drive, but not from a major
drive;

- minimum centerline radius:
100 feet

- Adjacent parking and on-

Perpendicular
parking proposed
on major drives

Parking setback is
less than 25 feet

No

Deviations requested
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ltem

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

street parking shall be
limited near curves with less
than two-hundred thirty
(230) feet of centerline
radius

- Minimum building setback
from the end of a parking
stall shall be 25 feet in
residential districts.

from residential
structures in
multiple locations

Accessory and Rooftop Structures (Sec. 4.19)

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

Each apt building
will have a
dedicated
chute/trash room
for collection by
maintenance staff,

Trash compactor located

-Shall not exceed 14’ height
-Not more than 2 detached
accessory buildings shall be
permitted on lots greater than
21,780 square feet

-All attached and detached
accessory buildings over 200
sf shall be designed and
constructed of materials and

Building:
Located in rear
yard outside of
setback

Trash Compactor
Enclosure:
Located in rear
yard outside of

- If no setback, then it cannot | brought to trash ves 34 feet frqm southern
be any closer than 10 ft, compactor; property line
from property line. townhome units
- Away from Batrrier free will have individual
Spaces bins for service
collection
Dumpster - Screened from public view Proposed garbage
Enclosure - Awall or fence 1 ft. higher compactor
(Sec. 21-145. (c) than height of refuse bin located on south
Chapter 21 of - And no less than 5 ft. on side of property,
City Code of three sides adjacent to
Ordinances) - Posts or bumpers to protect | wetland A Yes
the screening mitigation area,;
- Hard surface pad. Detail indicates
- Screening Materials: masonry veneer to
Masonry, wood or evergreen match buildings
shrubbery
Accessory -Shall not be erected in any Attendant Booth:
Buildings - required front yard or exterior | Located in front
Attendant Booth, side yard yard by main
Maintenance -Shall meet all setback entrance, 6 feet
Building requirements from property line . .
(Sec 4.19.1) - Detached accessory Arch details Sheet Deviation required fqr
- Accessory Structure in the
building shall not be located A.113 front vard
closer than 6 feet to rontyard
interior/rear lot line Maintenance . .
No Deviation for exceeding 2

accessory structures

Provide elevations of
maintenance building,
including building height
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Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
architecture compatible with | setback
the principal structure, with
minimum roof pitch of 3/12 Trellis/Gazebo:
and overhangs no lessthan 6 | Conceptimages
inches provided, outside
of setbacks in the
rear yard
Accessory -Shall meet setback and
Buildings - height requirements of
Carports accessory buildings (12 feet)
(Sec 4.19.1 and -Shall be constructed of
Sec. 5.15.12.b) powder coated steel or :
Details of

aluminum and meet Building
Code requirements

structures not
provided at this

Carport details shall be
shown in Final Site Plan

.-Solar canopies and . time - example T8D submittal. Show setbacks
integration with EV charging
. shown appears to on plan.
stations strongly encouraged comply
-Supporting columns to be
permanently attached to
concrete foundations
-Neutral color (black, gray,
taupe, brown, tan, white)
Roof top All roof top equipment must
equipment and be screened, and all wall
wall mounted mounted utility equipment Not visible from
- . . Yes
utility equipment must be enclosed and street view
(Sec. 4.19.2.E.ii) integrated into the design
and color of the building
Roof top Roof top appurtenances shall
appurtenances be screened in accordance
screening with appllcable facade Parapets shown Yes
regulations, and shall not be
visible from any street, road or
adjacent property.
Sidewalks and Other Requirements
Active Mobility Sidewalk gap on 12.5 Mile, Sidewalk on 12 % Yes
Plan recommended mid-block Mile
crossing to parking area at
City’s Lakeshore Park
Sidewalks
(Subdivision Sidewalks are required on Appear to be Ves
Ordinance: Sec. both sides of proposed drives | provided
4.05)
Public Sidewalks
(Chapter 11, Connection
Sec.11-276(b), Connection to sidewalks on provided to 12 %> Yes
Subdivision adjacent roads required. Mile sidewalk, from
Ordinance: Sec. Novi Road into site
4.05)

Entryway lighting
(Sec.5.7.N)

One streetlight is required per
entrance.
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measured by completely
enclosing all lettering within a
geometric shape. Maximum
height of the sign shall be 5 ft.

noted

_ Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Building Code and Other Requirements
Woodlands
(City Code Ch. Replacement of removed 8D See Planning and
37) trees Woodland Reviews
Mitigation of removed Mitigation
wetlands at ratio of 1.5:1 calculations show
Wetlands : o
(City Code Ch emergent wetland, 2:1 for some mitigation to
' forested wetlands be constructed, No See Wetland Review.
12, Art. V) .
remainder to be
purchased in EGLE
mitigation bank
Land description, Sidwell
Design and number (metes and bounds
. Generally
Construction for acreage parcel, lot rovided
Standards Manual | number(s), Liber, and page P
for subdivisions).
Location of all existing and
proposed buildings, proposed
General layout building heights, bu.|Id|ng .
: . layouts, (floor area in square See reviews for
and dimension of . . :
feet), location of proposed Generally information to be
proposed . . . Yes . .
hysical parking and parking layout, provided provided in future
P streets and drives, and submittals
improvements o
indicate square footage of
pavement area (indicate
public or private).
- Total cost of the proposed
. building & site improvements
Economic Impact L . .
. - Number of anticipated jobs | See Community
Information . .
created (during construction Impact statement
& after building is occupied, if
known)
Building exits must be
Building Exits connected to sidewalk
system or parking lot.
All projects must be
. completed within two years of Phasing plans See Planning Review for
Phasing the issuance of any starting TBD
. ) proposed comments
permit or phasing plan should
be provided
Other Permits and Approvals
Development/ The leading edge of the sign
Business Sign structure shall be a minimum Deviations from Sign
(City Code Sec of 10 ft. behind the right-of- ”
ordinance standards
28.3) way. Entranceway shall be a | Several Monument .
: : Contact Ordinance
maximum of 24 square feet, Entrance signs TBD

Enforcement at
248.735.5678, for sign
ordinance questions.
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_ Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
Project & Street Project will need approval
: . See letter from
Naming from the Street & Project . Yes
X . . Diana Shanahan
Committee Naming Committee

Parcel Split or
Combination or

Any parcel splits or
combinations or

Tax parcel plan

The tax parcels proposed

underground

L condominium approvals must . No do not meet land division
Condominium provided
be completed before standards
Approval .
Stamping Set approval.
Other Legal Requirements
Master Applicant is required to Sinale ownershi
Deed/Covenants | submit this information for rog osed for P NA
and Restrictions review with the Final Site Plan | P'OP .
. rental community
submittal
. Conservation easements may Wetland and Draft documents would
Conservation : woodland , ;
be required for woodland TBD be required prior to
easements impacts easements stamping set approval
P proposed ]
Lighting and Photometric Plan (Sec. 5.7)
Establish appropriate
minimum levels, prevent
unnecessary glare, reduce
Intent (Sec. 5.7.1) | spillover onto adjacent
properties & reduce
unnecessary transmission of
light into the night sky
Site plan showing location of
s all existing & proposed
Lighting Plan_ buildings, landscaping, Provided Yes
(Sec. 5.7.2.Al) . .
streets, drives, parking areas &
exterior lighting fixtures
Relevant building elevation
drawings showing all fixtures,
Building Lighting the portions of the walls to be .
(Sec. 5.7.2.A.iii) illuminated, illuminance levels Provided ves
of walls and the aiming points
of any remote fixtures.
Speqlﬁlcau.ons.for qll proposed Shown Ves
& existing lighting fixtures
Photometric data Shown Yes
L Fixture height Shown Yes
Lighting Mounting & desi sh Y
Specifications Gloun ing n |25|g_n own €s
Sec. 5.7.A.2.i are control devices
( ) (Also see Sec. 5.7.3.D) Shown ves
Type & color rendition of 3000K Ves
lamps
Hours of operation 24 hrs/day Yes
Max Height Height not to exceed 25 feet
(Sec. 5.7.3.A) 25 ft max ves
- Electrical service to light
Standard Notes . .
(Sec. 5.7.3.8) fixtures shall be placed Notes provided Yes
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Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code | Comments
- Flashing light shall not be
permitted
- Only necessary lighting for
security purposes & limited
operations shall be
permitted after a site’s hours
of operation
Indoor Lighting - Indoor lighting shall not be
(Sec.5.7.3.H) the source of exterior glare
or spillover
Security Lighting - All fixtures shall be located,
(Sec.5.7.3.)) shielded and aimed at the
areas to be secured.
Lighting for - Fixtures mounted on the
security purposes building and designed to Shown Yes
shall be directed illuminate the facade are
only onto the preferred
area to be
secured.
Color Spectrum Non-Res and Multifamily:
Management For all permanent lighting
installations - minimum Color Fixtures will be max
(Sec.5.7.3.F) Rendering Index of 70 and of 3000K ves
Correlated Color Temperature
of no greater than 3000 Kelvin
Parking Lot - Provide the minimum
Lighting illumination necessary to
ensure adequate vision .
(Sec.5.7.3.J) and comfort. 0.2 fc min Yes
- Full cut-off fixtures shall be proposed
used to prevent glare and
spillover.
Parking areas: 0.2 fc min 0.2 min Yes
Loading & unloading areas:
0.4 fc min
Min. lllumination Walkways: 0.2 fc min
(Sec.5.7.3.1) Building entrances, frequent
use: 1.0 fc min
Building entrances, infrequent
use: 0.2 min
Average Light Average Iight I_evel of the
surface being lit to the lowest | Appears to
Level (Sec.5.7.3.L) | . . . Yes
light of the surface being lit comply
shall not exceed 4:1
Max. lllumination | When site abuts a non-
adjacent to Non- | residential district, maximum
Residential illumination at the property NA
(Sec.5.7.3.1) line shall not exceed 1 foot

candle
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Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

Max. llumination
adjacent to
Residential
(Sec.5.7.3.M)

- Fixture height not to
exceed 25 feet

- Cut off angle of 90 degrees
or less

- No direct light source shall
be visible at the property
line adjacent to residential
at ground level

- Maximum illumination at
the prop line not to exceed
0.5 fc.

All fixtures 25 ft or
less

Property lines 0.3 or
less

Yes

Residential
Developments
(Sec.5.7.3.0)

- Provide sufficient
illumination (0.2 fc min) at
each entrance from major
thoroughfare

- Residential projects may
deviate from the min.
illumination levels and
uniformity requirements of
5.7.3.L so long as site lighting
for parking lots, property
lines and security lighting is
provided

Lighting at
entrances
exceeds min

Yes

NOTES:

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

2. The section of the applicable ordinance or standard is indicated in parenthesis. Please refer to those
sections in Article 3, 4 and 5 of the zoning ordinance for further details.

3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals.
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Engineering Review

Society Hill
: . JSP24-0004
cityofnovi.org
APPLICANT
Seiber Keast Engineering
REVIEW TYPE
Revised Preliminary Site Plan
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS
= Site Location: Located west of Novi Road and south of 12 /2 Mile Road.
= Site Size: 35 acres
= Plan Date: 10-4-2024
= Design Engineer: Seiber Keast Lehner Engineering
PROJECT SUMMARY

» Construction of 21 multi-family residential buildings, a fotal of 500 units with @
clubhouse. Site access would be provided via Novi Road and 12 2 Mile Road.

» Connect to existing 24" water main on 12 2 Mile Road and connect to 36" water
main on Novi Road.

= Sanitary sewer service would be provided by an extension from the existing 12-inch
sanitary sewer off-site. Proposed work may require a temporary construction
easement from the Carlton Forest Subdivision. Sanitary leads will be provided for each
building, along with a monitoring manhole for the Club house building.

=  Storm water would be collected by two storm sewer collection systems, one will outlet
to a detention basin proposed on-site, the other will outlet to an off-site detention
basin.

RECOMMENDATION

Approval of the revised Preliminary Site Plan and Storm Water Management Plan is
recommended at this time, with additional details provided at time of Final Site Plan
Submittal.

Applicant has updated storm water management plan to provide 100-year detention
based on the City’s storm water standards. At time of final site plan submittal the applicant
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will revise their detention calculations to meet the 2024 City of Novi Engineering Design
Manual that allows for a variable release rate.

Engineering supports this revision as it will reduce wetland impacts, increase open space
and meet the most up to date city standards.

Comments:

The Revised Preliminary Site Plan does meet the general requirements of the design and
construction standards as set forth in Chapter 11 of the City of Novi Code of Ordinances,
the Storm Water Management Ordinance and the Engineering Design Manual with the
following items to be addressed at the time of Final Site Plan submittal:

General:
1. Plans show grading on the parcel south of the project parcel, this grading
shall require an off-site construction easement (address 43640 12 Mile
Road).
2. Soil Borings shall be provided with final site plan submittal. This should include

the basin soil borings as well as updated site soil borings, soil borings from 1990’s
are no longer valid and will not be considered.
3. A Right-of-Way Permit will be required from the City of Novi.

The dedication of the master-planned right-of-way is requested for the project.
A opposite-side driveway spacing waiver is requested for the 12 2 Mile Road

approach. The speed on 12 2 Mile Road is 30 mph so the driveway spacing
requirement is 125 feet, current driveway spacing is 41 feet. This waiver is
supported by Engineering.

6. Generally, all proposed trees shall remain outside utility easements. Where
proposed frees are required within a utility easement, the trees shall maintain a
minimum 5-foot horizontal separation distance from watermain and 10-foot
horizontal clearance from sanitary. All utilities and easements shall be shown
on the landscaping plan at time of site plan submittal.

7. There are multiple light poles proposed within the utility easements, there should
be relocated if possible. Any poles within a water or sanitary easement wiill
require a license agreement.

8. Provide hydrant table, utility crossing table, utility structure tables with final site
plan submittal.

9. The city has a project planned for 2025 for the rehabilitation of the Novi Road
islands, coordinate with the Engineering Department at time of construction.

10. Engineering does not have concerns with the phasing plans that are proposed,
applicant should be aware that additional fees will be required for inspections
for each phase proposed. Engineering will work with applicant to determine
final inspection fees are time of Final Site Plan submittal.

11. Applicant should be aware that AECOM and Spalding will need to inspect
each phase of buildings and each phase of paving that is proposed..

12. The phasing plans should include a construction timeline. Indicate
approximately the timeline for project completion.

o~



https://cityofnovi.org/services/public-works/engineering/engineering-standards-and-construction-details/engineeringdesignmanual.aspx
https://cityofnovi.org/services/public-works/engineering/engineering-standards-and-construction-details/engineeringdesignmanual.aspx
https://library.municode.com/mi/novi/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH11DECOST
https://cityofnovi.org/services/public-works/engineering/engineering-standards-and-construction-details/engineeringdesignmanual.aspx
https://www.cityofnovi.org/reference/forms/rowapplication.aspx
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Water Main

13. Provide water main basis of design with resubmittal.

14. A tapping sleeve, valve and well is required at the connection to the existing
water main.

15. Per current EGLE requirement, provide a profile for all proposed water main 8-
inch and larger.

16. In the general notes and on the profile, add the following note: “Per the Ten
States Standards Article 8.8.3, one full 20-foot pipe length of water main shall be
used whenever storm sewer or sanitary sewer is crossed, and the pipe shall be
centered on the crossing, in order to ensure 10-foot separation between water
main and sewers.”

17. Additionally, show the 20-foot full section of pipe under every crossing and label
top of pipe and bottom of pipe elevations.

18. Hydrant south of building E should have two 45-degree bends instead of one
90-degree bend.

19. Hydrants shall be spaced approximately three hundred (300) feet apart in
multiple-residential area.

20. 6-inch hydrant leads are allowed for leads less than or equal to 25 feet in length.
8-inch leads are required for leads greater than 25 feet in length.

21. All gate valves 6" or larger shall be placed in a well with the exception of a
hydrant shut off valve. A valve shall be placed in a box for water main smaller
than 6".

22. Valves should be arranged so that no single line failure will require more than
eight hundred (800) feet of main to be out of service.

23. Show riser room and stop-box locations with final site plan submittal.

24, A sealed set of utility plans along with the Michigan Department of Environment,

Great Lakes & Energy (EGLE) permit application for water main construction,
the Streamlined Water Main Permit Checklist, Contaminated Site Evaluation
Checklist, and an electronic version of the ufility plan should be submitted to
the Engineering Division for review, assuming no further design changes are
anticipated. Utility plan sets shall include only the cover sheet, any applicable
utility sheets, and the standard detail sheets.

Irrigation Comments

25.

Irrigation plans must be reviewed and approved prior to stamping set approval.
Provide plans with final site plan submittal.

Sanitary Sewer

26.

27.

Sanitary sewer access easement is only required to be 20-feet wide, proposed
easement shows a 24-foot-wide easement.

A temporary construction easement will be required from the Carlton Forest
Association (property located on the west side of the project parcel) for the
proposed off-site sanitary sewer connection.


https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Forms/DWEHD/Community-Water-Supply/EQP5877-MiEHDWIS-Physical-Permit-Application.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Forms/DWEHD/Community-Water-Supply/EQP5877-MiEHDWIS-Physical-Permit-Application.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Forms/DWEHD/Community-Water-Supply/EQP5940-Streamlined-Water-Main-Permit-Checklist.pdf?rev=f99737e9e3c24224a83f3955caf567c1
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Forms/DWEHD/Community-Water-Supply/EQP5877c-MiEHDWIS-Contaminated-Site-Evaluation-Checklist.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Forms/DWEHD/Community-Water-Supply/EQP5877c-MiEHDWIS-Contaminated-Site-Evaluation-Checklist.pdf
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28.

29.

30.

31.

Page 4 of 6

Show existing easement on Carlton Forest where sanitary connection is
proposed, the easements extend to the property line, a temporary construction
easement will be required for the connection.

Show limits of disturbance for the sanitary connection and indicate method of
connection to sanitary sewer. Existing easements have been attached to this
review letter. Easements Liber 11949, Page 437, Liber 11720, Page 215 and Liber
50015, Page 871.

Provide a sanitary sewer basis of design with site plan submittal. (Calculations
should use peaking factor of 4.0 and 3.2 People/REU). Should be provided with
resubmittal.

Provide profiles for sanitary sewer and illustrate all pipes intersecting with
manholes on the sanitary profiles.

Storm Sewer

32.

33.

34.

A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all proposed storm
sewer. Currently, a few pipe sections do not meet this standard. Grades shall
be elevated, and minimum pipe slopes shall be used to maximize the cover
depth. In situations where the minimum cover cannot be achieved, Class V
pipe must be used with an absolute minimum cover depth of 2 feet. An
explanation shall be provided where the cover depth cannot be provided.
Provide a four-foot-deep sump and an oil/gas separator in the last storm
structure prior to discharge off- site/to the storm water basin.

Provide a schedule listing the casting type, rim elevation, diameter, and invert
sizes/elevations for each proposed, adjusted, or modified storm structure on the
utility plan. Round castings shall be provided on all catch basins except curb
inlet structures. Provide storm sewer basis of design.

Storm Water Management Plan

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Applicant has indicated that they will revise the Storm Water calculations at
time of Final Site Plan submittal to meet 2024 City of Novi Engineering Design
Manual standards.

The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) for this development shall be
designed in accordance with the Storm Water Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the
Engineering Design Manual.

As part of the Storm Drainage Facility Maintenance Easement Agreement,
provide an access easement for mainfenance over the storm water detention
system and the pretreatment structure.

A Storm Drainage Facility Maintenance Easement Agreement will be needed
for both the off-site basin and the on-site basin.

Provide a soil boring in the vicinity of each storm water detention basin to
determine soil conditions.

Provide the slopes and pipe length used to determine Q100p of 2.87cfs. A
comment should be include on the plans that states that the existing 12" storm
sewer was used for that and state the slope of the pipe in this area.
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41.

42.

43.

Page 5 of 6

Provide supporting calculations for the runoff coefficient determination. New
standards use the hydrological soil type to determine C factor. The C factor
calculations will need to be adjusted with the updated stormwater
management plans.

A 4-foot-wide safety shelf is required one foot below the permanent water
surface elevation within the basin.

A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of each
storm water basin where impervious area is directed to the basin via surface
flow. A 25-foot vegetate buffer has not been provided on the west side of the
off-site basin.

Paving & Grading

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Provide a construction materials table on the Paving Plan listing the quantity
and material type for each pavement cross-section being proposed.

Provide an emergency access gate at both ends of the proposed emergency
access drive. The City's break-away gate detail (Figure VIII-K) can be found in
Section 11-194 of the Code of Ordinances.

If gravel roads are proposed they must meet the minimum 35-ton requirement
for firetruck, this must be noted on plans.

Provide existing and proposed contours on the Grading Plan at the time of the
Final Site Plan submittal.

Provide at least 3-foot of buffer distance between the sidewalk and any fixed
objects, including hydrants and irrigation backflow devices. Include a note on
the plan where the 3-foot separation cannot be provided.

Site grading shall be limited to 1V:4H (25-percent), excluding landscaping
berms.

Sidewalk where the storm water detention basin access path is located should
be able to meet the 35-ton heavy duty vehicle requirements. A curb cut is not
required where the basin access drive is proposed.

The sidewalk where the emergency access path is provided should also be able
to fire truck loads of 35-tons.

The area where the boardwalk will be removed and replaced with a pathway
no longer needs a guardrail, the guardrail can be removed in this area.
Provide top of curb/walk and pavement/gutter grades to indicate height of
curb adjacent to parking stalls or drive areas.

Dimensions of parking stalls abutting a curb or sidewalk are to the face of curb
or walk. All other dimensions are to back of curb unless otherwise indicated.
Curbing and walks adjacent to the end of 17-foot stalls shall be reduced to 4-
inches high (rather than the standard é-inch height to be provided adjacent to
19-fooft stalls). Additionally, 2-foot overhang should be provided adjacent to 17-
foot parking stalls (show 2-foot overhang on paving sheefts).

Label the actual usable length of the proposed angled parking stalls. This is
done by measuring between parallel lines representing the position at the front
and rear of the car, without the rear of the car conflicting with the maneuvering
aisle.
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57. Soil borings along the proposed road will be required at 500-foot intervals per
Section 11-195(d) of the Design and Construction Standards.

58. Retaining walls that are 48-inches or larger shall need a permit from Building
Department.

59. A retaining wall that has a grade change of 30" or more within a 3' horizontal
distance will require a guardrail.

Off-Site Easements

60. Any off-site uftility easements anticipated must be executed prior to final
approval of the plans. If you have not already done so, drafts of the easements
and a recent title search shall be submitted to the Community Development
Department as soon as possible for review and shall be approved by the
Engineering Division and the City Attorney prior to executing the easements.

61.  Temporary construction easement is needed for off-site grading (grading on
parcel number 50-22-10-400-048) associated with the asphalt pathway
proposed on Novi Road near the off-site detention basin.

62. Off-Site Temporary Construction Easement may be required for the connection
to the sanitary sewer. Show limits of existing easement and indicate how
connection is proposed, it will be determined at time of final site plan if the
easement is required.

63. Off-Site SDFMEA and Off-Site Temporary Construction Easement will be needed
(this will only be needed if the off-site parcel is not owned by the applicant)

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 Humna Anjum at (248)735-5632 or email at hanjum®@cityofnovi.org with
any questions.

Humna Anjum,
Project Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, Community Development
Ben Nelson, Engineering
Milad Alesmail, Engineering
Ben Croy, City Engineer
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
February 25, 2025

Society Hill
Second Revised Concept Site Plan - Landscaping

cityofnovi.org

Review Type Job #
Second Revised Concept Plan Landscape Review JSP24-0004
Property Characteristics
Site Location: Southwest corner of 12.5 Mile Road and Novi Road
Site Acreage: 34.9 ac.
Site Zoning: RM-1
Adjacent Zoning: North: RA & R-4, East: R-4, South: RA, West: RM-1
South parcel zoning: Site: OS-1, North: RA, East: R-4, South: B-3 & OS-1, West: OS-1
Plan Date: 1/21/2025

Ordinance Considerations

This project was reviewed for conformance with Chapter 37: Woodland Protection, Zoning
Article 5.5 Landscape Standards, the Landscape Design Manual and any other applicable
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as
part of the revised Preliminary Site Plan submittal. Underlined items must be addressed on the
Final Site Plans. 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.

RECOMMENDATION:

This project is not recommended for approval. The plans are improved from the last submittal,
but significant waivers and other changes are still required by the proposed landscaping that
are not supported by staff. City Council has the ultimate authority to decide on whether the
items listed below are significant enough to warrant denial or further changes.

LANDSCAPE DEVIATIONS THAT ARE REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED LAYOUT:
Lack of screening berm along south property line — not supported by staff at this time. If the
plans were altered to indicate the fence would be installed prior to occupancy of any
buildings on the south part of the site, it would be supported.
Lack of greenbelt berms - supported by staff.
Lack of greenbelt landscaping and street trees for sections of both roads that are being
preserved - supported by staff.
Shortage in greenbelt subcanopy trees in front of south detention pond - supported by staff.
Three bays along Buildings A, B and C are 16 spaces long without a canopy tree in the
islands — not supported by staff, although the shrubs added in the islands do help somewhat.
Shortage of foundation landscaping for multiple buildings — supported by staff for some of
the buildings but not Buildings A, B and C where adjacent to one of the development’s
major drives. If additional landscaping was added along the buildings, such as planters with
a shrub or small tree between each garage such as that shown at the end of this letter, that
would be a significant improvement and lessen the objection to the proposal.

PLEASE REVISE THE LAYOUT AND/OR LANDSCAPING TO ELIMINATE OR REDUCE THE ABOVE
DEVIATIONS.
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Ordinance Considerations

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

1. Tree survey is provided.

2. Wetland survey is provided.

3. 293 credits are planted on the site (including the off-site detention pond).

4. The table regarding previously planted woodland replacement credits is incorrect.
Please revise it per the comments in the landscape chart.

5. See the Merjent letter for a complete discussion of the current woodlands and wetlands
impacts.

6. As a general comment, it is disappointing that the proposed layout is even more
destructive to the high-quality woodlands than the original approved plan. It appears
that no effort has been made to preserve much of the natural habitat except where
development would be extremely difficult or expensive anyway.

Adjacent to Residential - Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii)

1. The projectis adjacent to RA property to the south, so a 6-8 foot landscaped berm is
required along the south property line. A row of densely planted evergreens is proposed.
Carports are also proposed to help provide screening but no details were presented to
indicate what kind of visual and sound buffering they would provide. A fence is also
proposed, but only if the site south of the project is developed as residential.

2. This requires a landscape waiver. It is not supported at this time.

3. Please revise the carports to have masonry fronts to provide visual and audible buffering
for the property to the south.

4. Please revise the note to indicate that that the fence will be installed at the time of
construction of the drive near the south property line, not at some undetermined time in
the future.

1. No berms or trees are proposed in areas to be preserved as natural areas. This requires a
landscape waiver that is supported by staff.

2. No berms are proposed in the developed sections of Novi Road. This requires a
landscape waiver that is supported by staff as significant screening landscaping in
addition to what is required is proposed instead between the parking and the roads, and
there is only the detention basin in the south section.

3. Landscape waivers are also required for shortages in greenbelt trees provided. Some of
these are supported by staff, and others are not. Please see the landscape chart for a
detailed discussion of these waivers.

Parking Lot Landscaping (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.)
1. It appears that all of the required parking lot interior area, interior trees and perimeter
trees are provided.
2. The Multifamily housing landscaping ordinance allows multifamily unit canopy trees to be
used to meet the parking requirements. This was done.

Multi-family Residential Landscaping (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.F.iii)
1. Multi-family unit trees
a. 188 first floor units are proposed, so 564 trees are required.
b. All of the required multi-family unit trees are provided and 25% are subcanopy trees,
as is allowed by the ordinance.
2. Interior roadway trees - All of the required interior roadway trees are provided.
3. Foundation landscaping
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a. Landscape waivers are required for a deficiency in foundation landscaping for
Buildings A, B, C, D, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. The waivers are supported for Buildings D, 8, 9,
10, 11 and 12 for different reasons, but not for Buildings A, B or C.

b. Please see the landscape chart for a detailed discussion of the waiver and make the
recommended correction to eliminate the need for the waiver required.

Plant List (LDM 4, 10)
1. 25 of 47 (53%) non-woodland replacement species used are native to Michigan.
2. The tree diversity meets the requirements of LDM 4.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM 10)
Provided

Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iv and LDM 3)
1. Allrequired detention basin landscaping is proposed.
2. Locations of Phragmites on the site and instructions for its removal are provided.

Irrigation (LDM 10)
1. If anirrigation system will be used, a plan for it must be provided with Final Site Plans, not
the Stamping Set.
2. If an alternative means of providing water to the plants for their establishment and long-
term survival, information regarding that is also required with 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.

T Mt

Rick Meader - Landscape Architect
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LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART - Second Revised Concept Plan

Review Date:
Project Name:
Project Location:
Plan Date:
Prepared by:

February 24, 2025

JSP24 — 0004: SOCIETY HILL
SW Corner of Novi Road and 12.5 Mile Road
January 21, 2025

Rick Meader, Landscape Architect E-mail: rmeader@cityofnovi.org;
Phone: (248) 735-5621

Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant before approval of the Revised Concept Site Plan.
Underlined items need to be addressed for Final Site Plan.

LANDSCAPE WAIVERS THAT ARE REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED LAYOUT:

Lack of screening berm along south property line — not supported by staff

Lack of greenbelt berms - supported by staff
Lack of greenbelt landscaping and street trees for sections of both roads that are being preserved -
supported by staff
Shortage in greenbelt subcanopy trees in front of south detention pond - supported by staff
Three bays are 16 spaces long without a landscape island — not supported by staff

Shortage of foundation landscaping for multiple buildings — supported by staff for some of the
buildings but not Buildings A, B and C.

Meets

ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Landscape Plan Requirements — Basic Information (LDM (2)
- New commercial or
residential
developments
- Addition to existing - Scale 1”7 =50’
building greater than - Detention pond
Landscape Plan 25% increase in overall plantings: 1°=30"
(Zoning Sec 5.5.2, footage or 400 SF - Greenbelt Yes
LDM 10) whichever is less. plantings: 1°=40’
- 17-20 minimum with - Foundation
proper North. plantings: 1’=20’
Variations from this
scale can be
approved by LA
Name, address and
Owner/Developer telephone number of
Contact Information the owner and Yes Yes
(LDM 10) developer or
association
E’Lrgjﬁcltol)n formation Name and Address ;/rgczzltt{_rlnap on Yes
Survey information Legal description or Survey a_nd
(LDM 10) boundary line survey description on ves
Sheet 2
. Name, Address and As it. appears that Allen
Landscape Architect . Design is doing all of the
; . telephone number of Jim Allen — Allen " .
contact information Yes detailed landscaping

(LDM 10)

RLA/PLA/LLA who
created the plan

Design

design, he should be
shown as the
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ltem Required Proposed glsg;s Comments
landscape architect of
record, not MPFP.
. . Final stamping sets must
?Legtg/?cljot;y LA. ;Sg;[[rjrseonglnal No No be signed and sealed
by LA
Miss Dig Note
(800) 482-7171 (LDM Show on all plan sheets On Title block Yes
10)
EXISTING CONDITIONS
1. Please show the tree
fence at the actual
dripline on the plans,
not just at the outside
of the tree symbol,
which may or may
not accurately
represent the
- Tree Survey on dripline. A note on L-
Sheets 3 and 4, L- 9 indicates that that
8 - L-14. will be done on the
- Removals are Final Site Plans.
indicated. . As discussed in
- Woodland meetings with the
replacement developer, the table
calculations are of prior woodland
provided, along replacements
with a summary planted is incorrect.
. table of The multiplier
- Show location type . .
- . . replacements - Yes allowing additional
Existing plant material and size. .
Existing woodlands or | - Label to be saved or plan.ted - Yes credits for larger
previously. - Yes trees was removed
wetlands removed. . :
(LDM 10.h) . Plan shall state if none | - Wetlands on site - Yes from the ordinance
are delineated on | - Yes in 1994. Please

exists.

Sheet 2.

- Wetland impacts
are shown on
Sheet 15 -
mitigation will be
required.

- Wetland
mitigation plans
are shown on
Sheets WM-1 -
WM-3

correct the table to
remove the
multiplier.

. Discussions

regarding the
acceptable prior
credits planted are
still ongoing and
nothing has been
decided at this point.

. Only 113 offsite

detention basin
woodland
replacement trees
were found, not 180,
and they are
included in the 293
replacement total
note shown on L-1.
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Meets

ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Please correct the
numbers shown.

. A number of extra
woodland credits are
taken for plantings
within the wetland
mitigation area.
Only plantings in
excess of what is
otherwise required
for the woodland
mitigation can earn
woodland
replacement credit.
Please check the
woodland wetland
planting
requirements and
revise the credit
counts accordingly.

. See the Merjent letter
for complete reviews
of woodlands and
wetlands

As determined by Soils
Soil type (LDM 10) survey of Oakland Sheet 6 Yes
county
Site: RM-1
North: RA & R-4, East: R-4
South: RA
Zoning (LDM 10) West: RM-1 Sheet_ L-1- on Ves
location map
Off-site detention:
South: B-3 & OS-1, West:
0OS-1, North: RA
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS (LDM 10)
Existing and proposed
Existing and buildings, easements, All site elements are
proposed parking spaces, included on the Yes
improvements vehicular use areas, and | landscape plans
R.O.W
- Proposed utilities
are shown on the
Landscape Plan
- Overhead and - Light posts are
- - also shown and - Yes
Existing and underground utilities, .
proposed utilities including hydrants conflicts have - Yes
been removed. - Yes

- Proposed light posts

- A note added to
L-1 indicates that
the existing
overhead line




Second Revised Preliminary Site Plan — Landscape Review

February 25, 2025

Page 4 of 15
JSP24 - 0004: Society Hill

Meets

Sec 5.5.9

ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
crossing the site
will be removed
- Sheets 6-9
- Includes off-site
detention pond
. A note on Sheet 9 Please add proposed
- edge of asphalt
indicates that the .
. elevations for the
boardwalk will be
. proposed asphalt walk
Proposed topography | Provide proposed removed .
, e ) Yes near the detention pond
- 2’ contour minimum | contours at 2’ interval between the
to show how the ground
pond and the : .
will slope with respect to
street, and the
) the pond, walk and
ground will be curb
sloped from the '
freeboard to
curb.
25 ft. corner clearance
Clear Zones required. Refer to Zoning | Yes Yes

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS

Berms and ROW Planting

- 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 topsoil.

Residential Adjacent to Non-residential (Sec 5.5.3.A) & (LDM 1.a)

Berm requirements
(Zoning Sec 5.5.3.A)

- As the site to the west
is also multi-family
residential, no special
screening is required
on the west side of the
property

- A 6-8 foot landscaped
berm is required along
the south property line
of the main site area.

- No berm is
provided along
the south
property line but
a line of densely
planted Green
Giant arborvitaes
is provided south
of the southern
drive and parking
area. Itis not
clear what kind of
sound buffering
this would
provide, versus
the required
berm.

- The screening
provided does
cover the entire
developed area
along the south
property line — not
the area with
replacements but
that is

- TBD
- Yes
- No

- TBD

1. Alandscape waiver
is required for the
proposed
configuration. At this
time, it is not
supported by staff
because of two
factors
a. There is no

assurance that
vehicular noise
from the drive and
parking would be
muffled sufficiently
by the proposed
screening.

b. The timing of the
fence installation
is still not clear

2. Please add “at the
time of construction
of the southern drive”
between “installed”
and “unless” to the
note on Sheet L-2.

3. Please provide
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ltem Required Proposed g/lsg;s Comments
acceptable. evidence of the
- A note has been sound buffering to
added that a the south, including
fence will be the carports
added along the . The carports along
south property the south edge of the
line if the property site need to have
to the south is solid side and front
developed as R- walls to provide
A. visual and audible
- The site plan screening for the
indicates that property to the south.
carports will be . Please add a note
added for the stating that the
south parking Green Giant
bays. The Arborvitaes along
carports shown the south edge are
on Sheet 18 do to be allowed to
not provide grow to full size.
sufficient visual or
audible screening
for the property to
the south to be
considered as an
acceptable
substitution.
Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way (Sec 5.5.B) and (LDM 1.b) (RM-1)
: . - 12.5 Mile Road: 50
Greenbelt width Qg{[ t; d?fgkrlﬂ(%.- éafftt ft Yes
' - Novi Road: 20 ft

. Landscape waivers
are required for the
lack of berms along
both roads.

. The waiver for this is
supported by staff
where natural areas
are preserved.

. The required berm
along Novi Road

Min. berm crest width | 2 ft 0ft No south of the

preserved area is not
provided because
the varied
topography makes a
berm impractical. As
densely planted
evergreens will shield
Novi Road from the
adjacent parking
spaces, the waiver is
supported for this
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

area as well.

4. Asthe greenbelt
along the south
detention pond is not
facing parking or
buildings, the berm
wouldn’t serve any
useful screening
purpose. For this
reason, the lack of a
berm in this area is
also supported by
staff.

Min. berm height

3ft

0 ft

Yes

See above

3’ wall

@)

No walls are
proposed in the
greenbelts

Canopy deciduous or
large evergreen trees

(71)(10)(11)

1tree per35If

12.5 Mile Rd:

- 286 If not developed

- (744-286-82-22-22)/35
=9 trees

Novi Rd North:

- 710 If not developed

- (1646-710-80-40)/35 =
23 trees

Novi Rd South:

- 370If/35 = 11 trees

- 12.5 Mile Rd: 10
trees

- Novi Rd North: 22
trees

- Novi Rd South: 11
trees

- Yes
- No
- Yes

1. Alandscape waiver
may be requested
not to provide the
required
landscaping in the
preserved areas
along Novi Road and
12.5 Mile Road. It
would be supported
by staff.

2. Alandscape waiver
for the shortage in
the Novi Road North
landscaped
greenbelt is also
required. It would
not be supported by
staff. Please provide
another greenbelt
canopy trees for Novi
Road North (The
endcap red maple
at the south entrance
can’tcountas a
greenbelt tree)

Sub-canopy
deciduous trees
Notes (5)(6)(10)(11)

1tree per 25 If

12.5 Mile Rd:

- 286 If not developed

- (744-286-82-22-22)/25
=13 trees

Novi Rd North:

- 710 If not developed

- (1646-710-80-40) If/25 =

33 trees

- 12.5 Mile Rd: 13
trees

- Novi Rd North: 33
trees

- Novi Rd South: 7
trees

- Yes
- Yes
- No

1. As noted above, the
landscape waiver for
the protected areas
would be supported
by staff.

2. Excess subcanopy
trees in the greenbelt
may be counted as
multifamily unit trees.

3. Alandscape waiver
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Novi Rd South: is required for the
- 370If/25 = 15 trees missing subcanopy

trees in front of the
southern detention
pond. Itis supported
by staff as the
required canopy
trees are provided
and screening is not
required for the pond
but the trees are
required for shade

1tree per 35 If

12.5 Mile Rd: . )

- 455 If not developed ’ tlrze':SM”e Rd: 6
Cano_py deciduous - (744-455-150)/35 =4 . NoviRd North: 20 | - Yes
trees in area between trees trees - Yes
sidewalk and curb Novi Rd North: - )
(10) - 680 If not developed - NoviRd South: 11 | - Yes

trees including 6

- (1646-680-150-125) L
existing

If/35 = 20 trees
Novi Rd South:
- 370If/35 = 11 trees

Multi-Family Residential (Sec 5.5.3.F.iii)

- 3 deciduous canopy
trees or large

565 trees
evergreen trees per T oA e

424 canopy/large

Multi-family Unit dwelling unit on the everareen trees
Landscaping (Zoning first floor. . 141 S?chano Yes
Sec 5.5.3.F.iii.b) - 188 units * 3 = 564 trees Py
trees (25% of
- Up to 25% of total)
requirement can be
subcanopy trees
- 1 deciduous canopy
tree along interior
roads for every 35 If
(both sides), excluding | 171 trees
Interior Street driveways, interior 16 double-counted
Landscaping (Zoning roads adjacent to as greenbelt trees Yes
Sec 5.5.3.F.iii.b) public rights-of-way due to proximity to
and parking entry interior drive
drives.
- (6572-701)/35 = 168
trees
Based on the layout 1. Alandscape waiver
Foundation 35% of building facades and t_he foundation 1S r_eq_wred for
. . . details, these buildings where the
Landscaping (Zoning | facing road must be S No .
buildings are short landscaping of the
Sec 5.5.3.F.iii.b) landscaped : ) o )
of the requirement: building facing an

A, B,C,D,8,9, 10, interior drive does
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

11 and 12

not cover 35% of the
building.

. The waiver is

supported by staff for
buildings 8 and 9 as
they have double
frontage and one
side meets or
exceeds the
requirement.

. The waiver is

supported for
Building D as the long
island softens the
view of most of the
north side of the
building from the
drive.

. The waiver is

supported for
Buildings 10, 11 and
12 as they face a
minor traffic road
and appear to have
landscaped as much
of the garage side of
the buildings as
possible.

. The waiver is not

supported for
Buildings A, Band C
as the central island
is still devoid of
landscaping, so the
entire road side of
those buildings has
no landscaping to
soften the
appearance of them
from the major
interior drive. Please
convert the central
island to a
landscaped island
with a canopy tree.
If this is done, the
waiver will be
supported by staff as
the other sides of the
buildings are heavily
landscaped. Note,
the proposed
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

addition of shrubs in
those islands does
improve the
appearance, but it
still does not comply
with the ordinance.

. I highly recommend

moving the lindens
and maples west of
Building 11, 12 and
15 west of the
sidewalk since there
is room for them
there. Their canopies
may hit the buildings
as they get larger.
This is not a
requirement.

. Itis also be

recommended to
use subcanopy trees
in the areas between
the buildings and
walks instead of
canopy trees when
possible to provide
better growing
conditions and light
for the foundation
plantings

Parking Area Landscape Requirements (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C & LDM 5)

General requirements

- Clear sight distance
within parking islands
- No evergreen trees

No plantings will
block vision within
the parking areas

Name, type and
number of ground
cover

As proposed on planting
islands

Based on the plant
list, it appears that
sod will be used.

Parking lot Islands
(Zoning Sec 5.5.3.c.ii,

i)

- A minimum of 200 SF
to qualify

- 200sf landscape
space per tree
planted in island

- 6” curbs

- Islands minimum width
10’ BOC to BOC

Some of the
endcap islands with
trees are not large
enough to support
them

No

. Please enlarge all

the center islands for
Buildings A,Band C
to support the trees
they must have.

. Some of the planting

areas in other parts
of the site are quite
narrow, but smaller
trees have been put
there to hopefully
work with the limited
space.

Curbs and Parking

Parking stall can be

Where possible,

Yes
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
stall reduction (Zoning | reduced to 17’ with 4” spaces are 17’ long
Sec 5.5.3.c.ii) curb adjacent to a
sidewalk of minimum 7
ft.
1. The central islands
south of Building A
and west of buildings
B and C should be
converted into
Buildings A, B and C Ia_ndsc:ape islands
. . with a canopy tree
Contiguous space . have bays with 16 .
o . Maximum of 15 . since those bays are
limit (Zoning Sec consecutive spaces | No

5.5.3.c.ii.0))

contiguous spaces

without a
landscaped island.

greater than 15
spaces.

2. The current
configuration would
require a landscape
waiver that would
not be supported by
staff.

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.

A =Total square
footage of vehicular
use areas X 7.5%

- A=XSFXx7.5%
- A=50,000 x 7.5% =
3750sf

A=50,000 x 7.5% = 3750sf

iii)
- Aninset on L-2

indicates the

areas used for the

calculations.

They are correct.

- Calculations are

provided
B = Total square . B = (VUA-50000) SF X
footage of additional 1%
paved vehicular use . B = (64962-50000) x 1% See above
areas over 50,000 SF _
= 150 sf
X1%
All Categories
of landscaped | CzA*E 5253 ves
islands C = A+B C = 3750 + 150 = 3900sf
- D=C/200
- D =3900/200 = 20 trees
Number of canopy
trees required - Parking lot interior and
D =C/200 perimeter tree 20 trees ves
requirement may be
met with multifamily
unit trees
Parking Lot Perimeter
. - 1 Canopy tree per 35 If
Trees (Z“onlng Sec . 2805/35 = 80 trees 80 trees Yes
5.5.3.c.ii)
Parking land banked | NA None
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Miscellaneous Landscaping Requirements
- No plantings with
matured height - No tree/utility
greater than 12’ within conflicts are
. . 10 ft. of fire hydrants, noted.
Plantings around Fire .
. manholes, catch - A note regarding
Hydrant (Zoning Sec . - . ) Yes
. basins or other utility required spacing
5.5.3.c.ii.))
structures. for trees from
- Trees should not be utilities is on Sheet
planted within 5 feet L-1
of underground lines.
Areas not dedicated to
parking use or driveways
Landscaped area (g) exceeding 100 sq. ft. Yes
shall be landscaped
Name, type and Although not called Please indicate
number of ground As proposed on planting | out, based on the 1BD groundcovers on
cover islands plant list it appears landscape plan with a
(LDM 5) sod will be used typical call-out
Some spaces are
indicated along the
streets but the total
Show leave snow area is very limited.
Snow deposit (LDM depqsﬁ areas on planin | As most of the
locations where areas between the | TBD
10) - )
landscaping won’t be walk and road are
damaged very narrow, they
won’t provide
much area for snow
to be plowed there.

1. Please show
transformers and
other utility boxes
when their locations
are determined.

- A minimum of 2 ft. 2. If box locations are
separation between not determined by
box and the plants - final site plans, add a
. A note indicates -
Transformers/Utility - Ground cover below " note to plan stating
b that all utility boxes -
boxes 4” is allowed up to . TBD that all utility boxes
will be screened
(LDM 6) pad. er the city detall aetobe
- No plant materials P y landscaped per the
within 8 ft. from the detail.
doors 3. Please add an
allowance of 10
shrubs per box on the
plant list and label as
such if boxes aren’t
shown on the plans.
Detention/Retention - Clusters of large native | - A stormwater - Yes
Basin Planting shrubs shall cover 70- seed mix and - Yes
requirements (Sec. 75% of the basin rim shortgrass prairie - Yes
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
5.5.3.e, LDM 3) area at 10 ft away mix are shown.
from the permanent The areas for
water line. each are shown
- Canopy trees must be with hatching.
located at 1 per 35If of | - The correct shrub
the pond rim 10 feet coverage is
away from the provided
permanent water level | - Canopy
- 10” to 14” tall grass woodland
along sides of basin replacement
- Refer to wetland for trees are
basin mix proposed around
- Include seed mix both ponds, as
details on landscape required and
plan allowed
Please correct note #1
- Phragmites is loread:
All populations should an “Phragmites should be
shown in several X
be located on the plans . treated in late summer
. . . . locations on L-1
Phragmites and and instructions for their to early fall (late
and L-2 - Yes
Japanese Knotweed | removal must be . August-September)
: . . - Instructions for -
provided if any is found using a glyphosate-
) removal are —
on the site. . based herbicide to
provided on L-2 ; ,
achieve effective
control.”
Landscape Notes and Details- Utilize City of Novi Standard Notes
Plant List (LDM 4,11) - Include all cost estimates
Quantities and sizes Yes Yes
Root type Yes Yes
- At least 50% of plant
species used, not
including seed mixes . 25 of 47 species
or woodland
used (53%) are
replacement trees, .
. . native to
must be species native e
o Michigan.
. to Michigan. . . - Yes
Botanical and - The tree diversity
- The non-woodland . : - Yes
common hames is satisfactory.
replacement tree - Yes
. . - The woodland
diversity must meet the replacement
standards of the pia .
. species mix is
Landscape Design
. better.
Manual section 4 (max
10% species and 15%
genus).
Type and amount of sod Yes
lawn
. For all new plantings,
Cost estimate (LDM mulch and sod as listed | Yes Yes

10.h.(11))

on the plan
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Planting Details/Info (LDM Part IIl) — Utilize City of Novi Standard Details
Canopy Deciduous Refer to LDM for detalil
. Yes Yes
Tree drawings
Evergreen Tree Yes Yes
Shrub Yes Yes
Multi-stem tree Yes Yes
Perennial/
Ground Cover ves ves
Tree stakes and guys Wood stakes, fabric Yes Yes
guys.
Cross-Section of Berms (LDM 1.a.(1))
- Label contour lines
Slope, height and - Maximum 33% slope Not required and Ves
width - Constructed of loam not provided
- 6” top layer of topsoll
Type of Ground NA
Cover
- There are no
overhead utilities
along Novi Road
Overhead utility lines + An overhead wire
slants across the
and 15 ft. setback from
o north end of the
- edge of utility or 20 ft. - Yes
Setbacks from Utilities property, mostly
setback from closest - Yes
south of the
pole, 10 feet from .
structures, hydrants property line and
' greenbelt. It has
been indicated
that it will be
removed.
Walls (LDM 10 & Zoning Sec 5.5.3.vi)
Freestanding walls
Material, height and should have brick or A number of walls Provide dimensioned
type of construction stone exterior with short in height are TBD wall details and TW/BW
footing masonry or concrete proposed elevations.
interior
Walls greater than 3 % If walls are taller than 3
ft. should be ¥ feet, please have
. TBD TBD - . .
designed and sealed engineer design, sign
by an Engineer and seal.
Notes (LDM 10) — Utilize City of Novi Standard Details
Installation date - Provide intended date
(LDM 2.1. & Zoning - Between Mar 15 - Nov | Yes Yes
Sec 5.5.5.B) 15
Maintenance & - Include statement of
Statement of intent intent to install and Yes Yes
(LDM 2.m & Zoning guarantee all
Sec 5.5.6) materials for 2 years.
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- Include a minimum

one cultivation in

June, July and August

for the 2-year warranty

period.
Plant source
(LDM 2.n & LDM S?g&ﬁeNlogthf;rAg”rsery Yes Yes
3.a.(2)) grown, o.L grade.
Establishment period
(Zoning Sec 5.5.6.8) 2 yr. Guarantee Yes Yes
Approval of City must approve any
substitutions. substitutions in writing Yes Yes
(Zoning Sec 5.5.5.F) prior to installation.
General Landscape Requirements (LDM)

. Plant materials shall not
General Conditions be planted within 4 ft. of | Yes Yes
(LDM 11) .
property line

1. Please add an
irrigation plan or
information as to
how plants will be
watered sufficiently
for establishment

A fully automatic A note indicates and. Ionq-. term .
L T survival with the Final
S irrigation system and a that an irrigation
Irrigation o ) Plans, not the
method of draining is system plan will be .
(LDM 10.1.) : I : : . Stamping Set
required with Final Site provided in the
. 2. The plan should meet
Plan stamping sets -
the requirements
listed at the end of
this chart.

3. If xeriscaping is used,
please provide
information about
plantings included.

Other information Required by Planning NA
(LDM 10.n) Commission
- Substitutions to
landscape standards
for preserved canopy
trees outside
Landscape tree woodlands/ wetlands No
credit (LDM11.b.(d)) should be approved
by LA.
- Refer to Landscape
tree Credit Chartin
LDM
Plant Sizes for ROW, - Canopy Deciduous .
. Correct sizes are
Woodland shall be 3” and sub-
) shown on the plant | Yes
replacement and canopy deciduous lists
others shall be 2.5” caliper.
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hardwood bark mulch.

- Include in cost
estimate.

ltem Required Proposed gsg;s Comments
(LDM 11.b) - Refer to LDM section
11.b for more details
(P:g:/tl :fi)cred't NA None taken
Prohibited Plants Do not use any plants No prohibited
on the Prohibited plants are Yes
(LDM 11.b) o
Species List proposed
- There is an
overhead line
Recommended trees crossing the
for planting under Label the distance from northern end of Yes
overhead utilities the overhead utilities the site.
(LDM 3.e) - A note indicates
that it will be
removed
Collected or
Transplanted trees None
(LDM 11.b.(2)(c)
Nonliving Durable - Trees shall be mulched
Material: Mulch (LDM to 3” depth and
12) shrubs, groundcovers
to2 .depth Included in planting
- Specify natural color, details Yes
finely shredded

Irrigation System Requirements

o  Any booster pump installed to connect the project’s irrigation systerm to an existing irrigation system
rmust be downstream of the RPZ.

e The RPZ must be installed in accordance with the 2015 Michigan Plumbing Code.

e The RPZ must be installed in accordance with the manufacture installation instructions for

winterization that includes drain ports and blowout ports.
* The RPZ must be installed a minimum of 12-inches above FINISHED grade.
®» Attached is a handout that addresses winterization installation requirements to assist with this.
e A plumbing permit is required.
e  The assembly must be tested after installation with results recorded on the City of Novi test report

form.
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March 5, 2025

Lindsay Bell

Planner — Community Development
City of Novi

45175 Ten Mile Road

Novi, M| 48375

Submitted electronically to Ibell@cityofnovi.org

Re: Society Hill - Woodland/Wetland Review (JSP24-04)
Dear Lindsay,

Merjent, Inc. (Merjent) has conducted a review of the revised preliminary site plan (rPSP) for the Society
Hill (also referred to as West Side of Novi Road Between 12 Mile Road and 12 % Mile Road; site) prepared
by Seiber Keast Lehner and Allen Design (date 10/4/2024). Merjent reviewed the plan for conformance with
the City of Novi's (City) Wetlands and Watercourse Protection Ordinance, Chapter 12 Article V. The site is
located southwest of the intersection of 12 ¥ Mile Road and Novi Road and is proposed within parcels 50-
22-10-400-020 through 50-22-10-400-028 with an additional parcel located further south at parcel number
50-22-10-400-055. The site contains City-regulated wetlands (Figure 1).

1 Main Street SE = Suite 300 = Minneapolis, Minnesota = 55414

Merjent conducted an initial preliminary site plan (PSP)/concept plan review (PSP Review) on April 18,
2024 and found deficiencies in both wetland and woodland components of the plans. The applicant
addressed most comments from the PSP Review, and comments were provided in revised PSP (rPSP)
Review on October 29, 2024 (rPSP Review). Minor changes have been made to wetland impacts since the
rPSP Review.

Wetlands

Wetland Recommendation: Merjent does not recommend approval of the Society Hill rPSP, due to the
lack of required mitigation for the proposed Project (see Comments 5-6).

Upon review of published resources, the Site appears to contain or immediately borders:

X City-regulated wetlands, as identified on the City of Novi interactive map website. Note that both
wetland and property limits depicted on the City’'s map are considered approximations (Figure 1).

Wetlands that are regulated by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
(EGLE).

Wetlands as identified on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and Michigan Resource Inventory
System (MIRIS) maps, as identified on the EGLE Wetlands Viewer interactive map website (provided
in PSP/rPSP Review). NWI and MIRIS wetlands are identified by the associated governmental
bodies' interpretation of topographic data and aerial photographs.
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Hydric (wetland) soil as mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, as identified on the EGLE Wetlands Viewer interactive map website (provided
in PSP/rPSP Review).

Permits and Regulatory Status

Due to the comments below, the following wetland-related items will be required for this project:

Item Required/Not Required
Wetland Permit (specify Non-minor or Minor) Required
Wetland Mitigation Required
Environmental Enhancement Plan Required
Wetland Buffer Authorization Required
EGLE Wetland Permit Required
Wetland Conservation Easement Required

Wetland Review Comments

1. The applicant was asked in the rPSP Review to depict all wetlands on-site with unique identifiers,
classification, and sizes that are consistent throughout the site plan. This comment has been addressed
and all sheets show the same wetlands with unique identifiers.

2. The applicant has proposed a total wetland impact of 0.79 acre. The wetland impacts are summarized
on Sheet 15 of the rPSP and are summarized below.

Wetland Impacts

Wetland Area Impact Area Impact Volume

bt e 11D (acre) Io(acre) p(cu. yd.)

A 6.75 -- --

B 1.01 -- --

C 0.09 0.09 459 Fill

D 0.28 0.28 1,369 Cut

E 0.09 0.09 145 Fill

F 0.25 0.25 268 Cut

G 0.03 0.03 261 Cut

H 1.25 0.05 174 Fill

Total 9.75 0.79 778 Fill | 1,898 Cut

3. EGLE is the final authority of the location and regulatory status of state-regulated wetlands in Michigan.
Merjent understands that a DRAFT EGLE Permit has been submitted for review under Permit Number
WRP043865 v.1. A City of Novi Wetland Use Permit cannot be granted without a permit from EGLE.

4. In addition to wetlands, the City of Novi regulates wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks. Section
3.6.2.M (Notes to District Standards) of the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance states: "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

E1erjent
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provision is to require a minimum setback from wetlands and watercourses”. The established wetland
and watercourse buffer/setback limit is 25 horizontal feet, regardless of grade change.

The applicant has summarized impacts to the wetland buffer/setback on Sheet 15 of the rPSP and they
are summarized below. A Wetland Setback Impact Authorization will be required for this project.

Wetland Setback Impacts

Setback Impact Setback Impact
Wetland ID Area Volume
(acre) (cu.yd)
A 0.50 810 Fill
B 0.05 76 Fill
C 0.28 894 Fill
D 0.41 1,969 Cut
E 0.13 205 Fill
F 0.20 210 Cut
G 0.14 1,615 Cut
H 0.40 1,303 Fill
Total 211 3,288 Fill | 3,794
Cut

The applicant has updated buffer impacts from the rPSP Review/submittal and has provided setback
volume amounts.

When a project permanently impacts 0.25 acre or more of essential wetland, the City of Novi requires
mitigation at a ratio of 2:1 for forested wetlands and 1.5:1 for emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands.

Current wetland impacts are proposed to be 0.79 acre in size. The applicant has summarized wetland
impacts and mitigation ratios on Sheet 15 and they are summarized below.

Wetland Mitigation

Impact Area Emﬁ;gspt Scrub-shrub Forested Mitiggtion

Wetland ID Impact Area Impact Area Required
(EEE) ATEE) (acre) (acre) (acre)

(acre)

C 0.09 - - 0.09 0.18
D 0.28 - - 0.28 0.56
E 0.09 0.01 - 0.08 0.16
F 0.25 0.25 - - 0.38
G 0.03 - - 0.03 0.06
H 0.05 - 0.05 - 0.08
Total 0.79 0.26 0.05 0.48 1.42

Sheet 15 states that 1.01 acres of mitigation will be provided onsite. The applicant needs to account
for the additional 0.41 acre of mitigation whether that be on-site or off-site (within the City of Novi). Per
Section 12-176 “Mitigation shall be provided onsite where practical and beneficial to the wetland
resources. If onsite mitigation is not practical and beneficial, mitigation in the immediate vicinity, within
the same watershed, may be considered. Mitigation at other locations within the city will only be
considered when the above options are impractical.” It is recommended that the 1.01 acres of wetland

H1erjent
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mitigation on-site be created and maintained as forested wetland. These wetlands will be required to
follow the City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards, which are similar to the Wetland
Mitigation Performance Standards set by EGLE. The City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance
Standards are included as Attachment A.

The applicant has stated that 0.41 acre of wetland mitigation bank credits will be purchased from a
wetland mitigation bank. Section 12-176 does not allow for the purchasing of wetland mitigation bank
credits. It is Merjent’s understanding that pursuant to Section 12-151 (Findings and Purpose), the City
requires mitigation within City Limits due to the importance of these natural resources that have been
lost and that remaining wetlands are in jeopardy of being lost or impaired.

It is recommended that the applicant either reduce wetland impacts on-site or find an additional location
(or additional locations) within the City of Novi to construct the wetland mitigation. Based on a review
of the available EGLE Wetland Mitigation Bank Credits (at the time of this review), 0.77 acre of
emergent wetland credits are available within the Rouge River Watershed; the Rouge River Watershed
is the watershed where the project is located. It cannot be determined or guaranteed if any mitigation
bank credits will be available in the Rouge River Watershed if and when this project receives final
approval.

For a deviation from the ordinance, City Council would need to grant approval to waive the requirement
to build the mitigation within the City. If City Council allows the purchasing of mitigation bank
credits in lieu of on-site mitigation, Merjent recommends that the monitoring period of the on-
site forested wetland mitigation be doubled from the required five (5) year period to a ten (10)
year period, with the option to reduce the monitoring period to between 5 and 10 years, if the
monitoring is deemed successful after the sixth year. This may subsequently double the
monitoring cost and bond cost. Due to the longer time period of forested wetlands and trees to
establish, it is common that EGLE typically requires between 5 to 10-year monitoring periods
for the creation of forested wetlands.

6. In lieu of on-site mitigation, the applicant has offered providing environmental enhancement on-site in
addition to providing conservation easements for additional woodlands and wetlands within the City.
The following statements are from a response letter provided by the applicant on October 4, 2024 and
are listed on Sheet 5 and Sheet 9 of the rrPSP:

e ~3.0 acre conservation easement across the City parcel, including ~1.0 acres of woodland area
and ~1.0 acre of wetland area.

e ~9.0 acre wetland and woodland conservation easement on the Property, including more than
1 acre of woodland area on the peninsula of land along the western border of the Property

e Environmental Enhancement: There are invasive species management activities that will be
conducted in the wetland and natural features setback associated with Wetlands A (the pond)
and B (NE corner). Species such as common reed (Phragmites australis), buckthorn (Rhamnus
cathartica, Frangula alnus), honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii), autumn olive (Elaeagnus
umbellate), and Asian bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) all serve to compete with native
species, spread to other wetlands and, in the case of Wetland A, block scenic views. Owner
activities will include physical removal and herbicide application for up to three years.

Merjent recommends that if a deviation is granted from the ordinance in lieu of the required on-
site mitigation, that the following requirements be added to the environmental enhancement:

'1erjent._
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e Any pesticide/herbicide use be conducted by an appropriate person with a Michigan
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Certified Pesticide Applicator License.

e The physical/chemical removal of invasive species be required for five years instead of three
years, similar to a typical mitigation monitoring period.

e Any pesticide/herbicide applied within or near wetlands or other water resources follow the
EGLE Aquatic Pesticides and Related Products Approved for Use in Waters of the State of
Michigan guidelines.

Should you have any questions or concerns with this review, please contact me via email at
jason.demoss@merjent.com or via phone at (619) 944-3835.

Sincerely,

Merjent, Inc.

Joerv Dimoty

Jason DeMoss, PWS
Environmental Consultant
Enclosures:

Figure 1 — City of Novi Wetlands Map
Attachment A — City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards

CC:

Diana Shanahan, City of Novi, dshanahan@cityofnovi.org
Rick Meader, City of Novi, rmeader@cityofnovi.org
Barbara McBeth, City of Novi, bmcbeth@cityofnovi.org
Matt Pudlo, Merjent, matt.pudlo@merjent.com

E'\erjent.
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gulated Wetlands

.

Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetlands Map
Approximate Site boundary is shown in red.
(Approximate) Regulated Wetland areas are shown in turquoise.
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Attachment A
City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards
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City of Novi Mitigation Performance Standards

August 2024

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i. 60 percent for emergent wetland.

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

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

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

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

i. 15 species within the emergent wetland.
ii. 15 species within the scrub-shrub wetland.
iii. 15 species within the forested wetland.

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

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

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

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

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

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

i. The Michigan Floristic Quality Assessment
ii. Michigan Flora (also referred to as the University of Michigan Herbarium)
iii. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's Regional Plant List for the Midwest Region.

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

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

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

1. Vegetation

Invasive Species

Hydrology

Wildlife Observations

Topsoil

Pollutants

Signhage

Wetland Recommendations (as applicable)
a. Financial Guarantee Release

N~ ®WN
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October 29, 2024

Lindsay Bell

Planner — Community Development
City of Novi

45175 Ten Mile Road

Novi, M| 48375

Submitted electronically to Ibell@cityoifnovi.org

Re: Society Hill - Woodland/Wetland Review (JSP24-04)
Dear Lindsay,

Merjent, Inc. (Merjent) has conducted a review of the revised preliminary site plan (rPSP) for the Society
Hill (also referred to as West Side of Novi Road Between 12 Mile Road and 12 % Mile Road, site) prepared
by Seiber Keast Lehner and Allen Design (date 3/25/2024). Merjent reviewed the plan for conformance with
the City of Novi's (City) current Woodland Protection Ordinance, Chapter 37, and Wetlands and
Watercourse Protection Ordinance, Chapter 12 Article V. The site is located southwest of the intersection
of 12 % Mile Road and Novi Road and is proposed within parcels 50-22-10-400-020 through 50-22-10-400-
028 with an additional parcel located further south at parcel number 50-22-10-400-055. The site contains
City-regulated woodlands and City-regulated wetlands (Figure 1 and Figure 2).

Merjent conducted an initial preliminary site plan (PSP)/concept plan review (PSP Review) on April 18,
2024 and found deficiencies in both wetland and woodland components of the plans. The applicant has
addressed comments from the PSP Review, and comments are provided below based on the rPSP
submittal.

Woodlands

Woodland Recommendation: Merjent recommends approval of the Society Hill rPSP. A list of comments
is provided below to meet the requirements of the Woodland Protection Ordinance. It should be noted that
this project includes a separation of the impacts from 1999 and impacts from 2024. This review only includes
the impacts proposed from the additional 2024 footprint. The following Woodland Regulations apply to this
site:

Woodland Regulation Required
Woodland Permit (Chapter 37, Section 37-26) Yes

Tree Replacement (Chapter 37, Section 37-8) Yes

Tree Protection (Fence; Chapter 37, Section 37-9) Yes
Woodland Conservation Easement (Chapter 37-30[e]) Yes, if feasible

o 612.748.3660 ® £ §12.745.3679 & waw menent 2om
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Woodland Review Comments

1. Due to the unique history of this site, Merjent understands that since the PSP review, the impacts from
the original 1999 proposed site layout have been separated from the updated 2024 proposed site
layout.

2. When a proposed site plan is located within a regulated woodland, any tree proposed for removal with
a diameter at breast height (DBH) greater than or equal to eight inches will require tree replacement
and a Woodland Use Permit per Section 37-8. This also applies to any tree that will be preserved, but
where impacts to critical root zones are proposed.

3. Regardless of the presence of regulated woodlands onsite, a Woodland Use Permit is required to
perform construction on any site containing the removal of trees larger than 36 inches in diameter at
breast height (DBH).

4. The 2024 impact plan has proposed the removal of 472 trees. A Woodland Use Permit is required to
perform construction on any site containing regulated woodlands. The permit for this site would require
Planning Commission approval because there are more than three trees proposed to be
impacted/removed by construction. Comment five (below) may affect the total number of proposed
trees for removal.

5. Woodland Replacement. Based on review of the plan, the following woodland replacements are
currently listed:

2024 Impacts

Total
gres Size [RBHALY Nusmber.ok Ratio Replacement/Removed Tree Replacements
inches) Trees
Required

8-11 180 1 180
12-20 189 2 378
21-29 82 3 246
30+ 9 4 36

Multi-stem 12 Sum of Stem DBH/8 (rounded up)* 51

Total 472 - 891

6. A-replacement plan and cost estimate for the tree replacement will be necessary prior to final site plan
approval by the City. Woodland replacement credits can be provided by:
a. Planting the woodland tree replacement credits on-site.
b. Payment to the City of Novi Tree Fund at a rate of $400/woodland replacement credit.
c. Combination of on-site tree planting and payment into the City of Novi Tree Fund
($400/woodland replacement credit).

The applicant has proposed planting 473 trees on-site for the 2024 cumulative impacts. For the tree
replacement credits that will be planted on site, a financial guarantee of $400/tree replacement credit

is required to ensure the planting of the on-site woodland replacement credits. The financial guarantee
will be released after trees have been planted and approved by the City of Novi. The applicant must

nerjent.
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request a tree planting inspection. Based on the current site plan, a financial guarantee of $189,200
will be required.

Woodland replacements shall be guaranteed for two growing seasons after the applicant’s installation
and the City’s acceptance. A two-year maintenance bond in the amount of 25% of the value of the
trees, but in no case less than $1,000, shall be required to ensure the continued health of the trees
following acceptance. Based on the current site plan, a maintenance bond of $47,300 will be
required. Based on a successful inspection two years after installation of the on-site Woodland
Replacement trees, the Woodland Replacement Performance Guarantee shall be returned to the
Applicant. The Applicant is responsible for requesting this inspection. See Chapter 26.5, Section 26.5-
37 for additional information.

For the remaining 418 trees from the 2024 impacts, a payment of $167,200 will be made into the
City of Novi Tree Fund.

7. Critical root zone. Accurate critical root zones must be depicted on the site plan for all regulated trees
within 50 feet of the proposed grading or construction activities. The applicant has stated on Sheet L-9
that critical root zones will be provided at Stamping Sets. Merjent is requesting that critical root
zones be displayed during the Final Site Plan review to ensure critical root zone impacts are
calculated prior to final site plan approval.

a. Regulated woodland disturbance includes impacts to the critical root zone of regulated trees,
including but not limited to encroachment by grading, landscaping, and construction. If impacts
to the critical root zone of regulated woodland trees are proposed — woodland replacements
are required. Revised woodland replacement calculations or plan revisions may be necessary
to address any unclear encroachments into the critical root zone.

An additional site visit was performed on October 18, 2024 to verify the new tree survey performed for
the proposed 2024 impacts. The tree survey represents what is present on-site, and select photographs
of the additional site visit are enclosed in Attachment A.

8. To allow for more efficient reviews for this project, Merjent is requesting that the applicant summarize
the impacts and replacements on Sheet L-1 based on the impact timeline/date. For example, include
the Off-site Detention Woodland Replacements under a 2024 impact category along with the main site
woodland replacements. The main site woodland replacements would then be separated by the 1999
approved impacts and the proposed 2024 impacts.

9. A woodland fence guarantee of $6,000 ($5,000 x 120%) is required per Chapter 26.5-37. The
financial guarantee shall be paid prior to issuance of the City of Novi Woodland Use Permit.

10. Woodland Replacement Inspection — The Applicant is responsible for walking the entire site to
confirm that all woodland replacement trees/shrubs have been planted on site according to the
approved site plan stamping set. If any material is missing, dead or dying, replacements should be
made prior to requesting the inspection. The applicant should also provide an as-built landscape plan
if the trees planted do not match the species and/or location shown on the approved site plan stamping
set. Once this occurs the Applicant should contact the Bond Coordinator to schedule the inspection
(Angie Sosnowski at asosnowski@cityofnovi.org; 248-347-0441) and complete the inspection request

H'\erjent,
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1.

12.

form. If additional inspections are needed, then additional inspection fees will be required to be paid by
the applicant.

Woodland Guarantee Inspection — Prior to requesting the 2-year woodland guarantee inspection, the
Applicant is responsible for walking the entire site to confirm that all plant material has survived and is
healthy. If any material is missing, dead or dying, replacements should be made prior to requesting the
inspection. Once this occurs the Applicant should contact the Bond Coordinator to schedule the 2-year
guarantee inspection (Angie Sosnowski at asosnowski@cityofnovi.org / 248-347-0441) and complete
the inspection request form. If additional inspections are needed, then additional inspection fees will be
required to be paid by the applicant. Based upon a successful inspection for the 2-year warranty the
Landscape/Woodland/Street trees financial guarantee will be returned to the Applicant.

If the woodland replacements, street trees, or landscaping guarantee period is scheduled to end during
the period when inspections are not conducted (November 15th — April 15th) the Applicant is
responsible for contacting the Bond Coordinator and Woodland/Landscape Inspector in the late
summer/early fall prior to the 2-year expiration to schedule an inspection.

The Applicant may be required to provide preservation/conservation easements as directed by the City
of Novi Community Development Department for any areas of woodland replacement trees. The
applicant shall demonstrate that all proposed woodiand replacement trees and existing regulated
woodland trees to remain 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. Any associated easement boundaries shall be indicated on the
Plan.

Wetlands

Wetland Recommendation: Merjent does not recommend approval of the Society Hill rPSP, due to the

lack
Upo

X

of required mitigation for the proposed Project (see Comments 5-6).
n review of published resources, the Site appears to contain or immediately borders:

City-regulated wetlands, as identified on the City of Novi interactive map website. Note that both
wetland and property limits depicted on the City’s map are considered approximations (Figure 2).

Wetlands that are regulated by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
(EGLE).

Wetlands as identified on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and Michigan Resource Inventory
System (MIRIS) maps, as identified on the EGLE Wetlands Viewer interactive map website
(Attachment B). NWI and MIRIS wetlands are identified by the associated governmental bodies'
interpretation of topographic data and aerial photographs.

Hydric (wetland) soil as mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, as identified on the EGLE Wetlands Viewer interactive map website
(Attachment B).

'1erjent,,
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Permits and Regulatory Status

Due to the comments below, the following wetland-related items will be required for this project:

Item Required/Not Required
Wetland Permit (specify Non-minor or Minor) Required
Wetland Mitigation Required
Environmental Enhancement Plan Required
Wetland Buffer Authorization Required
EGLE Wetland Permit Required
Wetland Conservation Easement Required

Wetland Review Comments

1.

rPSP sheet number two depicts six wetlands (Wetlands A through F) but subsequent sheets in the PSP
depict seven wetlands onsite. Additionally, sheet two through four depict the wetlands with differing
identifiers. For a consistent review, the applicant should depict all wetlands onsite with unique
identifiers, classification, and sizes that are consistent throughout the site plan.

The applicant has proposed a total wetland impact of 0.847 acre. The wetland impacts are summarized
on Sheet 15 of the rPSP and are summarized below.

Wetland Impacts

Wetland Area Impact Area Impact Volume

Wetland 1D (acre) p(acre} p{t:u. yd.)

A 6.888 - -

B 1.011 - -

C 0.081 0.081 457 Fill

D 0.306 0.306 1,481 Cut

E 0.111 0.111 179 Fill

F 0.264 0.264 298 Cut

G 0.027 0.027 261 Cut

H 1.251 0.058 174 Fill

Total 9.939 0.847 810 Fill | 2,040 Cut

EGLE is the final authority of the location and regulatory status of state-regulated wetlands in Michigan.
Merjent understands that a Joint Permit Application (JPA) has been submitted to EGLE requesting a
permit for the project under file number HQ5-P6MX-FKEKS. A City of Novi Wetland Use Permit cannot
be granted without a permit from EGLE.

In addition to wetlands, the City of Novi regulates wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks. Section
3.6.2.M (Notes to District Standards) of the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance states: "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". The established wetland
and watercourse buffer/setback limit is 25 horizontal feet, regardless of grade change.

H-lerjent.
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The applicant has summarized impacts to the wetland buffer/setback on Sheet 15 of the rPSP and they
are summarized below. A Wetland Setback Impact Authorization will be required for this project.

Wetland Setback Impacts

Setback Impact Setback Impact
Wetland ID Area Volume
{acre) (cu. yd.)
0.501

0.023
0.282
0.415
0.143 Not Provided
0.196
0.143
0.455
Total 2.158

I®Mmolo o >

Sheet 15 depicts a proposed Wood Deck/Trellis south of Lakeside Drive that may be located within the
wetland setback of Wetland A at approximately 961 feet above mean sea level. The
specifications/impact to the wetland setback should be clarified or elaborated in the plan in additional
submissions.

The applicant will need to provide setback impact volume information in future submissions in
order to draft the Wetland Setback Impact Authorization.

When a project permanently impacts 0.25 acre or more of essential wetland, the City of Novi requires
mitigation at a ratio of 2:1 for forested wetlands and 1.5:1 for emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands.

Current wetland impacts are proposed to be 0.847 acre in size. The applicant has summarized wetland
impacts and mitigation ratios on Sheet 15 and they are summarized below.

Wetland Mitigation

Impact Area E:':;gzt" ! Scrub-shrub Forested Mitiga_tion
Wetland ID (acre) Aoz Impact Area impact Area Required
(acre) (acre) (acre) (acre)
C 0.081 - - 0.081 0.162
D 0.306 - -- 0.306 0.612
E 0.111 0.028 - 0.083 0.208
F 0.264 0.264 -- - 0.396
G 0.027 -- -- 0.027 0.054
H 0.058 - 0.058 - 0.087
Total 0.847 0.292 0.058 0.497 1.519

Sheet 15 states that 0.994 acre of mitigation will be provided onsite. The applicant needs to account
for the additional 0.525 acre of mitigation whether that be on-site or off-site (within the City of Novi). Per
Section 12-176 “Mitigation shall be provided onsite where practical and beneficial to the wetland
resources. If onsite mitigation is not practical and beneficial, mitigation in the immediate vicinity, within
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the same watershed, may be considered. Mitigation at other locations within the city will only be
considered when the above options are impractical.” It is recommended that the 0.994 acre of wetland
mitigation on-site be created and maintained as forested wetland. These wetlands wilt be required to
follow the City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards, which are similar to the Wetland
Mitigation Performance Standards set by EGLE. The City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance
Standards are included as Attachment B.

The applicant has stated that 0.525 acre of wetland mitigation bank credits will be purchased from a
wetland mitigation bank. Section 12-176 does not allow for the purchasing of wetland mitigation bank
credits. It is Merjent’s understanding that pursuant to Section 12-151 (Findings and Purpose), the City
requires mitigation within City Limits due to the importance of these natural resources that have been
lost and that remaining wetlands are in jeopardy of being lost or impaired.

It is recommended that the applicant either reduce wetland impacts on-site or find an additional location
(or additional locations) within the City of Novi to construct the wetland mitigation. Based on a review
of the available EGLE Wetland Mitigation Bank Credits (at the time of this review), O wetland credits
are available within the Rouge River Watershed; the Rouge River Watershed is the watershed where
the project is located. The nearest available watershed within the same Ecological Region as the project
is located in the Clinton River Watershed with 1.11 acres of credits available, which is located in
Oakland Charter Township, adjacent to the Macomb County border. It cannot be determined or
guaranteed if any mitigation bank credits will be available in the Clinton River Watershed if and when
this project receives final approval.

For a deviation from the ordinance, City Council would need to grant approval to waive the requirement
to build the mitigation within the City. If City Council allows the purchasing of mitigation bank
credits in lieu of on-site mitigation, Merjent recommends that the monitoring period of the on-
site forested wetland mitigation be doubled from the required five (5) year period to a ten (10)
year period, with the option to reduce the monitoring period to between 5 and 10 years, if the
monitoring is deemed successful after the sixth year. This may subsequently double the
monitoring cost and bond cost. Due to the longer time period of forested wetlands and trees to
establish, it is common that EGLE typically requires between 5 to 10-year monitoring periods
for the creation of forested wetlands.

6. In lieu of on-site mitigation, the applicant has offered providing environmental enhancement on-site in
addition to providing conservation easements for additional woodlands and wetlands within the City.
The following statements are from a response letter provided by the applicant on October 4, 2024:

s ~3.0 acre conservation easement across the City parcel, including ~1.0 acres of woodland area
and ~1.0 acre of wetland area.

e ~9.0 acre wetland and woodland conservation easement on the Property, including more than
1 acre of woodland area on the peninsula of land along the western border of the Property

e Environmental Enhancement: There are invasive species management activities that will be
conducted in the wetland and natural features setback associated with Wetlands A (the pond)
and B (NE corner). Species such as common reed (Phragmites australis), buckthorn (Rhamnus
cathartica, Frangula alnus), honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii), autumn olive (Elaeagnus
umbellate), and Asian bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) all serve fo compete with native

merjent.
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species, spread fo other wetlands and, in the case of Wetland A, block scenic views. Owner
activities will include physical removal and herbicide application for up to three years.

Merjent recommends that if a deviation is granted from the ordinance in lieu of the required on-
site mitigation, that the following requirements be added to the environmental enhancement:

s Any pesticide/herbicide use be conducted by an appropriate person with a Michigan
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Certified Pesticide Applicator License.

e The physical/chemical removal of invasive species be required for five years instead of three
years, similar to a typical mitigation monitoring period.

e Any pesticide/herbicide applied within or near wetlands or other water resources follow the
EGLE Aquatic Pesticides and Related Products Approved for Use in Waters of the State of
Michigan guidelines.

Should you have any questions or concerns with this review, please contact me via email at
jason.demoss@merjent.com or via phone at (619) 944-3835.

Sincerely,

Merjent, Inc.

Joten Damoty

Jason DeMoss, PWS
Environmental Consuitant
Enclosures:

Figure 1 — City of Novi Woodlands Map

Figure 2 — City of Novi Wetlands Map

Attachment A — Site Photographs

Attachment B — City of Novi Wetland Mitigation Performance Standards

CC:

Diana Shanahan, City of Novi, dshanahan@cityofnovi.org
Rick Meader, City of Novi, rmeader@cityofnovi.org
Barbara McBeth, City of Novi, bmcbeth@cityofnovi.org
Robb Roos, Merjent, robb.roos@merjent.com
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City of Novi Regulated W

Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Woodlands Map
Approximate Site boundary is shown in Red.
(Approximate) Regulated Woodland areas are shown in Green. Extended approximate woodland areas
are shown in Orange.

Ewerjent.
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Wetlands

Figure 2. City of Novi Regulated Wetlands Map
Approximate Site boundary is shown in red.
(Approximate) Regulated Wetland areas are shown in turquoise.

“nerjent.
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Attachment A
Site Photographs
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City ofNovi - Sogiety Hilk
Oct 18 2024, 13:00:08

o o

Northeast 20624 Disturbance 'Ar"ea : e 5 City of Novi =:Society Hill
JDD Oct 18 2024, 12:56:34

Overview of the northeastern 2024 Impact Area (tree tag can be seen on tree in background)

City of Novi Society Hill 'nerjent
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- Southedst 2024 DisturbanceAre \® AN :
-(tree 4360) : o ; i City of Novi - Society Hill
JOD Oct18 2024, 13:06:25

Tree 4458 . City of Novi - Soci yoHill
JDD Oct 18 2024, 12:55:59

View of a typical tree tag seen on Tree 4453
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AZCOM
39575 Lewis Dr, Ste. 400

Novi

MI, 48377
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP24-04 — Society Hill Revised Preliminary
Traffic Review

To: From:

Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 October 24, 2024
CC:

Lindsay Bell, Dan Commer, Humna Anjum, Diana
Shanahan, Adam Yako

Memo

Subject: JSP24-04 — Society Hill Revised Preliminary Traffic Review

The revised preliminary site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends approval as long as
the comments provided below are adequately addressed to the satisfaction of the City.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The applicant, E & M Holding, LLC, is proposing 21 buildings consisting of 500 residential units as well as a clubhouse.
2. The development is located on the southwest corner of Novi Road and 12 and %2 Mile Road. Novi Road and 12 and
2 Mile Road are both under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.
The site is zoned RM-1 (Low-Density Multiple Family).
4. The following traffic related deviations were granted under the 1999 Final Site Plan:

a. Access to a major thoroughfare deviation for entrance on 12 %2 Mile Road.
5. The following traffic related deviations have been requested by the applicant:

a. Parking on a major drive.

b. Traffic Impact Assessment submittal instead of a full traffic study.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

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

w

ITE Code: 221 — Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)
Development-specific Quantity: 500 Units
Zoning Change: N/A

: . . . Estimated Peak- City of Novi Above
LIPS ez e SHTnERT Estimated Trips  "p;ioction Trips ~ Threshold  Threshold?
AM Peak-Hour Trips 208 160 100 Yes
PM Peak-Hour Trips 195 119 100 Yes

Daily (One-Directional) Trips 2,339 N/A 750 Yes

2. The City of Novi generally requires a traffic impact study/statement if the number of trips generated by the proposed
development exceeds the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 100 trips per either the AM or PM peak
hour, or if the project meets other specified criteria.
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Memo

Trip Impact Study Recommendation

Type of Study: Justification

Estimated trips are above the City’s threshold. The applicant provided a memo
comparing the trip generation associated with the 1999 final site plan and the
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) current revised plan and is requesting a waiver for a TIS.
The applicant submitted an abbreviated Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) and is
reviewed under a separate cover letter.

TRAFFIC REVIEW

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

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

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks

1 Driveway Radii | O Figure 1X.3 35’ Met

2 Driveway Width | O Figure 1X.3 24’ and 26’ at Met Label distance from
boulevard island to edge of road at
entrances, 30’ boulevard entrances.

3 Driveway Taper | O Figure [X.11

3a Taper length | 100’ entering Met
and 75’ exiting
Novi Road

3b Tangent 25’ Met

4 Emergency Access | O 11-194.a.19 3 entrance/exits | Met
and 2
emergency
access points

5 Driveway sight distance | O Figure 510’ Met

ViII-E

6 Driveway spacing

6a Same-side | O 11.216.d.1.d = >230° Met

6b Opposite side | O 11.216.d.1.e | - N/A

7 External coordination (Road agency) ' - N/A

AECOM
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Memo

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
8 External Sidewalk | Master Plan & 5 along 12 V2 Met
EDM Mile, 8 along 12
Mile
9 Sidewalk Ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28- | Detail included, Met
K indicated on
plan
10 | Any Other Comments: Details included for pulling back existing islands on Novi Road to

allow for left turns. Label yellow color and solid/broken
proposed pavement markings on Novi Road in future

submittal.
INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
11 Loading zone | ZO 5.4 - N/A
12 | Trash receptacle | ZO 5.4.4 Garbage Met

compactor in
southwest corner

of site
13  Emergency Vehicle Access Provided Met
14 | Maneuvering Lane | ZO 5.3.2 Dimensioned Met
15 Endislands | ZO 5.3.12
15a Adjacent to a travel way | Added end island = Met
details
15b Internal to parking bays Dimensioned Met Note internal islands
are not required to be 3’
shorter than adjacent
parking space.
16 | Parking spaces | ZO 5.2.12 988 proposed See Planning review
(garage, behind letter.
garage, surface)
17 | Adjacent parking spaces | ZO <15 spaces in Met
5.5.3.C.ii.i one bay
18 | Parking space length | ZO 5.3.2 17,17.5 and 19°  Met
perpendicular
spaces, 19’
angled and 23’
parallel spaces
19  Parking space Width | ZO 5.3.2 8’ parallel Met
spaces, 9’ all
other spaces
20 | Parking space front curb height | ZO | Details provided Met Revise note in detail
5.3.2 on sheet 6 to reduce
to 4” in front of “17’
long” parking spaces.
6” is standard for 19’
long parking spaces.
21 | Accessible parking — number | ADA 14 proposed Met

AECOM
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Memo

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS
No. Item
22 | Accessible parking — size | ADA

23 | Number of Van-accessible space |
ADA

24 | Bicycle parking

24a Requirement | ZO 5.16.1

24b Location | ZO 5.16.1

24c Clear path from Street | ZO 5.16.1

Proposed

8 with 5 aisles,
8 with 8’ aisles
van accessible

10 proposed (6
surface, 4 under
ground)

1 space for each
5 dwelling units
required (100),

102 proposed (32

surface, 70 in
buildings)

3 surface
locations
indicated

6

24d Height of rack | ZO 5.16.5.B | Detail not

24e Other (Covered / Layout) | ZO 5.16.1

25 | Sidewalk — min 5’ wide | Master Plan

26 | Sidewalk ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28-K

27 | Sidewalk — distance back of curb |
EDM 7.4

28 | Cul-De-Sac | O Figure VIII-F

29 | EyeBrow | O Figure VIII-G

30 | Turnaround | ZO 5.10

31 | Any Other Comments:

SIGNING AND STRIPING
No. Item

provided, 3’
height noted
Detail provided
5 and 7’ in front
of 17’ parking
spaces
Indicated and
detail provided
0’and 6’

Proposed

Compliance

Partially Met

Met

Met

Met

Met
Partially Met

Met
Met

Met
Met

N/A
N/A
N/A

Compliance

Remarks

Per ADA code two
accessible spaces
cannot share an
access aisle if it’s
angled parking. For
angled parking, the
access aisle must be
located on the
passenger side of the
parking space, The
accessible spaces on
the east side of
building E do not
meet this
requirement.

Provide in detail of
inverted “U” rack
future submittal.

Remarks

32  Signing: Sizes | MMUTCD
33 | Signing table: quantities and sizes

AECOM

Indicated
Provided

Met
Met
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Memo

SIGNING AND STRIPING
No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
34  Signs 12” x 18” or smaller in size  Indicated Met
shall be mounted on a galvanized
2 Ib. U-channel post | MMUTCD
35 | Signs greater than 12" x 18” shall | Indicated Met
be mounted on a galvanized 3 Ib.
or greater U-channel post |

MMUTCD

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

37 | Signing shall be placed 2’ from Provided Met

the face of the curb or edge of the
nearest sidewalk to the near edge
of the sign | MMUTCD

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

39 | High-Intensity Prismatic (HIP) Indicated Met

sheeting to meet FHWA retro-
reflectivity | MMUTCD

40 Parking space striping notes Indicated Met
41 | The international symbol for Provided Met
accessibility pavement markings |
ADA
42  Crosswalk pavement marking Provided Met
detail
43 | Any Other Comments: The applicant indicated maintaining traffic details for entrance/exit

work will be provided in final site plan submittal. Could include a
R4-7 sign at each boulevard island. Provide one-way/do not
enter signs at one-way drive in front of building E.
Note: Hyperlinks to the standards and Ordinances are for reference purposes only, the applicant and City of Novi
to ensure referring to the latest standards and Ordinances in its entirety.

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

Sincerely,
AECOM
/\)OALD_A— K W §/duuw‘ G)Za[/-
Paula K. Johnson, PE Saumil Shah, PMP
Senior Transportation Engineer Project Manager
AECOM
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— AECOM
A:COM 39575 Lewis Drive

Suite 400

Novi, M1 48377
T 248.204.5900
Www.aecom.com

Project name:
JSP24-04 - Society Hill Traffic Review

To: From:
- AECOM
Barbara McBeth, AICP
City of Novi Date:
45175 10 Mile Road October 23, 2024

Novi, Michigan 48375

CC:

Lindsay Bell, Diana Shanahan, Dan Commer,
Humna Anjum

Memo

Subject: JSP24-21 - The Society Hill Abbreviated Traffic Study Review

This abbreviated Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was reviewed by AECOM to the level of detail provided and AECOM
recommends approval of the Traffic Impact Study.

1.
2.

10.
11.

The project site is located generally in the southwest quadrant of the Novi Road & 12'% Mile Road intersection.
The project is an approved site plan for this property from 1999 (the “1999 Final Site Plan”) that continues to be
extended annually as per the 2001 consent judgment (the “Consent Judgement”).
Site access is proposed via two (2) driveways on Novi Road and one (1) driveway on 12%2 Mile Road, which are both
under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.
This abbreviated TIS has been performed to address the following comments outlined in the City of Novi review letter
dated July 8, 2024.
B.3. The applicant shall provide the traffic data and analysis necessary to verify the proposed access management
treatments are appropriate as designed at the time of the Final Site Plan submittal. The analysis shall answer the
following questions:
a. Are acceleration/deceleration lanes necessary for each of the proposed site driveways? If needed, how long?
b. Where openings in the medians are proposed, what traffic control treatments are needed to control those
movements? How long of a turning bay length is required? Is there a warrant for a new traffic signal?
The following roadways were included in the study:

a. Novi Road: 45 mph, two lanes in each direction divided, north/south

b. 12% Mile Road: 30 mph, one (1) lane in each direction
c. Only site driveways/intersections were included in the study.

Traffic volumes along Novi Road utilized in this study were obtained from the Sydney Coordinated Adaptive Traffic
System (SCATS) database on Thursday, March 21, 2024.

Turning Movement Count (TMC) data was collected by Fleis & Vanderbrink staff at the intersection of Novi Road
and 12%2 Mile Road, on Thursday, July 18, 2024. Since Novi Schools were not in session during July 2024, the
March 2024 SCATS count data were compared with the July 2024 collected counts. The results of the comparison
showed that the data collected in July 2024 is higher than the March 2024 data; therefore, no adjustments were
applied to the traffic volumes on the 12%% mile Road.

The weekday AM and PM peak hours along Novi Road were observed to occur between 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM and
4:45 PM to 5:45 PM.

The 1999 Final Site Plan was approved in the Consent Judgement with 312 units. The current site plan proposes
508 multi-family residential Units. This resulted in a net increase of approximately 400 trips daily and 55 and 14 trips
increased during morning and evening peak hours respectively.

An annual background growth rate of 0.5% per year was assumed in this study.

Approximately 60% of traffic to the proposed development is estimated to approach to/from Novi Road South, 35%-
40% from Novi Road North, and 4-5% from 12%2 Mile Road.

12
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12. The study indicated “The results of the future conditions analysis, with the addition of the site-generated traffic,
indicate that all of the proposed site driveway intersections are expected to operate acceptably, at LOS D or better
during both the AM and PM peak hours. A review of SimTraffic network simulations also indicates acceptable
operations throughout the study roadway network, with minimal vehicle queueing observed during both peak
periods.”

13. The study also concluded “A signal warrant analysis was performed at the proposed site driveway intersections on
Novi Road following the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD). The results of the analysis
indicate that traffic signals are neither warranted nor recommended at the proposed site driveway intersections on
Novi Road.”

14. The study included an auxiliary lane evaluation and found that “The results of the auxiliary turn lane evaluation
indicate that right-turn tapers are recommended at both of the proposed site driveways along Novi Road.” Following
the City of Novi right turn warrant chart Figure 1X.10.

15. The study concluded that site driveways at Novi Road would require a 150-foot left-turn storage length. The existing
median along Novi Road will need to be reconfigured to accommodate the northbound ingress left-turn traffic
generated by the proposed development at both of the proposed site driveway intersections.

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

Sincerely,
AECOM
a | Y n ;"
rrvin Sl D giad T lpwkowse
Saumil Shah Sarah Binkowski, PE, PTOE
Project Manager Michigan Traffic Engineering Manager
AECOM
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Phone: (248) 880-6523
E-Mail: dnecci@drnarchitects.com
Web: drnarchitects.com

50850 Applebrooke Dr., Northville, MI 48167

February 18, 2025 Facade Review Status Summary:

Approved, Section 9 Waiver Recommended for
City of Novi Planning Department Horizontal Cement Fiber Siding.

45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.
Novi, MI  48375- 3024

Re: FACADE ORDINANCE REVIEW
Society Hill, Revised Preliminary Site Plan #2, JSP24-04
Fagade Region: 1, Zoning District: RM-1,

Dear Ms. McBeth;

This facade review is based on the drawings by Krieger Klatt Architects dated 1/20/25. The
maximum and minimum percentage of facade materials required by the Facade Ordinance
1s shown in the right-hand column. Materials in non-compliance, if any, are highlighted in
red. Colored renderings were provided. The Sample Board required by Section 5.15.4.D of
the Ordinance was not provided. The sample board should be provided prior to the Planning
Commission and/or City council meeting.

Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding is considered Wood Siding for the purpose of the Facade
Ordinance (Footnote 13). The Facade Ordinance allows up to 50% of this material on
buildings considered to be “residential style architecture” (Footnote 10). The same material
is not allowed on non-residential style buildings. For the purpose of the Fagade Ordinance
residential style architecture is characterized by 2-3 stories with sloped gable or hip roofs,
punched window openings, attached garages, and individual entrances. On this project the
townhomes are considered residential style whereas Buildings A through E, lacking these
features are not.

Ordinance
Buildings A-D (4-Story) . .
Drawings A.201 & A.202 Front | Left | Right | Rear | Maximum
(Minimum)
Brick 48% 33% 36% 51% | 100% (30% Min)
Wood Siding (Horizontal Fiber Cement) 13% 27% 26% 17% 0%
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 26% 19% 18% 18% 25%
Fiber Cement Panels - Flat Pattern 11% 18% 17% 11% 25%
Cornice (EIFS) 2% 3% 3% 3% 15%

Buildings A-D — The applicant has clarified all facade materials that were undecided in
the prior review. As shown above, the percentage of Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding on
Buildings A-D exceeds the maximum amount allowed by the Ordinance on all facades
(highlighted in red). In this case the Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding is used only on
recessed balconies that are accessed by door walls and protected by guard rails and
canopies. These areas are somewhat protected from the elements and are less visible than
the remaining fagade. We believe that the use of Horizontal Lap Fiber Cement Siding in
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this location will not be detrimental to aesthetic quality of the building or the long-term
durability of the structure. Therefore, it is our recommendation the design is consistent with
the intent and purpose of the Fagade Ordinance and that a Section 9 Waiver be granted for
the overage of Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding.

o1 s Ordinance

Bul]l)(:_l;v%isnEg i—zs(;i(())l‘y) Front Left Right Rear Maxnnum

(Minimum)

Brick 37% 40% 40% 37% | 100% (30% Min)

Stone 9% 0% 0% 9% 50%
Wood Siding (Horizontal Cement Fiber) 19% 20% | 20% 19% 0%
Cement Fiber Panels, Vertical Batten 16% 18% 18% 16% 25%
Cement Fiber Panels, Flat 18% 20% 20% 18% 25%
Cornice (EIFS) 1% 2% 2% 1% 25%

Building E — Building E has been increased from 4 to 5 stories since our prior review. The
applicant has clarified all facade materials that were previously undecided. As shown
above, the percentage of Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding on Building E exceeds the

maximum amount allowed by the Ordinance on all facades (highlighted in red). As Section
9 Waiver is recommended for the overage of Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding for the same

reason as stated for Buildings A-D.

Townhomes, 3-Story Ordinance
(Residential Style Architecture) Front Left Right Rear Maximum
Drawing A.203& A.204 (Minimum)
Brick 43% 47% 47% 36% | 100% (30% Min)
Wood Siding (Horizontal Fiber Cement) 8% 20% 20% 18% 50%*
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 25% 10% 10% 25% 25%
Cement Fiber Panels, Flat 2% 10% 10% 4% 50% **
Asphalt Shingles 22% 13% 13% 17% 50% **

* Footnote 10 - Up to 50% Cement Fiber Siding allowed with residential style architecture in R Districts.

Townhomes, 2-Story Ordinance
(Residential Style Architecture) Front Left Right Rear Maximum
Drawing A.205 (Minimum)
Brick 40% 46% 46% 45% | 100% (30% Min)
Wood Siding (Horizontal Fiber Cement) 11% 14% 14% 18% 50%%*
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 10% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Cement Fiber Panels, Flat 3% 20% 20% 4% 50% **
Asphalt Shingles 27% 20% 20% 30% 50% **
Standing Seam Roof 9% 0% 0% 3% 25%

Townhomes — As shown above all Townhomes are in full compliance with the Facade

Ordinance.
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Attendant Booth Front Left Right [ Rear (13/Irdn'lance
. i aximum
(Drawing A.116) (Mini )
Cast Stone (Equivilant to Brick) 50% 27% 27% 50% | 100% (30% Min)
Cement Fiber Panels, Flat Pattern 25% 51% 51% 25% 25%
Flat Metal Panels 25% 22% 22% 25% 50%

Attendant Booth — As shown above the percentage of Flat Cement Fiber Panels exceeds
the maximum amount allowed by the Ordinance on the side elevations. The design is
consistent with the primary buildings. A Section 9 Waiver is therefore recommended for

the overage of Flat Cement Fiber Panels.

Ordinance
M . 1 . imil
onument Sl.gns (3 locations, similar) Front Left Right | Rear Maxi
Drawings A.113 - A.115 .
(Minimum)
Cast Stone (Equivilant to Brick) 55% 8% 8% 55% | 100% (30% Min)
Limestone Cap 2% 2% 2% 2% |50% (Note 1)
Granite (jet black honed) 43% 90% 90% 43% 50%

Monument Signs — As shown above the Monument Signs are in full compliance with the

Fagade Ordinance.

. g Ordinance
Mai ntena.n ce Building Front Left Right Rear Maximum
(Drawing A.117) (Minimum)
Brick 30% 57% 57% 57% | 100% (30% Min)
Asphalt Shingles 63% 36% 36% 36% |50% (Note 1)
Trim 7% 7% 7% 7% 50%

Maintenance Building - As shown above the Maintenance Building is in full compliance

with the Fagade Ordinance.

Dumpster Enclosure . Ordi1.1ance

(Drawing A.118) Front Left Right Rear Max1mum

(Minimum)
Brick 95% 95% 95% 95% | 100% (30% Min)
Limestone cap 5% 5% 5% 5% |50% (Note 1)

Dumpster Enclosure - As shown above the Dumpster Enclosure is in full compliance with

the Fagade Ordinance.
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Notes to the Applicant:

1.

Inspections — The Fagade 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 fagade
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 “Fagade”.
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Services/CommDev/OnlinelnspectionPortal.asp.

RTU Screening - It should be noted that all roof top units must be screened from view
from all vantage points both on-site and off-site using materials in compliance with
the Fagade Ordinance.

Sincerely,

DR

chitects PC |

i A7
Vo /- (/z&o
as R. Necci, AIA
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October 18, 2024

TO: Barbara McBeth - City Planner
Lindsay Bell - Plan Review Center
Dan Commer — Plan Review Center
Diana Shanahan - Plan Review Center

RE: Society Hill

PSP# 24-0022
JSP#24-04

Project Description:
New Multifamily apartment residential complex.

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

e No part of a commercial, industrial, or multiple residential area
shall be more than 300 feet from a hydrant. (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68

O (1)c.1)

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

Must add a fire hydrant on Reserve Way by Bidg. 13 & 14.
Must add a fire hydrant on Society Way infront of Bldg. 6.
Must add a fire hydrant between Bldg.'s D & C.

Must add a fire hydrant between Bidg.’s A & E.

Must add a fire hydrant on southeast corner of Bldg. E.
Must add a fire hydrant infront of Bldg. A.

e There shall be no obstructions to the hydrant outlets. (Fire
Prevention Ordinance Sec. 15-21(d)) — Landscape prints/sheets

show several areas of possible obstructions to hydrants.

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

e Corrected 10/18/24 KSP
Plan Sheet(s) # 5 & 6 indicate - a secondary access driveway.
It shall be a minimum of twenty (20 feet in width and paved to




provide all-weather access and shall be designed to support
a vehicle of thirty-five (35) tons. Sheet # 5 shows 18’ and Sheet #6
shows 20'.

Corrected 10/18/24 KSP

ltem is shown on current plans 4/4/24 - Permanent "oreak-away"
gate shall be provided at the secondary access driveway's
intersection with the public roadway in accordance with Figure
VIII-K of the Design and Construction Standards. To discourage
non-emergency vehicles, emergency access roads shall be
designated by signage as for emergency access only, shall be
separated from the other roadways by mountable curbs, and shall
utilize entrance radii designed to permit emergency vehicles while
discouraging non-emergency traffic. (D.C.S. Sec 11-194 (a)(19))

Fire lanes will be designated by the Fire Chief or his designee when
it is deemed necessary and shall comply with the Fire Prevention
Ordinances adopted by the City of Novi. The location of all “fire
lane — no parking” signs are to be shown on the site plans. (Fire
Prevention Ord.)

The minimum width of a posted fire lane is 20 feet. The minimum
height of a posted fire lane is 14 feet. (D.C.S Sec. 158-99(a).)

Corrected 10/18/24 KSP

Correction needed for Sheet/Page #16 - 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)). Correct graphic for current fire apparatus with correct
furning radius and drive thru of property for any/all turns. .

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

The 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))

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.LV.) or by valve in well and shall be
provided within a public water main easement. (D.C.S. Sec.11-

68(a)(9))

RECEIVED on 4/3/24 - A hazardous chemical survey is required to
be submitted to the Planning & Community Development
Department for distribution to the Fire Department at the time any
Preliminary Site Plan is submitted for review and approval.



Definitions of chemical types can be obtained from the Fire
Department at (248) 735-5674.

GENERAL

To facilitate fire protection during site preparation and
construction of buildings, the following are required:

Water mains and fire hydrants shall be installed prior to
construction above the foundation. Note this on all plans.

The building address is to be posted facing the street throughout
construction. The address is to be at least 3 inches high on a
conftrasting background. Note this on all plans.

Street names on suitable poles shall be established and installed
prior to construction above the foundation. Note this on all plans.

Prior to construction above the foundation of all multi-residential
buildings and single-family dwellings, all roads are to be paved.
Note this on all plans.

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.

Free access (unobstructed) from the street to fire hydrants and to
outfside connections for standpipes, sprinklers, or other fire
suppression equipment, whether permanent or temporary, shall
be provided and maintained at all fimes.

Recommendation:

Sincerely,

Approved with Conditions

Kevin S. Pierce-Fire Marshal
City of Novi - Fire Dept.

CcC:

file
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, JULY 8, 2024, AT 7:00 P.M.

Mayor Fischer called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: Mayor Fischer, Mayor Pro Tem Casey, Council Members Gurumurthy,
Heintz, Smith, Staudt, Thomas

ALSO PRESENT: Victor Cardenas, City Manager
Tom Schultz, City Aftorney

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

CM 24-07-94 Moved by Casey, seconded by Thomas; MOTION CARRIED: 7-0

To approve the agenda as presented.

Roll call vote on CM 24-07-94 Yeas: Casey, Gurumurthy, Heintz, Smith, Staudt,
Thomas, Fischer
Nays: None

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1. Public Hearing for the proposed modification of the Society Hill site plan
associated with an approved Consent Judgment

The Public Hearing opened at 7:01 p.m.

Carol Prevo, 28296 Carlton Way Drive, lives in a complex west of this project. Behind her
building is a retention pond that was clearly built and is not natural. It currently drains into
the wetlands down the hill. It is a small open stream that is not enclosed in pipes and if it
rains, it is a larger stream. Her concern is that if the wetland is relocated, she doesn’t think
her community should have to pay for taking the littfle stream and piping it over to the
other property and that it should be this development that pays for it.

Mike Duscheneau, 1191 S Lake Drive stated that the proposal has a lengthy list of items
that do not meet the zoning ordinance for the proposed location and the impact this
project will have on future development requests should be considered. For example, he
looked at Building E fronting Novi Road. The ordinance allows 180-foot-long buildings, but
the length can be increased up to 360 feet if additional setbacks are provided and it is
approved. Building E does not meet the length or setback requirements as it is 492 feet
long. He fried to visualize a building that's 492 feet long and 50 to 60 feet high. For
comparison, he found the Walmart in the Town Center is only 480 feet long and is
nowhere near 50 to 60 feet tall.

Rachel Sines, 2219 Austin Drive, moved to Novi specifically because of the “up north”
feeling and in the last 10 years she has watched the green space and trees turned over
to developers. The impact Society Hill would have the environment is catastrophic as is
but to increase the density would send it over the edge. More alarming is the developer’s
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desire to use property that the City purchased to protect a wetland. She asked if the City
isready to set a precedent to turn property over to developers. The master plan discusses
the desire for development to blend into areas. The site in question for development
already sits two stories above the road. To add another five stories does not blend. If is
beyond changing what is already approved but she would like the property to remain
two to three stories in the current density.

Brittney McGee lives at 28728 Corey Court which is across from Twelve 2 Mile Road. She
and her husband urge the request for an additional 150 units, which will increase traffic
on the already congested roads and consume public resources, to be denied. Whatever
value gained by the increase in units is not worth the cost. The development and
overdevelopment of Novi will be a priority for her family and neighbors in the future. She
and her young children like to ride bikes on Twelve 2 Mile Road which already has a lot
of cars and is not very wide. There are lots of people who walk and ride bikes there so
adding more traffic as people are trying to get to the trails down the road on Twelve 2
Mile Road is not a safe choice.

Walter Shannon has lived at 28434 Carlton Way Drive for 20 years. He and his wife
purchased a condo. They were attracted to it because of the wetlands and paid exira
for the view and to be in an area where it's nice and secluded. They like to be out
walking, riding the bikes or whatever on Twelve '%. It's a very relaxing place and adding
more apartments or condos is going to make it more congested. He thinks it's unfair to
have invested their money 20 years ago because that’s how it was sold to them and why
they bought that particular place. He hopes that the project is turned down as it's not
fair to the people who are invested and live in Novi.

Colleen Crossey, Brockshire Street, is objecting to the same development for the same
reasons. The green spaces in Novi are evaporating. She feels sorry for the gentleman who
spent extra to live where he and his family live. Whenever developers come in, they cut
down old trees and then they plant small ones and it's not the same. The importance of
old growth trees and what they do for our environment and the habitats. They block the
sound of traffic and make life easier. She states that another option is instead of building
and spreading out the buildings, keep the old trees, build up and work with nature.

Michael Morelli has lived at 28392 Carlton Way Drive for the past 21 years. He was drawn
to the natural scenery in the area. He has frequently ridden on the bike paths down
Twelve 2 Mile Road over the years and has witnessed it change from a dirt road to a now
quasi-paved road and the extent of the traffic through the area is incredible not to
mention there’'s a light at Old Novi Road and Novi Road that backs up frequently causing
a long line when turning onto Novi Road. He cannot imagine how that is going to be
addressed as part of this project. In addition, the decimation of the wildlife that lives in
the area is a grave concern.

Carol Kutowski lives at 43842 West Twelve 2 Mile Road and has been a Noviresident since
1994. She was here for the 1999 issue but can’t say she remembers it fully. She appreciates
her neighbors who spoke particularly about the zoning. She has lived in these parts for
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the past 30 years. She doesn’t ride her bike or walk with her children on Twelve 2 Mile. It's
a bus route but there'’s going to be another bus route and that would be four in a stretch
of a quarter mile and that impact is something that should be considered. She'd like to
know how Novi Road will be impacted with the drainage median and turning out of the
complex itself. She is concerned about the additional fraffic as there has already been
one major accident. There are more kids in that area than ever.

James Ascenzo, 135 Pleasant Cove Drive, has lived in the area for about 30 years. If the
project has been okayed for the lower number, what sense does it make to allow the
extra housing? He feels that the project makes no sense and will look like a hospital.

Venkatesh Shivashankarappa, 43670 Ellesmere Circle from the Bolingbrooke subdivision,
recently moved to a new subdivision. He and his wife saw this new subdivision coming for
three years before they fell in love with it because the builder was talking about the
location, location, location and that's why they bought it and paid extra. Along with
himself, there are a couple of folks who would like to have the request denied.

The Public Hearing closed at 7:18 p.m.
PRESENTATIONS: None

CITY MANAGER REPORT: None
ATTORNEY REPORT: None

AUDIENCE COMMENTS:

Michael Morelli, 28392 Carlton Way Drive, wanted to discuss the traffic flow on Twelve
Mile. It changes from four lanes on each side down to essentially one that crosses the
railroad track, and it is a parking lot where often times just to try o make the Michigan
left into his subdivision, he can sit for at least one light but lately with all the construction
on the freeway, it can be two lights because of the stragglers that turn right from Novi
Road onto Twelve Mile. His question is, what's going to happen with that stretch of Twelve
Mile?2 Also, there's a left turn to go just east of the Dick’s Sporting Goods where there's a
sign the says left turn yield on green only and cars will back up there because to him, it's
as though you're turning right on a red light. There are absolutely no cars coming and
there's a huge line of people just waiting for the light to furn green just to cross the street
while all the people that actually want to turn left are sitting there tied up in that
exchange. He wanted to know if anything would be done to alleviate the congestion on
Twelve Mile.

CONSENT AGENDA REMOVALS AND APPROVALS:
CM 24-07-95 Moved by Casey, seconded by Smith; MOTION CARRIED: 7-0

To approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
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businesses that started during covid. He used to live behind this retail center and is hoping
this helps the retail center attract more restaurants or businesses. He thinks it'll be a good
use of an economic incentive tool that is available.

Roll call vote on CM 24-07-100 Yeas: Fischer, Casey, Gurumurthy, Heitz, Smith,
Staudt, Thomas
Nays: None

3. Consideration of the request of E & M Holdings, LLC, (Society Hill) to amend the 2001
Consent Judgment relating to a previously approved multi-family development
located at 12 Mile and Novi Roads.

City Manager Cardenas stated that this is a follow-up to the last meeting where there
was a presentation and proposal from the developer. In the last two weeks, City staff and
the developer have met and had several different discussions regarding the woodland
and wetland questions that were outstanding and had come to agreement regarding a
modified traffic study to confirm the possible modification to the centerlane to NoviRoad
due to the development. He would like to thank staff for doing a fantastic job in
evaluating this and working hand in hand with the developer to answer questions and
take a look at those deviations that were requested and to make sure that all the
questions by City Council have also been addressed.

Jason Sasson from E & M Holdings, LLC stated that they appreciated all the City staff's
efforts over the last many months but notably over the last three weeks especially given
the holiday weekend. It's a large project with a lot of nuance and detail and they
wouldn’t be able to be here today and present any update without the effort they put
forth. They appreciate the effort by the entire Planning staff, the Engineering department
and everyone else. From the meeting a few weeks ago, they heard the questions and
concerns that Council had worked closely with City staff to advance the plan forward
and find resolution on any of the open items and develop the pathway to solve any
remaining questions that still exist. The following items have been agreed upon by both
sides: Developer is committed to obtaining new soil borings for detention basins prior to
FSP, an access management study will be completed prior to FSP, undisturbed wetland
& woodland areas will be preserved, ROW dedication will be provided for Twelve
Road, phasing will be completed prior to amendment to the consent judgement, newly
disturbed freed areas will be re-surveyed prior to FSP & all new areas of impact will comply
with current ordinance standards, confirmation of offsite woodland mitigation to be
completed prior to amendment to the consent judgement, terms for the City’'s
stormwater parcel to be finalized in consent judgement amendment, staff supports
nearly all requested deviations, and updated drawings will be provided as part of the
amended consent judgement. Mr. Sasson wanted to summarize that they support the 3-
part resolution that the staff has put forward in meeting materials but would like to request
flexibility to adjust the room count by up to 5% through the remaining design phase of
the project. This is unique because of being in the preliminary stage and there are many
months to get through the final site plan. Because the buildings are not cookie cutter
apartments and there is more planning to do, they want to ask for the flexibility request.
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In order to understand how the request comes into play, there are eight studio
apartments in Building E, and it would be their preference to work the floor plans in a way
to make that a 1-bedroom apartment for the resident that live there under the code that
would require incremental room count from going to an efficiency to a studio to a 1-
bedroom. They think it would be a better apartment for the ultimate resident but if there
is a fixed room count there is no flexibility in the planning effort between now and the
final site plan. They are asking Council to consider that request as part of their overall
review. The Mayor asked City Aftorney Tom Schuliz for a summary of the City Council
action at this point which is to either direct City staff or the City Attorney to work down
the path of a consent judgement change or to not do that. The City Attorney confirmed
that was an accurate description. One option is to direct the City Aftorney to work with
the applicant’s team to prepare a consent judgment. There is also a potential motion
where the Planning staff is included and addresses deviations that would be in the
consent judgement and conditions that would be recommended. There is also another
option where potential findings that the Council may or may not be ready to make,
about why they're asking the consent judgement to move forward.

Member Smith commented that this is a unique situation where normally if a developer
comes and wants to change the zoning, it's a PRO overlay where the Council would
allow the change or not. In this case, the developer already has something planned they
could start building right now. In his mind, if Council is going to sacrifice the trees, the wild
habitat, the wetlands, he'd rather see that be a success than something that is not
because it's outdated. The current plan is up to date and it's considering the current
situation of housing and development, and he thinks that it’s likely to be more successful.
Reopening the consent agreement to have alook at making it a successful development
so he will be in support of some form of opening the consent agreement to new
discussion.

Member Heintz asked Mr. Sasson how he would classify this proposed apartment
complex and what would be the intended type of resident. Mr. Sasson responded that
they are intentional about trying to identify a variety of housing typologies that would
attract a wide diverse mix of occupants. The site is primarily broken up info a northern
and southern product mix. The southern product located closer to the commercial core
is more of a mid-rise apartment with elevators and amenities within the buildings and the
northern part of the project is more low-rise townhome attached garage product. Within
the townhome product there are two typologies. There is a 3-story product that has two
and three car garages. It could attract families, young couples and empty nesters. There
are 30 of the 3-story product and 20 of a 2% story product in which 16 of those have a
primary bedroom on the ground floor to attract an age in place population. Member
Heintz was curious if there are price points and Mr. Sasson responded that there is a mix
of price points because of the diverse mix of sizes and styles. Member Heintz said that
after seeing the long list of amenities and everything it seems like it is going to be more
on the higher end style. Mr. Sasson said that he can't tell exactly what rents will be but
that it will be commensurate with market rate housing in Novi. Member Heintz said he is
trying to understand, from a community perspective, who will benefit within the
community. Mr. Sasson said he is not a housing economist, but housing economists will
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say housing creates more price competition and more price competition creates a
deeper pool of affordability as a result of more supply. Every project is uniquely different
where some target specifically for affordable, some are market rate housing, and this is
a market rate development. Member Heintz said from an environmental aspect within
the woodlands, he understands that more than 1,200 trees have been replanted in an
off-site location. He wanted to know if those frees were planted back in the 2000's or
recently. Mr. Sasson responded that the replanting dates back to the 2000's through to
now. Trees will continue to get planted as it is a many-year effort and they have been
working with the City to provide all the backup and support needed. If there is an
approval at this meeting, the developer will move forward to continue to work with the
City to finalize the counts over the next few weeks. Member Heintz asked if part of the
process would be the verification of those streets that have previously planted trees to
see if they're sfill standing. Mr. Sasson responded yes, that is exactly what they are doing
now, and they just met with the team for historical information and would plan as early
as tomorrow to keep that effort going and finalize that in the coming weeks. Member
Heintz asked if there would be any possibility of wetland mitigation. He thinks the plan
was to have it just offside or even outside the City and wanted to know if there would be
the potential for that to be explored further to see if that could be within the City. Mr.
Sasson responded by saying that this is a unique situation. The mitigation requirements
are approximately 1.5 acres, plus or minus. They were successful in mitigating onsite. The
total impact areas are about .85 acres and they got about .95 acres on site. For the rest
of the acreage, the topography isn’'t working in their favor because of state regulations.
They will have EGLE requirements to comply with. There's an EGLE bank credit they'll be
supporting and then they proposed to City staff last week that they would also preserve
woodland areas in exchange for the remaining wetland within the City limits. It's not a
wetland but it's a natural feature that's important. They're trying to come up with a
creative solution to pick up the remaining acreage for woodland preservation and to
solve that remaining difference by solving some of it onsite and offsite to meet legal
requirements and then proposing additional woodland preservation.

Member Gurumurthy first wanted to thank City staff for the extensive collaboration
they've done, and she appreciates the effort put into the packet. She has two major
concerns, the first being the traffic and the second is the environmental impact. She is
recommending and requesting a fraffic analysis to help the Council get the data
needed to see what impact the project is going to have. In terms of environmental
impact, she would like to challenge the developer’s creativity in terms of looking at the
buildings and the parking to see if there’s anything onsite to help with the wetland
mitigation versus going with credits or anything like that.

Member Staudt said he has a long-term perspective and has seen Mr. Sasson work with
the City for years and has done some successful projects. He agrees with Member Smith’s
comments, and does he want a 1990 development that Council has no control over,
that they can clear cut the property tomorrow and build based on a plan that's 30 years
old or does he want to work with the developer and perhaps have a larger footprint and
have more say on what's put on this site. The taxes have been paid on this property for
years. The Developer had the opportunity to build over a long period of time and he
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chose to do it now. We don't decide when or what people are going to build. We only
decide whether we agree with what's being built and, in this case, he thinks the proposal
that has been brought forward gives a nicer appearance than 1990 style apartments.

CM 24-07-101 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Smith

To authorize the City Attorney to work with the applicant’s team to develop
the terms of an amendment to the Consent Judgment to be brought back
before the City Council for approval with specified conditions.

Member Thomas stated concern that if Council allows changes for a new plan and then
the property sits for another 30 years, can the developer come back and say they now
have a better plan. She doesn’t want this to have to come before future councils. City
Attorney Shultz replied that he assumes that will be one thing that will be discussed with
the developer’s attorney when drafting the consent judgement. Member Thomas then
stated she also had concerns about environmental impact on the wetlands and how
they're mitigated and the lack of screening. Mr. Sasson reiterated the suggestion for
wetland mitigation he ran through earlier with the incremental woodland preservation.
He also said that a possible screening solution that was proposed last week would be the
addition of carports along the north side instead of having an opaque fence that would
run continuously along Novi Road to the west. Member Thomas then asked once the
project is approved and the developer is ready to move forward, how long does the
developer think it would take before starting to implement this plan. Mr. Sasson said that
this is still in a preliminary stage but after getting the consent judgement revised, approval
of submittals by staff, finalize architecture and construction drawings and EGLE approval
their goal would be to start this time next year however it is outside their control as to
when the process completes itself. Member Thomas stated she understands that the
developer doesn’'t know how long it will take to get things approved but that she wants
to understand how committed they are to moving forward. Mr. Sasson responded that
there is a lot of history behind the plans. There was a recession in the early 2000's, there
was a big run up of supply in Noviin the 2000’s, there was Main Street, Central Park Estates
that gave a lot of supply to the market then the great financial crises. There was a revival
aftempt in around 2012. Mr. Sasson said he only got involved about two years ago. There
has been quite a bit of effort to re-imagine what this could be. It's a complicated site
with a lot of engineering efforts which has spent a lot of money to date. Mr. Sasson said
they are certainly committed and there is a lot of effort between now and the finish line
to get done. The effort they put in to date is evident, and they are excited by the
prospect of this project and being a part of it.

Mayor Pro Tem Casey said she appreciates the work the developer has done with the
experts on the City’s staff to resolve items that were discussed a few weeks ago and
getting staff to support and feel comfortable the deviations. She reiterated that what
was being discussed in this meeting is preliminary agreeing to amending the consent
judgement and there are still things in the works, like the free survey, where the answer is
going to matter to her. She wants to lay out items that still matter and wants to understand
exactly what's been done and what the Council is going to be expecting to see
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accomplished as the development moves forward. This also applies to the sequencing,
or phasing, of the development. In regard to the Twelve 2 Mile exit, comparing the
current version of the project to the proposed, Mayor Pro Tem Casey wanted to know if
the lane coming in and out of that exit is still a single lane or dual. Mr. Sasson responded
by saying that the curb is cut to a tapered opening so if someone is waiting to turn left
and another person wants to turn right onto Twelve 2 Mile, there is room to go around
and pass. Mr. Sasson also stated that since Bolingbrooke was approved and delivered
after the plan, there is still going to be a traffic access management study, per the
request of the City, to show that the curb cut alignment is appropriate from a traffic
perspective. If there was an approval from this meeting, then the developer would start
the traffic access management study tfomorrow and while the phasing, tree study and
borings may not be finalized tomorrow, they would be as part of the proposed
amendment. Mayor Pro Tem Casey stated that there are still open questions for her that
will be dependent on what the results are of the traffic access management study for
Twelve 2 Mile Road and knowing what the impact is on those entrances and exits.
Potentially if there are recommendations to make changes to Novi Road, that will be an
impact on the developer. Mr. Sasson stated that the engineering team has already
identified that there is a capital improvement plan for Twelve to Thirteen Mile to put in a
boulevard or raised median. They could collaborate and coordinate the work with the
team since under normal circumstances, they would be in the road effectively at the
same time. Mayor Pro Tem said she wasn’t favorable to the request of the 5% leeway on
the room count. She also wanted to address one of the pieces of public feedback
received about concerns for the retention pond on Carlton Drive. Mr. Sasson replied that
the retention pond is on the west side of the site plan and doesn’t think it has anything to
do with this project and the impact, wetland wise, is only internal to the site and they are
not even proposing to outlet into that pond. Mayor Pro Tem Casey said that when it
comes to the wetlands, if the total acreage to mitigate is 1.5 acres and there is already
.95 acres mitigated onsite, what are the options from the Council’'s perspective, to solve
for the remaining acreage. Jason DeMoss with Merjent Environmental Services
responded by saying that when EGLE does wetland impact and mitigation, they have a
few options. Those options are to do onsite mitigation (building the wetlands onsite),
offsite mitigation (building a new wetland offsite somewhere in the same watershed orin
this case it would be in the City) or EGLE’s third option is buying bank credits. Bank credits
refer to a bank somewhere in the same watershed that EGLE has already approved, that
someone else built, so when people make impacts in the watershed, EGLE sells those
credits off in small increments. The ordinance doesn't allow for the purchase of bank
credits so the sort of options, from an ordinance perspective, would be either increasing
the amount of onsite mitigation or requiring additional mitigation somewhere within the
City. Mayor Pro Tem Casey mentioned that there has been some conversation about the
city-owned parcel south of this development and could it be used for offsetting some of
the mitigation that needs to be done within the City. If she understands correctly, one of
the recommendations from the applicant was to allow that mitigation to be a
conservation easement on the woodland and wanted to know if the parcel is available
any kind of incremental wetland mitigation. Mr. DeMoss responded he or the applicant’s
consultant would need to review that parcel to see if it's possible for a wetland mitigation
to be built there. If the applicant has stated that they could build a conservation
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easement in lieu of wetland mitigation and from his perspective, that serves two different
purposes as in upland forest versus a wetland forest or wetland itself. He would need to
review the site himself to see whether a wetland or an additional wetland can be built or
not. Lindsay Bell from Community Development followed up by saying that the applicant
was looking to take that upland area and use it for mitigation, but it was determined that
because of the slopes and additional removal of woodland trees, it wouldn't be feasible
to construct on that piece.

Mayor Fischer said his understanding and interpretation of the motion under City Council
action would include the proposed A through C and that would be more beneficial,
more protective of the Council as a body as it gives direction, especially B, on conditions
talked about whether it be soil borings, traffic studies, and all the things that staff has
asked for. The Mayor asked the City Attorney if that’s giving him the direction he needs
to take into account as the consent judgement approaches if the Mayor wants to be
more protective of those items and make sure they're done, wouldn't he want them in
the motiong City Attorney Schultz replied that the Mayor could do that but from his
perspective, the staff has pretty much worked out the deviations to the extent that they
have most of these recommended so they're going to be part of it already. The
conditions will certainly list these but also more so if the question is, is there any harm and
could it help to refer to A and B and Mr. Schultz thinks the answer is that would be fine.
Mr. Schultz doesn’t think the Mayor is ready to do item C because the Mayor hasn't seen
the consent judgement. The Mayor asked the motion maker to add items A and B as part
of the motion as far as specific conditions to be included.

FIRST AMENDED MOTION
CM 24-07-101 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Smith:

Authorize to the City Aftorney to prepare the Consent Judgment
amendment for City Council review including:

A. All deviations from the ordinance requirements shall be identified
and stated in the amended agreement, including:

1. Maximum Length of Buildings (Sec. 3.8.2.C): Deviations to
permit the lengths of Buildings A, B, C, D, E, 3 and 4 each
exceed 180 feet, as shown in the attached Site Plan.

2. Shoreline Setbacks (Sec 3.31.6.B.iv.e): Deviation to permit
reduced shoreline setbacks, as shown on the attached
Site Plan. The site plan locates several buildings, drive
aisles and parking areas within about 50 feet of Wetland A
and the northeastern stormwater basin.

3. Building Setbacks (Sec. 3.1.7.D): Along the western property
line, deviation to allow buildings to be a minimum of 50-
feet from the property line rather than the required 75 feet.

4. Parking Setbacks (Sec. 3.6.2.B): Deviation to allow a
parking setback of 14.4 feet along the south property line
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with the condition that landscaping and other screening
be provided, and 20 feet along Novi Road with the
condition that landscape hedge screening is provided.
Building Orientation (Sec. 3.8.2.D): A deviation to allow
Buildings A, E, 12 and 15 to not comply with the required
minimum orientation for buildings along the perimeter of
the property from 45 degrees.

. Yard Setback Area (Sec. 3.8.2.D): A deviation to permit the

Front Yard area to exceed 30% used for off-street parking,
manevuvering lanes, service drives or loading areas
(33.26% proposed).

. Distance Between Buildings (Sec. 3.8.2.H): A deviation to

allow the calculated minimum distance between
buildings to be less than required in seven locations. The
deviations for the seven locations range from 32.47 feet to
1.7 feet, and shall be as shown in the site plan.

. Number of Parking Spaces (Sec. 5.2.12.A): A deviation for

the deficiency of 22 spaces from the minimum required
calculation for the unit types proposed.

. Wetland Mitigation (Code of Ordinances, Chapter 12):

Deviation to permit up to 0.6 acres of required mitigation
to be provided through purchase of credits from an EGLE
approved wetland mitigation bank. The amended
Consent Judgment shall state that wetland mitigation
areas, as well as remaining wetlands, are to be preserved.
The applicant shall also preserve the indicated woodland
areas as offered on the off-site or on-site locations offered.
Traffic Study (Sec. 3.31.4.A.iii): The City agrees to waive the
requirement of a Traffic Impact Study given that relative to
the approved 1999 Plan, the proposed Plan does not
generate significantly more trips to warrant a new study.
This shall not preclude the City from requiring the traffic
analysis necessary to verify the design and safety of
proposed access points.

Major Drive (Sec. 5.10.1.B): Based on the ordinance
definition nearly all private drives through the site would
be classified as Major Drives if they exceed 600 feet,
deviations to permit perpendicular parking and a 24-foot
minimum width.

Building Setbacks from Parking (Sec. 3.8.2.F & Sec.
5.10.1.B.vi): Deviation to allow parking spaces to be within
12 feet of the residential buildings where the first floor of
the buildings are generally parking areas, not living areas.

Driveway Spacing Waiver (Code of Ordinances, Ch.
11.216.d.1.e): Deviation to allow a 41-foot driveway
spacing from the opposite-side driveway on 12 2 Mile
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Road.

14. Landscape Berm (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii): Deviation to allow
a lack of screening berm along south property line.

15. Adjacent to Public ROW (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii): Deviation
to allow a lack of greenbelt berms and street trees for
sections of both roads that are being preserved, as well as
areas that are developed.

16. Adjacent to Public ROW (Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii): A deviation
is required for the shortage in greenbelt landscaping for
12. 5 Mile Road and Novi Road (1 canopy tree along 12.5
Mile Road, 3 canopy trees and 3 subcanopy trees along
Novi Road).

17. Greenbelt Canopy Trees (Sec 5.5.3.B.ii.f): A deviation is
required for a shortage in greenbelt subcanopy trees on
the City Parcel.

18. Street Trees (Sec 5.5.3.B.ii.f): A deviation is required for a
shortage in street trees on the City Parcel where the
stormwater basin is proposed.

19. Foundation Landscaping (Sec. 5.5.3.F.iii): Deviation for a
shortage of foundation landscaping for Buildings A-D, 8, 9,
10, 11, and 12.

20. Any additional deviations identified during Site Plan
Review (after the Concept Plan and Amendment of the
Consent Judgment is approved), will require amendment
of the Consent Judgment, unless otherwise stated in the
judgment.

B. The following conditions are recommended for inclusion:

1. The development shall be as shown in the site plan exhibit,
with a maximum of 1,359 rooms as defined in the
ordinance, or approximately 463 multiple-family units.

2. Soil borings shall be provided at the time of Final Site Plan
submittal for both the off-site and on-site detention basins
to show the current groundwater elevations. The
stormwater detention system shall be designed to current
City standards. Additional soil borings shall be provided as
necessary at other locations to meet road and building
requirements.

3. The applicant shall provide the traffic data and analysis
necessary to verify the proposed access management
treatments are appropriate as designed at the time of Final
Site Plan submittal. The analysis shall answer the following
questions:

a. Are acceleration/deceleration lanes necessary for
each of the proposed site driveways? If needed, how
long?
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b. Where openings in the medians are proposed, what
traffic control treatments are needed to control those
movements? How long of a turning bay length is required?
Is there a warrant for a new traffic signal?

4. Preservation of remaining wetland and woodland areas
outside the Ilimits of disturbance, as well as the
preservation of planted woodland tree credits, shall be as
shown in the amended Consent Judgment exhibits.

5. Dedication of master-planned right of way along 12 /> Mile
Road. 6. Phasing of development: Phasing plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the City prior to execution of
the amendment to the Consent Judgment.

7. At the time of Final Site Plan submittal, the applicant shall
provide a current tree survey for the new areas of
disturbance of the subject property (relative to the 1999
Plan). All new woodland tree impacts shall comply with
the requirements of the current Woodland Ordinance.

8. Appropriate terms for conveyance (or encumbrance) of
the off-site parcel to the applicant.

Mayor Fischer wanted to reiterate that this is a plan from 1999 have has been approved.
It has 23 buildings, approximately 1,300 rooms, on average 1,800 square feet with 2, 3, 4
bedrooms, each 3-story high with several hundred parking spaces and much of the
environmental impact has already been accounted for. This plan is already approved.
As part of this consent judgment no one here could do anything about it if the applicant
wanted to pursue that. To him, as he continues to look at that housing stock that would
be brought of more 1,700, 1,800, 2,300 4-story apartment buildings with a tennis court and
pool, which was all that was required, compared to a new plans that has a complete
diversity of housing stock, which Council has been talking about as a goal for a long time
with studio type apartments and things that would hopefully attract college entry type
people or graduates who grew up here and give them the ability o move back to this
community and confribute to it. The other plan doesn't have any single floor bedroomes.
There's no ability for people to age in place or downsize in Novi or be able to have a first
floor. So, when you look at the different amenities that are being added to the different
housing stocks and different affordability levels, the Mayor is tired of seeing the same
cookie cutter apartments. This is something that will give much more to that spectrum
and again, is the additional and incremental environmental impact worth having that
much better of a plan and that's really the crux of the decision process for him because
the plan has already been approved and that's why he generally supportive to this point
and will contfinue to be supportive. The packet the Council saw last time had a lot of
deviations and things that the staff couldn’t recommend at the time. It is clear that in
these short two to three weeks, the staff has done an amazing job meeting the applicant
somewhere in the middle and he encourages that effort to be continued. There are some
open items that will have to be addressed. City Attorney Tom Schultz said that scrolling
through the items in A, he noticed that a few of those items look like they might still be
under discussion such as the traffic study and the wetlands. He thinks if B is included, that
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will probably get all the conditions and protections that the Mayor wants. He's not sure
that based on reading all those deviations that the Council is quite there yet with the
applicant but maybe back the motion back to just item B. The Mayor reiterates his
comment that there's a lot of things in item A that are still under development and wants
to make sure they get addressed.

SECOND AMENDED MOTION
CM 24-07-101 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Smith: MOTION CARRIED: 6-1

Authorize to the City Attorney to prepare the Consent Judgment
amendment for City Council review including:

B. The following conditions are recommended for inclusion:

1. The development shall be as shown in the site plan exhibit,
with a maximum of 1,359 rooms as defined in the
ordinance, or approximately 463 multiple-family units.

2. Soil borings shall be provided at the time of Final Site Plan
submittal for both the off-site and on-site detention basins
to show the current groundwater elevations. The
stormwater detention system shall be designed to current
City standards. Additional soil borings shall be provided as
necessary at other locations to meet road and building
requirements.

3. The applicant shall provide the traffic data and analysis
necessary to verify the proposed access management
treatments are appropriate as designed at the time of Final
Site Plan submittal. The analysis shall answer the following
questions:

a. Are acceleration/deceleration lanes necessary for
each of the proposed site driveways? If needed, how
long?

b. Where openings in the medians are proposed, what
traffic control treatments are needed to control those
movements? How long of a turning bay length is required?
Is there a warrant for a new traffic signal?

4. Preservation of remaining wetland and woodland areas
outside the limits of disturbance, as well as the
preservation of planted woodland tree credits, shall be as
shown in the amended Consent Judgment exhibits.

5. Dedication of master-planned right of way along 12 > Mile
Road. 6. Phasing of development: Phasing plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the City prior to execution of
the amendment to the Consent Judgment.

7. At the time of Final Site Plan submittal, the applicant shall
provide a current tree survey for the new areas of
disturbance of the subject property (relative to the 1999
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Plan). All new woodland tree impacts shall comply with
the requirements of the current Woodland Ordinance.

8. Appropriate terms for conveyance (or encumbrance) of
the off-site parcel to the applicant.

Member Staudt wanted it known that the City has a $35 million investment in the works
for Twelve Mile Road. It's in planning right now and will fake a few years to get done but
it has Federal funding, and it will hopefully alleviate many of the issues that are happening
NOW.

Member Heintz wanted to confirm that the item on the table today is not the 1999 plan
versus the new proposed plan. It's do they want to open up the consent judgement or
have the applicant further pursue the new proposed plan. Attorney Schultz responded
that the discussion with the applicant on the language of the consent judgement is in
fact going to assume that more or less the plan they're presenting with some changes
that still need to be discussed. Member Heintz said that to him, the 1999 plan hasn't been
built and doesn’t know if it will be. For him he sees this new proposed plan having a 33%
increase in the unit count and the applicant just requested a 5% buffer with room count
that is a continued push for an increased density and it has him concerned.

Member Smith will be interested in seeing the environmental solutions when that comes
back with the final plan.

Roll call vote on CM 24-07-101 Yeas: Casey, Gurumurthy, Smith, Staudt,
Thomas, Fischer
Nays: Heintz

4. Consideration of approval to award the construction contract to Hartwell Cement
Company, the low bidder, for the Neighborhood Sidewalk Repair Program in the
amount of $435,038.

City Manager Cardenas stated that every year the City staff and City Council budget
about $500,000 for the sidewalk program. What the staff has done has been able o
combine last year’s funding and this year's funding to better stretch the City's dollars. By
doing that you get better pricing, especially since the contractor has to only mobilize
once. Right now, we're only asking for $435,000. The $67,000 was already approved
earlier for engineering and that is how we get the $500,000. Right now, we're looking
doing Chase Farms, Willowbrook Farms, Bristol Corners and hopefully Yerkes Mannor and
Westminster. Hopefully by combining this we'll get more bang for our buck and get more
sidewalks done throughout the community and have less issues with trees. We will make
the most robust connection with the community door hangers, letters, connections with
the HOA's to make sure that everyone knows this is coming down the pipeline and to
hopefully educate residents in terms of frees. There's a reason frees have to come down
such as wrong trees that were planted in the first place which causes the deflections in
the sidewalk. We've learned from the first pilot program, and we'll put that to the test to
get more done this year and do it in a more efficient, robust way.



