


treatments along both the Ten Mile and Beck Road frontages. The vehicular connections
to the existing stub streets were removed but pedestrian connections remained and a
new boulevarded access point was provided onto Beck Road. An emergency only
connection in the form of grass pavers was provided to the existing subdivision to the west.
City Council tentatively approved the rezoning with PRO and revised concept plan on
June 18, 2012. Relevant meeting minutes are attached.

Revised Concept Plan

The applicant has been working with staff and the City Attorney’s office on both the PRO
agreement and further refinement of the concept plan. As the stormwater management
plan for the site was developed in more detail, it became clear that a shift in the location
and type of stormwater management facility was required.

The revised PRO concept plan shows an on-site stormwater detention basin along the
Beck Road frontage of the site. Previously, a stormwater retention pond was shown in the
site’s southwest corner (in addition to a smaller detention area).

In order to accommodate this revision, the lots previously located along Beck Road have
been shiffed to the west. Equivalent amounts of open space and landscape area have
been provided. Please see the attached revised concept plan.

PRO Agreement

Included with the proposed PRO Concept Plan, the applicant is seeking positive
consideration of Zoning Ordinance deviations included in the PRO Agreement for the lack
of paved eyebrows and the location of proposed sidewalks. Both are supported by staff.
The Zoning Ordinance permits deviations from the Ordinance provided that the City
Council finds that “each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the
deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be
in the public interest, and that approving the deviation would be consistent with the
Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas.”

As part of the PRO, the applicant is required to provide a public benefit that would
demonstrate more than just the usual benefits associated with the standard rezoning and
development of the property. The applicant has offered the following benefifs that have
been included in the PRO agreement. Staff comments are in parentheses.

e Upgraded frontage landscaping (benefit above and beyond typical
development)

e Pocket park feature at prominent intersection (benefit above and beyond typical
development)

e Water main loop connection (required with any typical development)

e Pathway connections along perimeter roadways (required with any typical
development)

¢ Housing style upgrade {enhancement over minimum ordinance requirements)

e Housing size upgrade - minimum 2,400 square feet and up to 3,500 square feet
(enhancement over minimum ordinance requirements)

e Provide a platform for City-owned art (benefit above and beyond typical
development)

e Provide funding toward the completion of a future magjor non-motorized pathway
connection along Ten Mile Road to connect to the ITC corridor - not to exceed
$9,000 {(benefit above and beyond typical development)
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¢ Saving landmark maple tree located near the southeast corner of the site (benefit
above and beyond typical development)

¢ Dedicate right-of-way along Beck Road and Ten Mile Road (benefit above and
beyond typical development)

Public Hearing and Planning Commission Recommendation

The public hearing for the rezoning request was held by the Planning Commission on
February 22, 2012. At that meeting, the Planning Commission recommended approval of
Zoning Map Amendment 18.701 to rezone the property from R-1 (One-Family Residential)
to R-3 (One-Family Residential) utilizing the City's PRO option. Relevant minutes from the
Planning Commission meeting are attached.

City Council Action

Because the PRO Agreement is consistent with the rezoning with PRO request tentatively
approved by the City Council at the June 18" meeting (with the noted revisions to the
submitted Concept Plan to relocate and modify the type of stormwater detention facility),
the City Council is now asked to consider the actual text of the Planned Rezoning Overlay

Agreement and give final approval of the agreement, the concept plan and the
rezoning.

Following Council’s final approval, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site
Plan approval under standard site plan review procedures.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for ZCM12-02 with
Zoning Map Amendment 18.701 to rezone property in Section 20, on the northwest corner of
Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family Residential
with a Planned Rezoning Overlay and approval of the corresponding concept plan and PRO

agreement between the City and the applicant.

Mayor Gait

Council Member Margolis

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt

Council Member Mutch

Council Member Casey

Council Member Wrobel

Council Member Fischer
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JULY 31, 2012 MEMO
UPDATE ON THE CONCEPT PLAN
STATUS OF THE PRO AGREEMENT







Staff anticipates sending the final approval of the rezoning with PRO, PRO Agreement and
concept plan for consideration at the August 13, 2012 City Council meeting. Following

Council's final approval, the applicant will submit for Prehmmory and Final Site Plan approval
under standard site plan review procedures.










PRO AGREEMENT
Exhibit A - Legal Description
Exhibit B -~ Concept Plan, Home Elevations and Floor Plans
Exhibit C - Staff and Consultant Review Letters




JIRISI]

JOHNSON ROSATI SCHULTZ JOPPICH PC

34405 W. Twelve Mile Road, Suite 200 ~ Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331-5627
Phone; 248.489.4100 | Fax: 248.489.1726

Elizabeth Kudla Saarela

A www johnsonrosati.com
esaarela@irsilaw.com .

July 30, 2012

Barb McBeth

Deputy Community Development Director
CITY OF NOVI

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, MI 48375

Re: Beck Ten Land PRO Agreement
Dear Ms. McBeth:

Enclosed please find the final version of the Beck Ten Land PRO Agreement, which has been
prepared by our office, and has been revised to include changes proposed by the Developer’'s
attorney. The attached PRO Concept Plan and corresponding Landscape Plans have been
reviewed and approved by Community Development and the City’s Engineering Division. The
PRO Agreement may be placed on the next available City Council Agenda for approval.

The PRO Agreement includes and incorporates all of the terms and conditions of the rezoning to
R-3 with the Planned Rezoning Overlay, including the final version of the PRO Concept Plan. In
addition to compliance with applicable ordinance standards, the Developer is required to
complete the following specific undertakings with respect to the Development:

1. The Developer shall provide upgraded frontage landscaping, in accordance with
the landscape plan.

2. The Developer shall provide a packet park with a platform for City owned art at
the location identified in the landscape plan.

3. The housing sizes shall be upgraded (minimum 2,400 square feet);
4, The Developer shall provide funding toward completion of a future major non-

motorized pathway connection along Ten Mile to connect to the ITC corridor (not to
exceed $9,000).
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5. Developer shall retain the landmark maple tree located near the northeast corner
of the site.
6. Developer shall dedicate right-of-way along Beck and Ten Mile Roads, as shown

in the PRO Plan.

7. Developer shall complete a water main loop connection as further approved by
the City during the site plan approval process.

8. The Developer shall complete improvements in the Beck Road right of way
required as a result of the proposed road connection, as shown in the PRO Plan.

9. The maximum density shall be 1.77 dwelling units per acre.

10. The Developer shall provide pathway connections along perimeter roadways, as
shown in the PRO Plan.

11.  The homes constructed within the Land shall be substantially in accordance the
elevations provided by Developer.

The PRO Agreement grants the Developer the following. deviations from City ordinance
standards without seeking further waivers or variances:

1. Allows for lack of paved eyebrows; and,
2. Approves the location of proposed sidewalks in relation to the edge of the right-
of-way.

The PRO Agreement and all of its terms, including the incorporated plan approvals, are
enforceable In Circuit Court. In the event that the PRO Property is developed in a manner
other than as set forth in the PRO Agreement, the City may rezone the property to an
appropriate zoning classification.

Once approved by City Council, the PRO Agreement should be recorded with the Oakland
County Register of Deeds.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concems in regard to this matter.

Ve truh? yours,
JO/}\{S ROSATI, SCHULTZ & JOPPICH, P.C.

o

/ K 7
/Ehz th'Kudia Saarela
EKS ‘ \

Enclosure //
C: Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk w/Enclgsur/l
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Clay Pearson, City Manager {w/Enclosure)

Victor Cardenas, Assistant City Manager {w/Enclosure)

Charles Boulard, Community Development Director (w/Enclosures)
Kristen Kapelanski,Planner {w/Enclosures)

Brian Coburn, Engineering Manager {(w/Enclosures)

Howard Fingeroot, Pinnacle Homes (w/Enclosures)

Mark S. Cohn, Esqg. {w/Enclosures)

Thomas R. Schultz, Esquire (w/Enclosure)



7/30/2012

PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY (PRO) AGREEMENT
BECK TEN LAND

AGREEMENT, by and among Beck Ten Land LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company whose address is 28800 Orchard Lake Rd, Ste 200, Farmington Hills, MI 48334
(referred to as “Developer”); and the City of Novi, 45175 West Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI
48375-3024 (“City™).

RECITATIONS:

L

II.

IL

Iv.

{00715837.00C}

Developer is the developer of the vacant 24.24 gross acre property located on the
northwest corner of Ten Mile Road and Beck Road, herein know as the “Land”
described on Exhibit A, attached and incorporated herein.

For purposes of improving and using the Land for a 38-lot residential site
condominium at a maximum density of 1.77 dwelling units per acre, to allow for
development with smaller and narrower lots, and a slightly higher density than is
permitted in the R-1 Classification, Developer petitioned the City for an
amendment of the Zoning Ordinance, as amended, so as to reclassify the Land
from R-1, One-Family Residential, to R-3, One-Family Residential. The R-1
clagsification shall be referred to as the “Existing Classification” and R-3 shall
be referred to as the “Proposed Classification.”

The Proposed Classification would provide the Developer with certain material
development options not available under the Existing Classification, and would be
a distinct and material benefit and advantage to the Developer.

The City has reviewed and approved the Developer’s proposed petition to amend
the zoning district classification of the Land from the Existing Classification to
the Proposed Classification under the terms of the Planned Rezoning Overlay
(PRO) provisions of the City’s Zoning Ordinance and has reviewed the
Developer’s proposed PRO Plan (including proposed home elevations) attached
hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit B (the “PRO Plan”), which is a
conceptual or illustrative plan for the potential development of the Land under the
Proposed Classification, and not an approval to construct the proposed
improvements as shown; and has further reviewed the proposed PRO conditions
offered or accepted by the Developer.




In proposing the Proposed Classification to the City, Developer has expressed as a
firm and unalterable intent that Developer will develop and use the Land in
conformance with the following undertakings by Developer, as well as the
following forbearances by the Developer (each and every one of such
undertakings and forbearances shall together be referred to as the
“Undertakings™):

A. Developer shall develop and use the Land solely for a 38-lot residential
site condominium at a maximum density of 1.77 dwelling units per acre,
in accordance with the PRO Plan. Developer shall forbear from
developing and/or using the Land in any manner other than as authorized
and/or limited by this Agreement.

B. Developer shall develop the Land in accordance with all applicable laws
and regulations, and with all applicable ordinances, including all
applicable setback requirements of the Zoning Ordinance with respect to
the Proposed Classification, except as expressly authorized herein or as
shown on the PRO Plan. The PRO Plan is acknowledged by both the City
and Developer to be a conceptual plan for the purpose of depicting the
general area contemplated for development. Some deviations from the
provisions of the City’s ordinances, rules, or regulations that are depicted
in the PRO Plan are approved by virtue of this Agreement; however,
except as to such specific deviations enumerated herein, the Developer’s
right to develop the 38-lot residential site condominium wunder the
requirements of the Proposed Classification shall be subject to and in
accordance with all applications, reviews, approvals, permits, and
authorizations required under applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations,
including, but not limited to, site plan approval, storm water management
plan approval, woodlands and wetlands permits, facade approval,
landscape approval, and engineering plan approval, except as expressly
provided in this Agreement. The home elevations shall be substantially
similar (as determined by the City) to that submitted as part of the
Developer’s final approval request, as depicted in Exhibit B.

C. In addition to any other ordinance requirements, Developer shall comply
with all applicable ordinances for storm water and soil erosion
requirements and measures throughout the site during the design and
construction phases, and subsequent use, of the development contemplated
in the Proposed Classification.

D. Developer shall provide the following Public Benefits/Public
Improvements in connection with the development of the Land:

1. Developer shall provide upgraded frontage landscaping, in
accordance with the landscape plan that is attached as Exhibit B;
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10.

Developer shall provide a pocket park with a platform for City
owned art at the location identified in the landscape plan attached
as Exhibit B. The association of co-owners formed to administer
the condominium project shall be responsible for maintaining the
pocket park and the City shall be responsible for maintaining,
safeguarding and insuring any artwork placed by the City within
the pocket park; :

Housing sizes shall be upgraded (minimum 2,400 square feet);

Developer shall provide funding toward completion of a future
major non-motorized pathway comnection along Ten Mile to
connect to the ITC corridor (not to exceed $9,000), which will be
payable to the City before the City schedules the pre-construction
meeting for the development;

Developer shall retain the landmark maple tree located near the
northeast corner of the site;

Developer shall dedicate right-of-way along Beck and Ten Mile
Roads, as shown in the PRO Plan;

Developer shall complete a water main loop connection as further
approved by the City during the site plan approval process.

The Developer shall complete improvements in the Beck Road
right of way required as a result of the proposed road connection,
as shown in the PRO Plan.

Maximum density shall be 1.77 dwelling units per acre;

Developer shall provide pathway connections along perimeter
roadways, as shown in the PRO Plan; and

E. The following PRO Conditions shall apply to the Land and/or be undertaken by

Developer:

1.

2.

The homes constructed within the Land shall be substantially in
accordance the elevations attached as Exhibit B, to confirm
housing style and size, a noted public benefit; and

Developer shall comply with all conditions listed in the staff and

consultant review letters which are identified on attached Exhibit
C.
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NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Upon the Proposed Classification becoming final following entry into this
Agreement: '

a. The Undertakings and PRO Conditions shall be binding on Developer and the
Land;

b. Developer shall act in conformance with the Undertakings; and

¢. The Developer shall forbear from acting in a manner inconsistent with the
Undertakings;

2. The following deviations from the standards of the zoning ordinance are hereby
authorized pursuant to §3402.D.1.¢ of the City’s zoning ordinance.

a. Lack of paved eyebrows; and,
b. Location of proposed sidewalks in relation to the edge of the right-of-way.

3. Inthe event Developer attempts to or proceeds with actions to complete improvement
of the Land in any manner other than as 38-lot residential site condominium, as
shown on Exhibit B, the City shall be authorized to revoke all outstanding building
permits and certificates of occupancy issued for such building and use.

4. Developer acknowledges and agrees that the City has not required the Undertakings.
The Undertakings have been voluntarily offered by Developer in order to provide an
enhanced use and value of the Land, to protect the public safety and welfare, and to
induce the City to rezone the Land to the Proposed Classification so as to provide
material advantages and development options for the Developer.

5. All of the Undertakings represent actions, improvements, and/or forbearances that are
directly beneficial to the Land and/or to the development of and/or marketing of a 38-
lot residential subdivision on the Land. The burden of the Undertakings on the
Developer is roughly proportionate to the burdens being created by the development,
and to the benefit which will accrue to the Land as a result of the requirements
represented in the Undertakings.

6. In addition to the provisions in Paragraph 2, above, in the event the Developer, or its
respective successors, assigns, and/or transferees proceed with a proposal for, or other
pursuit of, development of the Land in a manner which is in material violation of the
Undertakings, the City shall, following notice and a reasonable opportunity to cure,
have the right and option to take action using the procedure prescribed by law for the
amendment of the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance applicable to the Land to
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10.

11

12.

13.

amend the Master Plan and zoning classifications of the Land to a reasonable
classification determined appropriate by the City, and neither the Developer nor its
respective successors, assigns, and/or transferees, shall have any vested rights in the
Proposed Classification and/or use of the Land as permitted under the Proposed
Classification, and Developer shall be estopped from objecting to the rezoning and
reclassification to such reasonable classifications based upon the argument that such
action represents a “downzoning” or based upon any other argument relating to the
approval of the Proposed Classification and use of the Land; provided, this provision
shall not preclude Developer from otherwise challenging the reasonableness of such
rezoning as applied to the Land. In the event the City rezones the Land to a use
classification other than the Proposed Classification, this Agreement shall terminate
and be null and void.

By execution of this Agreement, Developer acknowledges that it has acted in
consideration of the City approving the Proposed Classification on the Land, and
Developer agrees to be bound by the provisions of this Agreement.

After consulting with an attorney, the Developer understands and agrees that this
Agreement is authorized by and consistent with all applicable state and federal laws
and Constitutions, that the terms of this Agreement are reasonable, that it shall be
estopped from taking a contrary position in the future, and, that the City shall be
entitled to injunctive relief to prohibit any actions by the Developer inconsistent with
the terms of this Agreement.

This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties to this
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors, assigns and transferees, and an
affidavit providing notice of this Agreement may be recorded by either party with the
office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.

The Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) shall have no jurisdiction over the Property or
the application of this Agreement until after site plan approval and construction of the
development as approved therein.

No waiver of any breach of this Agreement shall be held to be a waiver of any other
or subsequent breach. All remedies afforded in this Agreement shall be taken and
construed as cumulative, that is, in addition to every other remedy provided by law.
This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Michigan, both as to
interpretation and performance. Any and all suits for any and every breach of this
Agreement may be instituted and maintained in any court of competent jurisdiction in
the County of Oakland, State of Michigan.

This Agreement may be signed in counterparts.

{Signatures begin on following page}
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WITNESSES: DEVELOPER
%)LLJ IL-\ BECK TEN LAND LLC

Print Name: / :
%l// B)é%o/—‘

Print Name?~ /WMZ—— ‘Boward $ingeroot

Its:  Manager

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

Onthis &7 day of Q&é—w , 2012, before me appeared Howard Fingeroot
who states that he has signed th#§ doément of his own free will duly authorized on behalf of the
Developer.
WWZ—,'N otafy Public
@ekeleels County,
Acting in W County
My commission expires: %—)), 27 8
 CATHY KATZ
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF Mi
s o
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
CITY OF NOVI ACTING IN COUNTY OF@%—
, By:
Print Name: Robert J. Gatt, Mayor
Print Name:
By:
Print Name: Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk
Print Name:
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STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) s
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

On this day of , 2012, before me appeared Robert J. Gatt and
Maryanne Cornelius, who stated that they had signed this document of their own free will on
behalf of the City of Novi in their respective official capacities, as stated above.

, Notary Public
County
Acting in County
My commission expires:
THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND AGREES TO THE FOREGOING.
WITNESSES: OWNER
TEN & BECK, L.L.C.

Print Name:
W/‘—- </ 745% ’ By:

Print Name: f//Her; Awveehter

ard D. Rosin

S

Its:  Manager
STATE OF MICHIGAN )
COUNTY OF OAKLAND g N
On this 1251_ day of J ,_,"*1 , 2012, before me appeared Richard D. Rosin

who states that he has signed this docunlent of his own free will duly authorized on behalf of the
Owner.

DAVID A. GOLDBERG /
Notary Public, State of Michigan e L -
County of Oakland = ’ :
My Commission Expires 02-01-2016 Mry Public
Acting in the County of &alligl ity
Acting in County

My commission expires:
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Drafted by:

Elizabeth Kudla Saarela

Johnson, Rosati, Schultz & Joppich
34405 W, Twelve Mile Road, Suite 200
Farmington Hills, MI 48331-5627

When recorded return to:
Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Read
Novi, MI 48375-3024

{00715837.00C}9




EXHIBIT A

Real property located in the City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan, more particularly
described as follows:

The South 880 feet of East 1580 feet of the Southeast % of Section 20, Town 1 North,
Range 8 East, City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan, Except the West 380 feet
thereof.

(Tax ID Number 22-20-400-005)
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EXHIBIT B

PROPLAN

EXHIBIT C
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STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS

Planning Review Report dated June 4, 2012, from Kristen Kapelanski,

Engineering Revised Concept Review dated June 1, 2012, from Adam Wayne
Memorandum dated January 25, 2012, from Brian Cobum, Engineering Manager
Traffic Review Letter dated June 4, 2012, from Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc
Memorandum dated June 4, 2012, from Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc.

Revised Concept Landscaping Review dated January 6, 2012, from David R. Beschke

Wetland Review dated November 15, 2011, from Environmental Consulting &
Technology, Inc.

Woodland Review dated November 15, 2011, from Environmental Consulting &
Technology, Inc.

Facade Review dated March 19, 2012, from DRN & Associates, Architects, PC

Fire Safety Review dated June 6, 2012 from Andrew Copeland, Inspector
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. PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
June 4, 2012

Planning Review :
Rezomng 18,701, ZCM 12-27 [fka ZCM 12-27, 11-39 and 11-40}
Northwest Corner of Ten Mile and Beck Road
AR AAL Proposed Rezoning from R-1 to R-3 w/ Planned Rezoning
cityolnoviorg Overlay (PRO} Option

efltioner
Beck Ten Land, LLC {Howard Fingeroot [Developer] and Wiliam Anderson [Engineer])

Review Type
Rezoning Request from R-1 {One-Family Resldeniial) to R-3 {One-Family Residential} with Planned
Rezonhing Overlay [PRO) option

Propery Characteristics

¢ Site Location: Northwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road (Seclion 20)
s Slte Zoning: R-1, One-Famlly Resldenilal
+  Adjolning Zoning: North: R-1; East (across Beck Road): R-1, B-1; Wesh R-1;
South {ccross Ten Mile Road): R-1
Currenti Slte Use: Vacant Land
+  Adjoining Uses: North: Greenwood Caks Subdiviston; East {across Beck Road): Briar

Pointe Plaza, Brlarwooed Village: Wesh Warrington Manor Subdivision; -
South {across Ten Mile Road): Single-Family Homes, Yacant
+ School Districh Novi Community Schoot District
s Sile Skze! 24.24 gross dcres, 21.46 net acres

Project Summary

The petitioner is requesting a Zoning Map amendment for a vacant 24.24-acre properly on the
northwesl corner of Ten Mile Road and Beck Road {Section 20) from R-1 {One-Family Resldential,
1,65 DU's per net gere) to R-3 (One-Family Residenfial, 2.7 DU's per net acre} ullllzing the Cily's
Planned Rezoning Overlay [PRO} oplion. The applican! states that the rezoning request is
necessary to allow development with smaller and narrower lots, and slightly higher density, than is
permiited within current R-1 zoning. The PRO oplion creates a "loating district” with a concepiudl
plan altached fo the rezoning of d parcel. As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to
be changed {in this case from R-1 to R-3) and the applicant enlers info a PRO agreement with the
Cily, whereby the CHly and the applicant agree o tenialive approval of a conceptual plan for
development of the sife. Following final approval of the PRO concept plan and PRO agreement,
the applicant will submii for Preliminary and Finai Site Plan approval under standord site plan review
procedures. The PRO runs with the land, so fulure owners, successors, or assighees are bound by
ihe terms of the agreement, abseni modification by the Clty of Novl, If the development has not
begun within fwo {2} years, the rézoning and PRO concept plan expires and the agreement
becomss vold,

The subject parcel Is 24.24 gross acres on the northwaest corner of Ten Mile and Beck Roads (Section
20}, 1 is cumently zoned R-1, which would cllow a maximum of 35 single-family lols based on the
standards of the Zoning Ordinance and the nel dcreage of the site [21.46 acres). The applicant is
proposing to rezone the property fo R-3, with smaller and narrower lols than are permitted in R-1; 38
fotat lols are proposed on the PRO concept plan, The PRO concept plan dlse shows an on-sife
retention pond In the site's southwest comer, an on-site detenlion pond near the site’s northeast
cormer, a "pocket park" on the northwest comer of Ten Mile and Beck, and formal landscaping
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freatments along both the Ten Mile and Beck Road frontages. FPreviously, no new poinis of
. vehicular access were proposed onic either Beck or Ten Mile and the concepludl developmeni
fled inlo Ihe local road network via existing slubs to the west and north of the subject parcel.

The previous concepl plan was brought before the Planning Commission on February 22, 2012, At
that meeting, a public hearing was held and the Planning Commission forwardad the following
recommendation fo the City Council:

“In the matler of the requesi of Beck Ten Land, LLC ICM12-02 with Zoning Map Amendment
18.701 motion to recommend approval fo the Clly Councll fo rezone the subject property from
R-1 {One-Family Residential}l o R-3 {One-Family Residentlal) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay
with the following ordinance devialions:

a. Lack of a paved eyebrows;

b, Locatlon of proposed sidewalks in relation lo the edge of the right-of-way; and

. Skewed intersection of Warrington Drive and Graham Lane;

And subject fo the following condliffons: -

a. Applicant providing elevallons and Hoor plans to confirm housing style and size, a nofed
public benefif; and

b, Compllance with all conditions fisted in the staff and consultant review letlers;

For the following reasons:

e} The proposed development meels the Intent of the Master Plan to provide single-family
residential uses on the property that are consistent with and comparable to surrounding
developmenis;

b. The proposed densily of 1,77 unils per acre closely matches the master planned density
of 1.65 unils per acre; and

c. The proposed development Is consistent with o listed objective for the southwest

quadrant of the Cily, “"Maintain the exisling low densily residential development and
- nalural features preservation patterns.”
d. Given the varying dlfernatives for the properly, the proposal is clearly a good project for
this comer,"

Several members of the public spoke af the public hearing held on February 22, 2012 and nofed
concerns regarding the lack of an access diive onfo Beck Roud and/or Ten Mile Road and the
proposed connection fo the exisling subdivisions to the north and west of the proposed
development.

The matier appeared before the Clly Councll for consideration of tentatlve approval of the
rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay and concept plan on March 24, 2012, Clly Councll
considered the public Inpul provided dalong with the stalf and consultant recommendations and
the applicant’s proposal and made the followlng motion: -

“To posipone consideration of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for ZCM12-02 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.701 o rezone property In Sectlon 20, on the northwest corner of Beck Road and
Ten Mile Road frorm R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Famlly Residential with a Planned
Rezoning Overlay. The property lotals 24.24 acres and the applicant Is proposing o 38 unit
single-family residential development.” '

Al that meeling, several Cily Councll members specifically expressed an interest in the appllcont
investigating the feasibllity of providing an access point onto elther Beck Road or Ten Mile Road.

The applicant has now proposed a revised concept plan maintaining the proposed 38 lol
development with the open space tealures and pockel park described above but including an
access point onto Beck Roud and eliminaling the aulomobile connections fo the adjacent
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subdivisions o the north and wesi. Pedesirian connections {o the existing subdivisions would stiit be
provided, An emergancy access route 1o the subdivision fo the west would also be provided.

Recommendation

The revised concept plan appears to address the concerns of the City Councll and public as nofed
at the Februcry 22, 2012 Planning Commission meeling and March 24, 2012 Cily Councll meeting.
Addillondlly, the proposed rezoning with PRO meels the following criteria from stafi's previous
review lsiters recommending approval of the previously submitied plan:

s - The properly Is desighated for a maximum densily of 1.465 units per acre in the Clly's Masfer
Pian for Land Use 2010, The development proposed in the PRO concept plan shows a
density of 1.77 unlls per net acre but otharwise meets the infent of the Master Plan fo
provide single-family residential uses on the properly that are consistent with and
comparable to surrounding developments, as noled in the listed objeciive of the Master
Plan for the southwest quadrant of the Cllys "Mdiniain the existing low densily residential
development and nalural features preservalion patterns.”

« Submitial of a concep! plan, and any resulling PRO Agreement, provides assurances to ihe
Planning Commission and to the Cily Councll of the manner In which the properly will be
developed,

Staff is in support of access management practices and would support full conneclions o the
adjacent subdivisions to the west and north vid the provided stub streets.  Access management
practices are dimed at reducing and consolidating access points along major roadways to ald In
the prevention of congestion and vehicle crashes. By providing access through the adjacent
subdivisions, turning movements at the proposed Beck Road exit could paotentially be reduced,
thereby lessening vehicle conflicts with traffic along Beck Road and vehicles turmning out of the
existing subdivision and commercial development to the east,

Master Plan for Land Use

The Fulure Land Use Map {adopied Aug. 25, 2010) of the City of Novi Master Plan for Land Use 2010
designates this properly, surrounding propertles, and the generdl ared as "Single Family”, The lone
exception In the vicinily Is the small parllon of the northeast comer of Back and Ten Mile, which is
master planned for "Local Commercial” and is occupled {with a consent judgment} by Briar Pointe
Plaza,

The “Residential Density Map" {Figure 63, page 114} within the 2010 Master Pian includes specific
residential density recommendations for dll of the land planned for residential in the cily, and the
subject properly is designaled as 1,45 dwelling unils per net acre. This planned density is consistent
with ihe current R-1 zoning.

The Cliy of Novl Master Plan for Land Use Review {adopled in 2008} included an extensive analysis
of fulure land Use within a geographic area deemed the "Soulhwest Quadrant®, which included
the subject properly af the northwest corer of Beck and Ten Mile. This review and analysis, which
Included o significant level of public Involvement, concluded thal the Southwest Quadrant should
coniinue to be composed of mostly low-densily single-family residential uses. Substanilal cillzen
input indicalaed that malniaining the tow densily residential character of the Southwest Quadrant is
o high pricrily for residents,

A standard rezoning from R-1 to R-3 would be Inconsistent wiih the Masler Plan because of the
density permitied within R-3 {2.7 dwelling unlis per nel acre}, The PRO concept plan calls for 38
single-famlly lots, where a maximum of 35 would be permitted under existing R-1 {50 fong s those
35 lots could meet the dimensional standards —lol area, width, elc, - required in R-1). Withrespact
to densily, the PRO concept plan Is much more consistent with exisiing R-1 zoning than with R-3
zoning, and Is therefore much more consistent with the Master Plan than o standard rezoning to R-3
would be,
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The rezoning request was presented to the Master Plan & Zoning Commiliee on October 5, 2011 as
a standard rezoning from R-1 1o R-3. The PRO optlien was not proposed al that fime. The applicants
" presented thelr concept plan, including site layoui and concepiual renderings of enhancements lo
the northwest comer of Ten Mlle and Beck. I was noted during that meeting that the concept plan
was not Hied to the rezoning request. The members of the Commiltee were receptive to the
concepl plan, but concurred that the applicant should consider the PRO oplion or a residential
option that Includes a concepludl plan in order to make the concept plan binding.

Existing Zonlng and Land Use
The following table summarizes the zoning and land use stalus for the subject properly and
surrounding properties,

Land Use and Zoning
For Sublect Property and Adjacent Properiles

Master Plan
Exisling Zoning Exisling Land Use Land Use
Dasignalion
| Singte Family
R-1 {One-Family
Subject Properly Residentlal) vacant {1.65 DU/ net
dcre)
Single Family
Greenwood Oaks
Northern Parcels R-1 Subdivision {1.65 bU/net
acre)
Southern Parcels {across R-] Single-Family Homes, Sé”?:;&?g’;
Ten Mile Roadl) Vacant ) ;
dcre)
Single Family {3.3
Eastern Parcels R-1,B-1 [Local Briar Polnte Plaza, DU/ net acre),
{across Beck Road) Business District) Briarwood Village Local
Commercial
. Single Family
Warrington Manor
Weslermn Parcels R-1 Subdivision {1 .63 ctig}/ﬂet

Compaliblilty with Surrounding Land Use

The surrounding tand uses are shown on the above charl, The compalibility of the proposed PRO
concepl plan with the zoning and uses on the adjacent propertles should be constdered by the
Planning Commission In making the recommendation to City Councii on the rezoning request with
the PRO opillon. As discussed, the subject properly under ifs current R-1 zoning could be
developed with as many as 35 sngle-family lols [so long as those lots meet Zoning Ordinance
standards for lot area and width), The PRO concept plan proposes 38 lols that meel dimensional
standards for R-3,

The properly to the north of the subject properly Is In the R-1, One-Family Residential zoning district
and conlains Greenwood Oaks Subdivision, Changing the zoning of the subject properly to R-3
and developing 38 single-famlly lofs will add more iraffic to the adjacent arferial roads {Beck and
Ten Mite], Staff would continue fo recommend the proposed development tle into the existing stub
streets fo the north and west as the difference between new traffic generated by the 38 lols
proposed on the PRO concept plan and the maximum of 35 fols allowable under existing R-1
zoning Is minimal; the applicant's rezoning trafflc study forecasts a difference of 31 additional daily
one-way lips, 2 addilional AM psak-hour one-way trips, and 3 addifional PM peak-hour one-way
Irips,
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Direclly o the south of the subject property, across Ten Mile Road, are properiles zoned R-1, One-
Famlly Residential that have large lots with single-family homes situated on them. There are dlso a
few resldentially-zoned vacant parcels of land. These properlies are deslghated in ihe Master Plan
for Land Use as Single Famlly Residential, Changing the zoning of the subject properly to R-3 and
adding as many as 38 new single-family homes would impact these propertles In ferms of the
volumes of iraffic along Beck and Ten Mile Roads and at the Ten Mlile and Beck Road intersection,
Similar to above, there s forecasted to be a minimal difference in lraffic volumes generated by 38
new homas compared o 35 new homss,

The properly 1o the west of the subject property Is In the R-1, One-Family Residentlal zoning disirict
and coniadins Waringlon Manor subdlvision, The iImpacis to this subdivision would be consistent
with the impacis described for the subdlvision to the north,

The properiies 1o the east of the subject parcel {across Beck Road) include Briar Polnle Plaza and
Briarwood Village, Briar Pointe Plaza could expertence an incredase in patronage from the residents
of homes developed on the subject property, however the difference in business generated by 38
homes compared to 35 homes is likely negligible. Briarwood Village is an existing residential
development that - similar fo the residential properiies on the south side of Ten Mile Road - would
experience greater Iraffic volumes along Beck and Ten Mlle Roads. Bolh Briar Pointe Plaza and
Briarwood Vilage patrons and residents could find it more difficult to navigate an egress polnls
onto Beck Road as an addilional driveway in the area would lead lo more complicated turning
movement patlems,

Comparlson of Zoning Districts
The following table provides o comparson of the curreni (R-1) and proposed [R-3} zoning
classifications.

R-1 Zoning R-3 Zoning
(Exlsling) {Proposed)
1. One-Famlly detached dwellings [1.65 DU's/ne! acre), Sarne as R-1, bul

2. Farms and gresnhouses [subject jo specific condilions), } one-family
3. publicly ownsed and operaled parks, parkways ond | delached

ouidoor recreationat facllitles. dwellings may be
4, Cemeterles. devsloped ol 2.7
5, Home occupalions, as sef forth and regulaied In | DU'smel acre
Principal  Permitied Section 201 of this Ordinance.
Uses 6. Accessory buildings and uses, customarily incident to

any of lhe above uses.

7. The keeping of horses and ponles (subjeci fo speclilc
condiilons},

8, Family Doy Care Homes, as regulaled pursuan! to MCL
125,583, provided 1he flcensee shall occupy the
dwelling as o residence,

1. Churches [subject fo specllic conditions). Same as R~
2. Public, parochlal and privale elementary m!ermedicaie
or secondary schools {subjecl to speclfic condiflons).

3. Ullily and public service bulldings and uses {subject to
spaciiic condilions).

4. Group day care homes, day care cenlers and adult

Special Land Usas day care centers {sublect to specific conditlons).

5, Private noncommerclal recreational arsas, instiiutionat
or communily recrealion centers, nonprofit swimming
pool clubs, not Including Indoor ice skating rinks and
Indoor fennls courts {subject fo spaclfic condilions),

6. Golf courses (sublect to speclic conditions),

7. Collegss, universitles and oiher such Insfiiullons of
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R<1 Zoning R-3 Zonlng
{Extsiing) {Proposed)
higher learning, publlc and privale subject to specliic . .
condilons}, -

8. Prvale pools shall be permilted as an daccessory use
{subject to speclfic conditions}).

9. Cemeleries [sublacl to specliic conditions).

10, Railroad right-of-way bul not including terminat frelght

faclilties, ransfer and storags fracks.

Mortuary establishments [subject to specific condifions),

12, Bed and breakfasls subject fo the standards of Secllon
2522,

13, Accessory bulldings and uses customarily Incldent to
any of the above permitied uses.

——“—

Minlimum Lot Slze 21,780 square fest 12,000 squane feet
Minimum Lot Widlh 120 fesi 90 fest
Bullding Height 2.5 sledes or 35 feel Same as R-]

Front: 30 tes! Some as R-1

Bullding Selbacks Sides: 15 feet
Rear: 35 leet

infrastruclure Concerns

An inltflal englneering review was done as part of the rezoning with PRO applicallon to andlyze the
Information that has been provided thus far {see altached letlers from engihesring dated January
24, 2012 and January 25, 2012}, The englneering review Indicaied there would be a negligible
increass In ulilily demands as a resull of the proposed rezoning. A full scale enginesiing review
would take place during the course of the Site Plan Revlew process for any development proposed
on the subject property, regardiess of the zoning,

The City's traflic consuliont has reviewed the Rezoning Traffic Tmpact Study and has no issues with
Its methodology. The traffic consultant dees commaent thal aboul half of the iraffic entering the
development In the PM pecak hour can be expecisd o enler vig a left lumn from Beck Road,
requiring an extension of the existing center left-turn lane, There are some other road design Issues
on the concept plan which would need to be addressed If and when a preliminary site plan is
submitted. See ihe iraffic review leler dated June 4, 2012 for additional Information and the
accompanying memo on the proposed Beck Road improvements also dated June 4, 2012,

Natural Features

There are no regulated woodlands or wetlands on the sublect properly, as determined by the Cliy's
environmental consullant in a prior assessment of the site, There dre a number of frees on the sile
but these are not part of ¢ regulated woodland. There Is, however, at least one regulated irse on
the slite. Any proposed development would potenilally Impact a small, non-essential wetland and
the assoclated natural features setback,

The applicant states in thelr submitial that the properly has no nalural means of stormwater
discharge, and so o significant portion of the site wilt have to be comimiited to an on-site retention
basin.  The Cily’s Engineering divislon lypically provides delailed commenis on stormwater
management In thelr review of a preliminary slte plan review,

Development Potentlal
Development under the current R-1 zoning could result in the conslruction of as many as 35 single-

family homes based on the density regulations of the district and the estimated net site area (21,46
acres). It is not known whether the site could be devsloped with 35 ols that meet the dimensional
requirements of the R-1 zoning district. Development under R-3 zoning without a PRO option could
result In as many as 58 single-family homaes, so long as the residential lofs could meet the minimum
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lot area and width slandards for the R-3 distict. The principal permitted uses and special land uses
allowsd within R-1 and R-3 are-the same; the only difference between the development polential
of the two zoning disldcis is the single-family residential denslly permitied, minimum lot slze, and
minimum lot width, ’

The applicant’'s orginal submitial siates that the subject properly has no nalural means of
stormwater discharge, and that a significant porlion of the properly would be utilized by an onsiie
retentlon basin, The gpplicant staies thatl the need for a retention basin wilf limit the portion of the
properly that will be developable regardless of the properly's zoning. The applicant’s mofivation In
seeking the rezoning [based on the argument included In their orginal submiticl) is 1o dllow for
smaller and narrower lofs, and not 1o seek signilicanily higher density or more developable lots,
Howaver, the applicant also contends thatt the density proposed on the PRO concept plan (38 lols)
is necessary o make the development economically feasible.

djor Condilions of Planned Rezoning Overly reement
The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specitic PRO conditions in
conjunction with a rezoning request. The submiltal requirements and the process are codified
under the PRO ordinance (Arlicle 34, Sectlon 3402}, Within the process, which is completely
voluniary by the applicant, the applicant and Clly Council can agres on a series of conditions to
be included as part of the approval,

The applicant Is required fo submit a conceptudt plan and a list of terms that they are willing fo
Inciude with the PRO agreement. The applicant has submitted a concepludl plan showing the
general layout of the Internal roads and lots, the locallons of the proposed retenfion pond and
delention pond, setbacks from Ten Mile and Beck Roads, locatlon of the proposed open space,
and proposed landscaping throughout the development, including detalls for the “pocket park”
on the northwest comer of Ten Mile and Beck Roads. Also included were conceplual renderings of
housing stytes and matedals propased for the development, {See the facade review lelter daled
January 23, 2012 for additional information on the provided renderings.) The applicant’s engineer
drafted a letfter describing the public benefils of the proposed rezoning, The only "terms” or
“conditlons” within the submiltal are the design elements fllustrated on the conceptual plan and
the public benefils outlined in the corresponding letier.

Ordinance Deylations

Saction 3402.D.1.c permils deviations from the stict Inferpretation of the Zoning Ordinance within o
PRO agreement, These deviations must be accompanied by o finding by Clty Councii that “"each
Zoning Crdinance provision sought 1o be deviated would, if the deviaflon were not granied,
prohibif an enhancement of the development that would be In the public interest, and that
approving the deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compalible with the
surrounding areas.” Such devialions must be considsred by Clly Councll, who will make a finding
of whether o include those devialions In a proposed PRO agreement, The proposed PRO
agresment would be consldered by Clly Councll after fentative approval of the proposed
concepi plan and rezoning.

The concepl plan submitied wilh an application for a rezoning with a PRO Is nol required 1o
conlain the same level of detall as o preliminary site plan,  Staff has reviewed the concept plan
inasmuch detall as possible 1o determine what deviailons from the Zoning Ordinance are currently
shown. The applicant may choose to revise the concept plan fo betler comply with the siandards
of the Zoning Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submilied with the understanding that
those deviations would have o be approved by City Council in a proposed PRO agreement, The
following are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance and other applicable ordinances shown on the
concept plan:
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1. Deslgn and Construciion S CS) Wailvers; DCS walvers are requlred for ihe lack of

paved eyebrows, These wa!vers are supporled staff,

Applicant Burden under PRO Ordinance

The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance requires the applicant to demonstrate that cerlain
requirements and siandards are mel, The applicant should be prepared to discuss these items,
espeacially In number 1 below, where the ordinance suggesis that the eghggc:ement under the PRO
request would be unlikely 10 be achieved or would not be assured without utl lzigg the Planned
Rezoning Overlay. Seclion 3402.D.2 states the followmg

L {Sec. 3402.0.2.a] Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other
things, and as determined in the discreflon of ihe Cily Councll, the integrafion of
the proposed land development profect with the charactedstics of the project
areq, and result in an enhancement of the project area as compared fo the
existing zoning, and such enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved or
would not be assured In the absence of the use of a Planned Rezoning Overlay.

2. - {Sec. 3402.0.2.b) Sufficient condlffons shall be Included on and in the PRO Plan
and PRO Agreement on the basls of which the Clly Councll concludes, In ils
discretion, thal, as compared o the exisiing zoning and considering the site
specific land use proposed by the applicant, it would be in the public interest to
grant the Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay, provided, In delfermining
whether approval of a proposed application would be In the public interesf, the
benefits which would reasonably be expected fo accrue from the proposal shall
be bdlanced against, and be found lo clearly oulweigh the reasonably
foreseeable delriments thereof, taking into consideration reasonably accepted
planning, engineering, environmental and other principles, as presented to the
Clty Councll, following recommendaiion by the Planning Commission, and also
taking Into consideration the special knowledge and understanding of the Cliy
by the City Council and Planning Commission.

Public Benefit Under PRO Ordinance

Section 3402:0.2.b states that the City Councit must delermine that the proposed PRO rezoning
would be In the public Inferest and fhe public benstils of the proposed PRO rezoning would clearly
oulweigh the detdmenis. The applicant's englneer submitled a cover letler with the rezoning
application dated December 22, 201 1 noting the following "public benefis":

» Upgraded frontage landscaping

» Pocket park fealure ai promineni intersection

¢ Water main loop connection

+ Palthway conneclions along penmefer roadways

s Houslng siyle upgrade

+ Houslng slze upgrade {minimum 2,400 square feet and up fo 3,500 square feet)

» Provide a plattorm for City-owned arl

s Provide funding toward the complefion of a fulure major non-motorized pathway
connection dlong Ten Mile Road o connect to the ITC corridor {not to exceed $2,000)

¢ Saving landmark maple free located near the northeast corner of the site

¢ Dedicale right-of-way along Beck Road and Ten Mile Road

These proposed bensfits should be welghed against the proposal fo determine if they cleaily
outweligh any deliments of the proposed rezoning. Of the fen benefils listed, two - the pathway
conneclions and water malin loop conneclion - would be requirements of any conceivable
residential subdivision development of the subject properly under exisfing R-1 zoning. Two others -
housing slyle and housing slze upgrade - would be consldered enhancements over the minimum
requirements of the ordinance. (See the facade letter dated January 23, 2012} The remaining




Rezoning 18.701 {R-1 to R-3)} w/ PRO June 4, 2012
Northwest Comer of Ten Mile and Beck Page ¢

benelits — upgraded frontage landscaping, the pocket park al the property’s comer of Ten Mile
and Beck with a display platform for public art, funding for the completion of g non-moftorized
pathway, saving the exsting landmark free and right-of-way dedication along Beck Road and Ten
Mile Road - are enhancements that would beneflt the public that would not be required as part of
a residential developmant under the existing R-1 zoning. However, I should be noted that the
preservalion of the landmark free I something that would be encouraged as part of a
development review and, although not requlred, the right-of-way dedication is typical of residential
developments,

Submittal Requlrement

« The applicant has provided < survey and legal description of the properly it accordance
with subrnittal requirements.

+ Rezoning signs were erected dlong the property's frontage of both Beck Road and Ten Mile
Road In daccordance with submitial requiremenis and In accordance with the public
hearing requirements for the rezoning request.

o A rezoning lrafiic Impact statement was submiffed and reviewed by the Cily's Traffic
Consuttant.

A wiltien statement by the applicant’s engineer has been submitied.

L/A Ao L/,{,VM .
Kfisten Kapelc@kh AICP ~ Planner
kkapelanski@cliyofnovi.org or 248-347-0586
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
June 4, 2012

Englneeting Revised Concept Review
Estates al Greenwood Oadks

Propeity Chargeleristics

« Slle Location: N, of 10 Mile Rd and W, of Beck Rd

» Slle Slze: 21.5 Acres

¢ Plan Date: May 14, 2012
Co ents:

Genaral

1

A full englineering review was nol petformed due fo the limlted Informaltion
provided In this submiital,  Further Informaiion related to the ullliiles,
agsements, elc, will be required to provide o more detailled review.

2 The slte plan shall be desighed In dccorddance with the Deslgn and
Consfruciion Standards {Chapter 11},

3. A right-of-way permit wil be requlred from the Clly of Novi and Oakland
Counly.

4, Differentiate belween project and non-project deldlls by use of shading,
nofailon, elc,

5, Provide ¢ public easerment for all sidewdlks nol locdaled within the right-of-
way or proposed righl-of-way, .

é. A lstter from elther the applican! or the applicant's. englineer must be
submitled with the Preliminary Slte Plan submiital highlighting the changes

. made fo the plans addressing ecch of the comments In This review,

7. Show the exisiing utlililes on the plans and the proposed connecllon to ecch,

8.  Differenllate belwsen existing and proposed ullllles on the plans and
Indlcate proposed conneclions.

?, include easements with liber and page for all uiliitles thal cross parcel
bounddrles and properly fronfagss.

Paving & Grading :
10, Provide paving defalls and cross-sections for the proposed parking ared,

stdewalks, and curbs,
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<1
12,

13,

Revise the transifion from proposed pathway to the exisling pathway from the

- *hook' as shown to d smooth taper.

Provide crosswalks on the E and W side of Warninglon Chrele where it T's Inlo
Hself.

Provide o midblock crossing on Waninglon Clricle where the proposed
sidewalk connects from 10 Mile o Warrington Circle.

Storr Water Manadement Plan

14,

16,

17,

18,

20.

A review of the Slarm Water Management plan and lis respective fecsibllity
was hot conducled due o the lack of Informatlon Included In this submllial
and cannot be approved al this point in fime.

Soll borngs shall be provided for a preliminary review of the constructabliily of
the proposed development, specifically the proposed rsientlon dareaq.
Borings Ideniitying soll fypes, and grounciwaler elevailon should be provided
al the lime of Preliminary Site plan,

The retenilon basin must be constructed In accordance with Chapler 5 of the
Englneering Design Manual which Includes but Is not limifed fo: the abllily o
hold iwo consecuilve 100-ysar flood evenis, have the bottom elevailon of
the basln be 3 feet above ground water level, malnkah 1 fool of freeboard
above the proposed high water level, Include an overflow struclure, be
consiructed In hydrological soll group classlfications type A of lyps B with soll
pemeabilily that promoles percolation of the relalined water and have side
slopes no steeper thal 1Vi4H,

Provide d sheet or shesls filled "Storm Waler Management Plan" {SWMP) that
compllss with the Storm Water Ordinance dand Chapler 5 of the new
Englnesring Deslan Manugl [refer 1o the runoff coefficlents, 1Vi4H dllowable
basin slopes, elc.).

The SWMP must deldll the storm waler system dasign, calculations, detalls,
and maintenance as staled In the ordinance, The SWMP must address the
discharge of slorm waler off-slie, and evidence of Ifs adequacy must be
provided, This should be dohe by compdiing pre- and post-development
discharge rates and volumes. The dreda being used for this off-slte discharge
should be delineated and {he ullimate locatlon of discharge shown,

An adeqguate maintenance dccess route to the basin oullet struciure and
any other prelreatment struclures shall be provided (15 feat wide, maximum
slope of 1V:5H, and able to wiihsland the passcge of heavy equipment).
Verify the dccess route does not conflict with proposed landscaping.

A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of each
storm water basn,, This buffer cannot encroach onto adjacent lots,

Off-Slle Easemenis

2%

Any off-slie easements must be execuled prior to findl approval of the plans,
Drafis shall be submilted al the Hime of the Preliminary Site Plan submitted,

i St bt st
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Please coniael Adam Wayne at (248) 735-5648 with any questions.

o

cc!
Brian Coburn, Englnesring
Kilsteny Kapelanskl, Communily Davelopment Depariment




MEMORANDUM
10: BARB MCBETH, AICP; DEPUTY DIR. COMM. DEV.

FROM: BRIAN COBURN, ENGINEERING MANAGER B

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF REZONING IMPACT ON PUBLIC UTILITIES
"~ REZONING 18.701, THE ENCLAVE, TEN MILE & BECK

L
%!

cityolnovi.org DATE: JANUARY 25, 2012

The Engineering Division has reviewed the planned rezoning overlay {PRO} request for
the 24,242 acres located the northwest comer of Ten Mile and Beck Road. The
applicant is requesting fo rezone 24.242 acres {21.16 acres, nel} from R-1 to R-3 o part
of a planned rezoning overlay. The Master Plon for Land Use indicates a master
planned density of 1.65 unifs per acre, equivalent o the current R-1 zoning on the
property. While the applicant is proposing fo rezone the property to R-3 (2.7 units per
acre density), a concept plan has been provided as part of the PRO which includes 38
lots. ’

Utility Demcainds

A residential equivalent unit [REU) equates to the utility demand from one single family
home. If the area were developed under the current zoning, demand on the utilities for
the site would be about 35 REUs. The proposed R-3 zoning would vield about 58 REUs,
an increase of 23 REUs over the current zoning and the master plan utility demand. The
proposed concept plan submitted as part of the proposed planned rezoning overlay
indicates that 38 lots are proposed for o proposed utility demand of 38 REUs.

Water System :
The project is located within the Intermediate Water Pressure District. Waler service is
currently available from the north on Beck Road and on 10 Mile Road just west of the
site. The proposed rezoning would have minimal impact on avdilable capacity,
prassure and flows in the water system.,

Sainitary Sewer .

The project is located within the Simmons Sanitary Sewer District. Sanitary service is
currently available o the site, located west on Beck Road, The proposed rezoning
would have a minimal impact on the capacily of the downstream sanitary sewer.

summary
“The concept plan provided with the PRO request proposes 38 lofs which is roughly
equivalent to the current zoning. Therefore, the plan would have negligible impact on
the utiliies.
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Barbara McBeth, AICP

Deputy Director of Community Development @ﬂ%
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Rd. BIACHLER ARNOYS
NOV‘, Mi 48375 AEEREEATES, 188,

SUBJECT: Estates at Greenwood Oaks, Ten Mile & Beck Rd,
SP# zcm12-0027, Conceptual PRO Plan, Traffic Review

Dear Ms. McBeth:

At your request, we have reviewed the above and offer the followlng recommendation and
supporting comments,

Recommendation

We recommend approval of the concept plan, subject to subsequent development plans
satisfactorily addressing our bolded comments below,

Site Description v
What is the applicant proposing, and what are the surrounding land uses and road network?

I, The applicant has revised the previous plan based on feedback from City Councll, staff, and
consultants, Thirty-elght (38) single-family home sites are still proposed, but all vehicular
access would not occur via a new, boulevard-style approach to Beck Road. An emergency
vehicle access {using grass pavers) would be provided from the east end of Warrington,
and sidewalk connections would be provided from both Warringten and Graham,

2. As can be seen in the attached aerial photo, neighboring land to the north and west is
developed with single-family homes. Across Beck to the east are more single~family homes
and a community shopping center. The land across Ten Mile to the south is largely
undeveloped, containing only a few Isolated single-family homes,

3. Beck Road — abutting the site on the east — is a 45-mph, two-lane arterlal under the
jurisdiction of the Clty of Novi. Both approaches to Ten Mile Road widen to include a left-
turn lane, through lane, and right-turn lane. In 2010, the northbound approach served

" 11,000 vehicles per day (vpd) and the southbound approach served 9,060 vpd.

4.  Ten Mile — abutting the site on the south — Is a 45-mph, two-lane arterial under the
jurisdiction of the Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC). Both approaches to
Beck Road widen to Include a lefe-turn lane, through lane, and right-turn lane. In 2010, the
eastbound approach served 8,030 vpd and the westbound approach served 7,930 vpd.

Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Latﬁmp Village, M| 48076 2484231776




Estates at Greenwood Qaks, Conceptual PRO Plan, Traffic Review of 6-05-12, page 2

5,

The intersection of Beck and Ten Mile Is controiled by a fully-actuated traffic signal.

Traffic Study and Trip Generation

Was a traffic study submitted and was it acceptable? How much new traffic would be generated?

6.

The applicant’s study was prepared by Wilcox Professional Services, LLC and Is dated
September 15, 2011, The study provides a brief description of area land uses and existing
road conditions, which we have augmented above.

The Wilcox study also provides the trip generation forecast sununarized in Table | befow,
which we have reviewed and found acceptable. (A trip is a one-way vehicular movement
into or out of the site.)

Table I, Trip Generation Forecast

Zoning No.of | Weekday AM Peak-Hour Trips PM Pealc-Hour Trips
Homes Trips In Cut | Total In Out Total
Development Portrayed in Applicant's PRO Plan
SHEEN 9 | 2 36 28 16 44

According to the City of Novi Site Plan and Development Manual, the proposed development
of 38 single-family homes on the subject site does not require a more detailed traffic study,
since none of the forecasted volumes of new peak-hour, peak-direction trips equal or
exceed 75. : ,

Based on prior traffic counts, we expect half of the entering traffic in the PM peak hour —~
|4 vehicles — to turn left Into the development from Beck. Figure X8 in the City's Design
and Construction Standards (DCS) indicates that a center left-turn lane or passing lane Is
required on a two-lane road carrylng 20,000 vehicles per day if the peak-hour entering left-
turn volume is 10 or more vehicles and left turns are not prohibited. Hence, the existing
center feft-turn lane must be extended north to also serve the proposed new
entrance on Beck,

Prior to this review, the City Engineering Division counted 28 southbound vehicles turning
left Into Briar Pointe Plaza ~ just over 200 ft south of the proposed new access location ~
in the PM peak hour, Based on our field-expedient measurements and an aerial photo of
that shopping center, It appears that about 6,300 s.f. of the center are now vacant; that
amount of specialty retail space can be expected to generate a total of elght entering trips
in the PM peak hour, Distributing this additional volume equally among the four possible
entering movements (two on each road) would Increase the counted southbound entering
left-turn volume to 30 vehicles, or an average of one every two minutes,

Vehicular Access Locations
Do the proposed driveway locations meet City spacing standards?

Birchler Arroyo Assaciates, Inc, 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, Ml 48076 248423.1776
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it

12,

The proposed access location on Beck would be 225 ft north of the existing driveway for
Briar Pointe Plaza {from the center of undivided shopping center drive to the north edge of
the proposed median Island in Warrington, the effective centerline of the latter with
respect to entering left turns). The plan should be revised to show 225 ft to the
north edge of the proposed island, rather than 220 ft to the center of the

island. Glven the above comments regarding volumes entering these two
offset access points (i.e., both less than 200 peak-hour trips), the proposed 225-
ft spacing slightly exceeds the City's applicable minimum opposite-side drive-
way spacing (200 ft, per DCS Figure IX.12),

The opposite-side driveway spacing to the north, and the same-side driveway spacing to
both the north and south, are well In excess of City minimums.

Vehicular Access Improvements
Will there be any improvements to the abutting road(s) at the proposed driveway(s)?

13.

Yes. The concept plan proposes improvements to Beck for the purpose of extending the
lefe-turn lane (per comment 9, above), We are providing City staff and the applicant
a separate memo on needed refinements to the proposed road improvements,

Driveway Design
Are the driveways acceptably designed!

14,

No. Per DCS Figure IX.3, a boulevard island In a divided local street has a standard length
of 35 ft and a maximum length of 100 ft; the proposed Island scales 160 {t long, To avoid
the need for a Councll waiver, which we would not support, a 25-ft wide break in the
median should be proposed, starting 35 ft from the istand’s east end. This break
would allow cars (such as police cars) to complete a U turn and return to Beck Road,

. DCS Figure IX.3 also indicates that the standard width of the entering and exiting

roadways within a divided local street Is 24 ft (back-of-curb to back-of-curb), The 22-ft
width proposed is the City-minimum width, which is permitted If the City specifles It or
the applicant “shows cause” for it. Glven the low traific volumes and 35-ft entering and
exiting radil cited In comment |3b, we believe that 22-ft widths would be acceptable here,

. Later plans will need to provide more Information regarding the proposed

emergency access connection from existing Warrington, including but not
necessarily limited to;

a, The proposed alignment and wldth of the grass paver system and Its
easement, Per DCS Figure VIII-K, this emergency drive must be at least |8 ft wide
and lie within a 25-ft-wide easement (part of which could be existing right-of-way),

b. The welght-carrying capability of the grass pavers (minimum of 35 tons),

¢. Location and specifications of the gate required by DCS Figure VHI-K,

Birchler Arvoyo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, M 48076 248.423.1776
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Pedestrian Access
Are pedestrians safely and reasonably accommodated?

17,

Satisfactory sidewalk connectlons are proposed between the development's Internal
stdewalks and those in the nelghboring subdivisions., Connections between the internal
sidewalks and the abutting arterial sidewalks are also proposed along both sides of
Warrington and along the east side of the southwest open space.

The sidewalk along the south side of the boulevard section should be realigned
to meet the sidewalk proposed along the undlivided section of Warrington.
Sidewalk stubs should be proposed on the west side of the first internal
Intersection, and the proposed north-south sidewalk stub on the east side of
that intersection should be eliminated,

. The proposed transitions between the existing sidewalks near Beck and the new walks to

be placed near the edges of the expanded right-of-way are too abrupt — Involving a right-
angle turn followed by a very small-radius curve ~ and will result in both pedestrians and
bikes wearing more direct paths In the grass. Longer and smoother sidewalk

transitions should be provided, preferably using a larger-radlus reverse curve,

Circulation and Parking

Can vehicles safely and conveniently maneuver through the site?

20,

The proposal to not provide the eyebrows that would normally be required at
the northwest, southwest, and southeast 0-ft-radius bends In Warrington
Clrcle will require a Councll walver of DCS Section {1-194(a)(8).

21, All parties are advised that the absence of eyebrows at the three bends will
require the posting and effective enforcement of no parking along both sides of
the street through the bends, to ensure adequate mobility for both fire trucks
and moving vans,

Sincerely,

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC,

K [l B

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP Willlam A, Stimpson, P.E.
Vice President Director of Traffic Engineering

Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, Ml 48076 248.423,1776




DATE:
TO:

FROM:

_ Bl
June 4, 2012 Bﬂ

Barhara McBeth, AICP, Deputy Director of Communily Development ﬂ
Brian Cobum, P.E., Engineering Manager | BIRCRLER ABADYO

REFRLIRTES, 1o,

Willlam Stimpson, P.E., Director of Traffic Enginesring

SUBJECT:  Estates at Greenwood Oaks, Conceptual PRO Plan of May 2012, Detailed Comments

on Proposed Beck Road Improvements

Please pass these comments along to the applicant’s engineer and any City staff with a need to
know. We did not feel that the Planning Commission or City Council needed to absorb or
address these detalls, but wanted to see our comments incorporated into future plans sooner
rather than later.

al

On all applicable plan sheets, the spacing reference for the new drive should be
the bacl of curb along the north edge of the proposed boulevard island.
This will have the effect of shifting the center-lane “angle points” to the
south by 5 ft (i.e., the ones that are 35 ft and 305 ft north of the reference).

Per the third hote under DCS Figure [X.3, a local street Intersecting an arterlal
street (such as Beck) shall have 35-ft entering and exiting radil; 25-ft radii are
now proposed,

On the west side of Beck, the back of curb of the curbing parallel to the
centerline should be 32 ft from the physical centerline, not 30 ft, {In DCS
Figbre [X.11, dimension G is the pavement wlidth to the lip of the Novi-standard 30-
inch curb and gutter; this is needed In order to provide |2-ft lane widths, excluding
the gutter pan, at least west of the road's physical centerline,)

Accommodating comment ¢ will require the nose of the proposed boule-
vard island to be set back anather 2 ft (to malntain the standard 12-ft offset).

To comply with DCS Figure 1X,11, the proposed curb and gutter north of
the access should have a “curb ending” 10 ft into the 25-ft-long decelera-
tlon lane, and not extend the full length of that lane.

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC. ¢ 28021 Southfleld Rd,, Lathrup Village, MI 48076 ¢ 248-423-1776
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f. The existing lanes should be realistically portrayed with respect to the type
and number of stripes, and the true resulting lane widths; for example, the
center lane Is now shawn a questlonably narrow 9 ft wide at the shopping center
drive, possibly reflecting field-expedient measurements between the inside edges of
the double striping used to mark each slde of the two-way left-turn lane, rather than
the effective width referenced from center of double stripe to center of double stripe,
Also, the exlsting edge line and paved shoulder along the east side of the road need to
be shown and maintained (see attached surface photo),

g Proposed revisions to the existing strlping need to be clearly shown, with
an indication of just what existing striping will need to be ground off. All
proposed lanes should be 1112 ft wide,

Please be advised that we have evaluated the forecasted PM peak-hour entering left-turn
volumes at Warrington and at the shopping center against the respective opposing through
volumes, The ITE-recommended nomograph that facilicates this analysis indicates the need for
“stacking” one vehicle northbound and two vehlcles southbound. Making the worst-case
assumption that one of the vehicles in each direction Is a WB-50 tractor-trailer and the second
vehicle southbound is a car, the desired stacking space would be 75 ft northbound and 100 ft
southbound, The avallable space between these two stacking areas happens to be (225-75-
100=) 50 ft. Given these findings, we recommend that serious consideration be given to
striping a 75-ft-long left-turn-only lane northbound for Warrington and a 100-ft-long left-turn-
only lane southbound for the shopping center drive, separated by a 50-ft-long double-yellow
taper, This would enhance safety by deterring left-turn vehicles from entering the “interlock”
area between drives too soon. A more detailed rendition of the preceding concept can be
developed once the other items listed above have been satisfactorily addressed.

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC, ¢ 28021 Soulhfield Rd,, Lathrup Village, M! 48076 & 246-423-1776
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- PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
January 6, 2012
Revised Concept Landscape Review
Estates at Greenwood QOaks
ZCM#12-27

Petitioner

Beck Ten Land, LLC {Howard Fingeroot and Willlam Anderson)

Review Type

Rezoning Request from R-1 {One-Family Residential) to R-3 {One-Family Residential) with
Planned Rezoning Overlay {PRO) option

Propefly Characteristics

Site Location:
Site Zoning:

Northwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road
R-1, One-Family Residential

Adjoining Zoning:  North: R-1; East {cicross Beck Road): R-1, B-1; West R-1;

Current Site U

South {across Ten Mile Roady): R-1
se:  Vacant Land

Adjoining Uses: North: Greenwood Oaks Subdivision; East (across Beck Road): Briar

Pointe Plaza, Brarwood Village; Wesht Warington Manor
Subdivision: South {across Ten Mile Road): Single-Family Homes,

4 Vacant
School Diskict: Novi Community School District
Site Size: 24.24 gross acres, 21.46 net acres
Plan Date: 12/22/2012
Recommendation
Approval of the P.RO. Site Plan for Estales al Greenwood Ouaks ZCM#12-27 s

recommended, The Applicant must address outstanding issues detalled below on
subsequent submittals,

QOrdinance Conslderations
Public Beneills as oste the cant

1. Upgraded Frontage Landscaping:

2

9

L4

L4

A forty [40') landscape buffer is required dlong the frontages of Ten Mile
and Beck Road. The Applicant has proposed « fifty foot {50') buffer.

A four foot {4’} tall berm is proposed along the frontage of Ten Mile and
Beck Road, The berm meets ordinance requirements.

Trees have been proposed on the berms. No shrubs or perennials have
been proposed. These must be added to meet the requirement and
intent as stated in the Ordinance and Landscape Design Manudl,

The Applicant has proposed o fotal of 277 Green Giant Arborvitae along
the frontages of Ten Mile and Beck Road. These plantings are arranged In



Concept Landscape Plan June 5, 2012
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2,

& W

5,
6.

a single file row, closely placed dlong the edge of the sidewalk and right-
of-way. When malure, these evergreen rees will provide a complete
dense screen to da potential height of 50°, effectively isolaling the
developmeni. The Planning Commission may wish to discuss if this design
Is consistent with ordinance and/or Master Plan intent and thelr vision for
the property.

¢ Decorative brick walls and pillars have been proposed at access points
for internal walkways and intermittently dlong both main frontages.

Pocket Park Features:

« located at the inferseclion of Ten Mile and Beck Road, this space
includes a walkway and benches, The Applicant’s correspondence
indicates thal «a platform will be provided in this space to allow for the
placement of arlwork by the Clly of Novi.

¢« The Applicant intends 1o preserve dlf of the existing mature trees at the
comner localion, These planiings include large Walnuts, evergreens and
one Landmark Maple, Please note these trees o be preserved on the
plans,

« A small plaza area was originally proposed on a previously submitted
concept plan at an area overlooking the retention pond / welland. This
has been removed from the currently proposed plan.

Water Main Loop Connection: No comment,

Pathway Connectllons dlong Perimeter Roadway: A proposed pathway s
located at the southwest corner of the site that links the development to Ten Mile
Road. On an initial concept plan, the walkway was curvilinear rather than
straight. The curvilinear design is preferred by staff,

Housing Style Upgrade: No comment,

Housing Size Upgrade: No comment,

Adiacent to Resldential = Buffer (Sec, 2509.3.4.)

1,

The project site is adjacent to residential uses, As such, no landscape buffer is
required between this property and the propertles to the north and west,

Adlacent to Public Righis-of-Way - Berm (Wall} & Buffer {Sec, 2509.3.b.)

1.
2,
3.

Both Ten Mile and Beck are major thoroughfares. A forly foot {40} landscape
buffer is required dlong both frontages. A 50' buffer has been proposed.

A minimum 4' tall berm with a minimum 4' crest Is required within the landscape
buffer, The Applicant has met this requirement,

Cdlculations for buffer landscape requiremenis have been provided. A canopy
or large evergreen tree Is required at 1 per 35 inear feel; a sub-canopy tree is
required at | per 20 linear feet,

Decoralive brick piers and walls have been proposed at the pedestrian access
points and comer pockel park.

Section 2404 RUD of the ordinance slales that parf of the intent of the RUD
ordincnce is to preserve rural community character and to reduce the visudl
Intensity of development. The Planning Commission may wish to discuss if the
walls, piers and linecar evergreen plantings are in keeping with the Intent of the
ordinance,
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6. There appedars to be conflicts with a proposed linear shrub row and the exisﬂr{q

trees stated as beind preserved. This occurs al the southeast corner of the site,
Please adjust the shrub placement so as not to conflict with the existing trees,

7. ltls the intent of the Ordinance and Landscape Dasign Manudl that all berms be
lanted with o combination of vegstation o include lrees, shiubs, perennigls

and groundcovers. The Applicant must include understory plantings along with
the proposed Irees on the berms in order o meet this Intent,

Street Tree Requirements {Sec, 2509.3.b.)
1. One sireet free is required at 1 per 35 linear feet both along the major frontages
and dlong the proposed interior roads.

Parking Landscape (Sec, 2509.3.¢.)

1. This section of the ordinance Is not applicable as no parking lots are proposed.

Bullding Foundation Landscape (Seg. 2509.3.d.)
1. This section of the ordinance is not applicable as no commercial / institutional
buildings are proposed,

Retentlon Basin Planting (LDM)
1. Clusters of large hatlve shrubs are required ground the retention basin, The
plantings are {o be arranged densely and placed at and above the high waier
elevation of the basin, _ Clusters must cover 70 to 758% of the basin dm areq,

Please refer to the Landscape Design Manudl for dll basin requirements.  The
Applicant must provide these plantings.

Plant List {LDM}
1. The Plant List meets the requirements of the Ordinance and Landscape Design
Manual,

Planting Delalls & Notatlons (LDM)
1. Planfing Details and Nolations meet the requirements of the Ordinance and
Landscape Design Manudl,
2. Please revise the planting detdlls to speclfy only fabric guying material.

nigation {Sec, 2509 b
1. All common landscape areas are required to be inigated. Please provide an
Irrigation Plan upon subsequent submittals,

Generadl .
1. Final financial requirements will be verified upon subsequent submittals,

This review is a summary and not intended to substitute for any Crdinance. For the
landscape requirements, see the Zoning Ordinance landscape section on' 2509,
Landscape Design Manual and the appropriate items in the applicable zoning
classification. Also see the Woodland and Welland review comments.

Reviewed by: David R, Beschke, RLA
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June 8, 2012

TO: Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community Development

RE: Estales at Gresnwood Oaks -

SP#: ZCM12-0027
Preject Description:

Proposed addition of 38 single family detached site condominiums on
24,242 gross acres.

Comments:

1. The roadway route thru the subdivision (Warrington Circle) is
acceptable by minimum width requirements and turning radius for
Fire Apparatus, however: Secondary Emergency Vehicle Access
lane oh west side, connection to Warrington Dr, and the
Warrington Manor Subdivision is not connecting properly to
Warrington Circle. Detailed plans would be needed for review
prior to approval. ltem can be addressed at Pre-Application
meeting.

2. Fire Hydrants and water mains are not indicated on plan set. This
item can also be added for final review.

Recommendation:

The above site plan has been reviewed and will need modifications
hefore final site plan can be reviewed and approved. Complete
engineering plans would be needed for a thorough review and
recommendation. ltems #1 & 2, listed above would need to be addressed
by applicant. This submittal Is also in reference to ZCM11-0033, 11-0039,
& 11-0040.

Sincerely,

Andrew Copeland — Inspector/CFPE
City of Novi — Fire Dept.

ce:  file



Environmenial Consuliing & Technology, Inc.
November 15, 2011

Ms. Barbara Mc¢Beth

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, M! 48375

Re: Wetland Review for Estates at Greenwood Oaks Cancept/PRC ZCM 11-39, 11-40

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT} has reviewed the proposed Estates at
Greenwood Qaks ZCM 11-38 and 11-40 Planned Rezoning Overlay {PRO), {Plan), prepared by
Beck Ten Land LLC and A-Team Associates, LLC. The Plan is date-stamped by the engineer
October 21, 2011 ECT previously visited the site in February 2010 for a wetland boundary
verification and revisited the site on November 8, 2011, The following is a summary of our
findings.

Site Comments: :

The proposed project site is mostly idle field with scattered shrubs and a few trees, One small
wetland {Figure 1) was found near 10-Mile Road in an area labeled on the Plan as “Retention
Area.” This small wetland is approximately 80-feet in diameter, or less than 5,000 square feet
{0.12-acre) (Figure 2). Dominant vegetation includes reed canary grass (Phalarus arundinacae),
common reed (Phalarus arundinacae), and a small clump of black willow (Salix nigra). Hydric
soils consisted of mucky loam, containing high organic matter content, and oxidized roots met a’
primary wetland hydrology criterion.

Regulatory Status

The wetland identified in the field does not appear to be directly connected to or within 500
feet of a lake, stream or pond. Therefore, ECT does not believe the wetland is regulated by the
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality MDEQ). ECT believes it is City regulated on the
basis of meeting one essentiality criterion: it provides a hydrologic {stormwater storage)
function,

Permits

According to the Novi Wetland Ordinance (Ordinance}, Section 12-171(a}:. “It shall be untawful
for any person to conduct any activities within a watercourse or wetland location without first
having obtained a use permit upon proper application.”

ECT believes impacts o the wetland-described In this report would require a Minar Use Wetfand
permit and Authorization to Encroach into the 25-foot Natural Features Setback.

Comments and Recommendution
1. The wetland and 25-foot natural features setback should be mapped and shown on the
Plan.




Estates at Greenwood Oaks ZCM 11-39 and 131-40
Wetland Review
November 15, 2011

Page 2

2.

The proposed Novi Crossing pioject would potentially impact a small {approximately
0.12-acre} emergent wetland and surrounding 25-Foot Natural Features Setback,
consisting mostly of shrubs and small trees, adjacent to 10-Mile Road. Based on the Plan
submitted, it Is not clear how much additional water would be added to the wetland
area and what impacts, if any the additional volume might have on 10-Mile Road. it
appears highly likely the additional volume would far exceed the current conditions. it is
not clear how much would infiltrate the soil as opposed to ponding on the surface. This
needs to be evaluated. - ‘

The wetland has no outlet but, according to the Plan, it is connected to another
depression south of 10-Mile Road by way of a pipe beneath the road. The pipe appears
to flow from south to north. The applicant needs to evaluate the potential for flooding
of the wetland, its surrounding area, and the need for an off-site cutlet to handle excess
wetland flooding. ‘

ECT believes the proposed project is permittable with respect to the City's Wetland
Ordinance and the Natural Features Setback provisions of the Zoning Ordinance,
provided the issues described in the above comments are addressed and satisfactorily
resolved.

ECT’s determination does not preciude the need for other applicable permits. Although we do
not believe the subject wetland is state regulated, the MDEQ makes its own determination of
what is or is not a regulated wetland the applicant is encouraged to contact that agency
concerning the regulatory status of the wetland described in this report.

If you have questions or comments, please contact us.

Respectiully,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Jlow Frenllnl

J:ahn A,

Freeland, Ph.D., PWS

Environmental Sciengist.
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Figure 1. Wetland In the area designated as proposed “Retentlon” on the Plan. North of 10-Mile
road, Ioekmg north (ECT February 12, 2010)

Figure 2. Approximate wetland boundary in area designated as proposed “Retention” on the
Plan, The boundary observed in 2010 was near the 953 topographic contour,
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Environmental Consulting & Technology, inc.

November 15, 2011

Ms. Barbara McBeth

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi .

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, Ml 48375

Re: Woodland Review for Estates at Greenwood Qaks Concept/PRO ZCM 11-39, 11-40

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the proposed Estates at
Greenwood Oaks ZCM 11-39 and 11-40 Planned Rezoning Overlay {PRO), (Plan), prepared by
Beck Ten land LLC and A-Team Assaciates, LLC, The Plan is date-stamped by the engineer
October 21, 2011 ECT previously visited the site in February 2010 for a Woodland Inspection
revisited the site on November 8, 2011, The followingis a summary of our findings, -

Site Comments:

According to the City of Novi Official Woodlands Map, the site does not contain Regulated
Woodlands, However, one sugar maple on the corer of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road exceeds
the 36" dbh and Is considered a landmark tree {see attached photo). Per the Woodland
Protection Ordinance Sec. 37-4(b}, this tree is regulated by virtue of its size, regardless of
whether or not is occurs in regulated woodland. Several other large black walnuts, maples, and
pines were observed on the property but were not large enough to be considered landmark
trees. :

Proposed Impacts: ‘

The proposed site plan does hot contain complete information regarding tree size and location.
Located in the southeast corner of the property, the Iandmark sugar maple’s critical root zone
may be impacted by grading activities associated with other proposed site infrastructure. If the
tree's critical root zone (area defined by longest drip line radius plus one foot) cannot be
protected, then the Applicant may choose to leave the tree to see if it survives or remove the
tree during construction. For either scenario, assuming the tree's critical root zone cannot be
completely protected, the Applicant will be requived to provide 4 woodland replacement
credits,

Several items must be provided in the subsequent Preliminary Site Plan to comply with site plan
standards outlined in the updated Chapter 37 Woodland Protection Ordinance. Currently, the
Concept Plan does not provide a method for protecting the regulated maple tree if it is to
remain during construction, the location & critical root zone/elevation at the base/condition of
the regulated maple tree, the number of replacement credits that will be provided if the maple
tree is proposed for removal, cost estimate for the provision of these replacement credits, and
species/quantities/sizes of replacement materials,
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Required Permits:
Based on information provided on the Plan and field review of the site, the proposed project
requires a City of Novi Woodlands Use Parmit.

Conclusion: .

ECT believes that one large sugar maple tree in the southeast corner of the property js regulated
under the Woodland Protection Ordinance and requires a Woodland Use Permit if its critical
root zone cannot be adequately protected. Additional information outlined above must be
provided in the Preliminary Site Plan to meet the site plan standards of the Woodland
Protection Ordinance. Since the tree occurs near the sidewalk at the edge of the property, ECT
suggests that the effort is made to avoid impacting the critical root zone and save the tree. ECT
recommends approval of the PRO Plan, conditional on the Applicant’s satisfactory adoption of
the recommendations described above in the Preliminary Site Plan.

If you have questions, please contact us,
Respectfully,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

John A, Freeland, Ph.D,, PWS Martha Holzheuer
Environmental Scientist Certified Arborist
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Photo 1. Landmark maple tree at the corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road, facing south {ECT,

February 2010}
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Phone: (248} 880-6523
E-Muil: dnead@drnardiifeciscom

March 19, 2012

City of Novi Planning Department
45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.
Novi, MI  48375-3024

Re:  The Estates at Greenwood Oaks — PRO Request (2™ Review)
Dear Ms. McBeth;

We have reviewed the applicant’s letter dated December 22, 2011, specifically items 5
and 6 on page 3, that describe the additional public benefit offered by the proposed PRO
Agreement. Our first review included six photographs refeired to in the applicant’s letter
as “samples of specific home elevations that may accompany the PRO document.” For
this 2™ review those 6 photographs have been replaced with 4 models; “Torino II” (3,500
S.F.), Turnberry (2,675 S.F.), Seville (2,600 S.F.) and Springhaven (2,860 S.F.). Upto 5
alternate elevations are provided for each of the above models. The threshold for
approval used for this review can be found in Section 3402.D.2.a of the City of Novi’s
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Ordinance, which reads;

3402.D.2.a - Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, and as detervined in the
discretion of the City Council, the integration of the proposed land development project with the
characteristics of the project area, and result in an enhancement of the praject area as compared to the
existing zoning, and such enhancement would be wunlikely to be achieved or would not be assured in the
absence of the use of a Planned Rezoning Overlay

The subject property is bounded by to the Greenwood Oaks Subdivision on the north and
west. Both the existing subdivision and the PRO property fall within the R-1 Zoning
District. Homes constructed in the PRO would fall under the City’s “Similar/Dissimilar”
Ordinance, Section 303. This Ordinance sets minimum standards for size (square
footage), quality of materials, and design diversity for single family detached dwellings.
In order to meet the above threshold homes within the PRO would have to be considered
an enhancement compared to the minimum requirements of the Similar Dissimilar
Ordinance. *

Size (square footage) - Section 303.1.g.1 of the Ordinance requires that a proposed
home’s size be within 75% of the average square footage of homes within a 350 foot
radius (measured lot line to lot line). The average square footage of homes in the adjacent
Greenwood Oaks Subdivision was calculated to be approximately 2,950 square feet.
Based on this the minimum square footage for the homes in the PRO would be
approximately 2,212 square foot. The exact figures may vary slightly depending on the
particular lot’s location. Approximately 40% of the lots in the PRO are located more than
350 from lots in Greenwood Oaks and would not be affected by this minimum square
footage.

Page 1 of 3



The applicant has stated that they “will agree to a minimum building size of 2,400 S.F,
excluding the basement” (the basement is always excluded). It is assumed that this
minimum has been increased by this submittal to 2,600 S.F., the size of the smallest
model provided. This new proposed minimum square footage is approximately 17.5%
greater than the minimum required area. Therefore, the proposed minimum of 2,600
square foot would represent an enhancement compared to the minimum required
by the Ordinance. The applicant should provide scaled floor plans for the proposed
buildings to clarify the actual square footage.

Quality of Materials — Section 303.1.g.2 of the Ordinance requires that the type of
materials used not be “grossly dissimilar” to those used in the surrounding area. The
relative percentage of brick or stone is one measure of this. The average percentage of
brick or stone on homes in Greenwood Oaks is approximately 65% on the front facades
with brick extending to the second floor belt line on the side and rear facades. The
revised models appear to represent a reduction in the percentage of brick on the front
facades as compared to the original submittal. The original examples were approximately
90% to 100% brick or stone on the front facades whereas the revised facades are on
average approximately 80 % brick or stone. Examples of the side and rear facades were
not provided. The revised facades show less extensive use of architectural features such
as full rettrn Queen Ann cornices, stone window surrounds, decorative columns,
balustrades, decorative brick coursing. The continuous limestone sill that appeared on
two prior models as noted in our prior review has been eliminated. A similar brick sill
appears on the new “Seville” model. These architectural features represent an important
aspect of the proposed quality of design and it is important that the type and extent of
these features be maintained on the homes constructed. Assuming that all models will
have brick extending to the second floor belt line on the side and rear facades, and
that the extent and type of architectural features shown in the examples will be
maintained on all models, it is our recommendation that the proposed materials and
architectural features would be considered an marginal enhancement over the
minimum required by the Ordinance. However, the degree of enhancement is less that
that evidenced by the prior submittal. As with the prior submittal, side and rear elevations
were not provided. The applicant should provide scaled elevations to clarify the
percentage of brick on the side and rear facades.

Design Diversity (Similar Dissimilar Ordinance) - Section 303.2 of the Ordinance
requires that nearby homes (two on the left, two on the right and any across the street that
overlap by 50%) not be “substantially similat” in appearance to the proposed home. The
applicant has provided four different floor plans, each with several alternate facades. A
total of 20 facades are provided, of which approximately 13 would be considered
dissimilar with respect to the Ordinance. These facades offer significantly greater
diversity as compared to the prior submittal. We believe that commpliance with the
Ordinance could readily be achieved with these choices.
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If a uniform distribution of ALL of the elevations were to occur this would represent a
significant enhancement with respect to this aspect of the Ordinance. However, in reality
uniform distribution is unlikely to occur due to the relative popularity of some models.
Therefore, a minimum distribution must be assumed. If the applicant were to agree to a
greater degree of distribution; for example three on the left, three on the right and any
across the street that overlap by 50%, this would be considered an enhancement over the
current Ordinance.

Summary — The proposed home models represent a marginal enhancement in 2 of the 3
criteria discussed above; size and quality of materials. With respect to design diversity, it
is agsumed that minimum ordinance requirements will be met. Given the large number of
dissimilar facades provided, greater diversity can reasonably be expected. We would
encourage that the applicant to consider assuring such a a greater degree of diversity; for
example by modifying the Similar - Dissimilar Ordinance standards as describe herein
and/or by master planning the entire subdivision.

Recommendation — It is our recommendation that the proposed homes marginally
meet the PRO’s requirement of achieving a higher standard that would net
otherwise be achieved under the current Ordinance Requirements,

We recommend that definitive (less subjective) guidelines and standards for size, design
diversity including the extent and type of architectural features, and quality of materials,
including drawings and illustrations, be developed by the applicant and included in any
PRO Agreement, as required by the PRO Ordinance.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call.

Sincexely,
DRN &Assouates Architects PC

Dougf’ s R. Necci, AIA
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June 6, 2012

TO: Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community Deveiépment

RE: Estates at Greenwdod Daks

SP#:. ZCM12-0027

Project Description:

Proposed addition of 38 single family detached site condominiums on
24.242 gross acres,

Comments:

1. The roadway route thru the subdivision (Warrington Circle) is
acceptable by minimum width requirements and turning radius for
Fire Apparatus, however: Secondary Emergency Vehicle Access
lane on west side, connection to Warrington Dr, and the
Warrington Manor Subdivision is not connecting properly to
Warrington Circle. Detailed plans would be needed for review
prior to approval. ltem can be addressed at Pre-Application
meeting.

2. Fire Hydrants and water mains are not indicated on plan set. This
item can also be added for final review.

Recommendation:

The above site plan has been reviewed and will need modifications
before final site plan can be reviewed and approved. Complete
engineering plans would be needed for a thorough review and
recommendation. ltems #1 & 2, listed above would need to be addressed
by applicant. This submittal is also in reference to ZCM11-0033, 11-0039,
& 11-0040.

Sincerely,

Andrew Copeland — Inspector/CFPE
City of Novi — Fire Dept.

co file



DATE: June 4, 2012 mg
iHE

TO: Barbara McBeth, AICP, Deputy Director of Community Development
Brian Cobum, P.E., Engineering Manager BIRCHLER ARROYO
FROM: William Stimpson, P.E., Director of Traffic Engineering

SUBJECT: Estates at Greenwood Oaks, Conceptual PRO Plan of May 2012, Detailed Comments
on Proposed Beck Road Improvements

Please pass these comments along to the applicant’s engineer and any City staff with a need to
know. We did not feel that the Planning Commission or City Council needed to absorb or
address these details, but wanted to see our comments incorporated into future plans sooner
rather than later.

a.  On all applicable plan sheets, the spacing reference for the new drive should be
the back of curb along the north edge of the proposed boulevard island.
This will have the effect of shifting the center-lane “angle points” to the
south by 5 ft (i.e, the ones that are 35 ft and 305 ft north of the reference).

b. Per the third note under DCS Figure 1X.3, a local street intersecting an arterial
street (such as Beck) shall have 35-ft entering and exiting radii; 25-ft radii are
now proposed.

¢. On the west side of Beclq, the baclc of curb of the curbing parallel to the
centerline should be 32 ft from the physical centerline, not 30 ft. (In DCS
Figure IX.11, dimension G is the pavement width to the lip of the Novi-standard 30-
inch curb and gutter; this is needed in order to provide 12-ft lane widths, excluding
the gutter pan, at least west of the road’s physical centerline.)

d. Accommodating comment ¢ will require the nose of the proposed boule-
vard island to be set back another 2 ft (to maintain the standard |2-ft offset).

e. To comply with DCS Figure IX.11, the proposed curb and gutter north of

the access should have a “curb ending” 10 ft into the 25-ft-long decelera-
tion lane, and not extend the full length of that fane.

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC. ¢ 28021 Southfield Rd., Lathrup Village, Ml 48076 4 248-423-1776



Estates at Greenwood Oaks - Conceptual PRO Plan, Additional Traffic Review Comments, page 2

f.  The existing lanes should be realistically portrayed with respect to the type
and number of stripes, and the true resulting lane widths; for example, the
center lane is now shown a questionably narrow 9 ft wide at the shopping center
drive, possibly reflecting field-expedient measurements between the inside edges of
the double striping used to mark each side of the two-way left-turn lane, rather than
the effective width referenced from center of double stripe to center of double stripe.
Also, the existing edge line and paved shoulder along the east side of the road need to
be shown and maintained {see attached surface photo).

g. Proposed revisions to the existing striping need to be clearly shown, with
an indication of just what existing striping will need to be ground off. All
proposed lanes should be [1-12 ft wide.

Please be advised that we have evaluated the forecasted PM peak-hour entering left-turn
volumes at Warrington and at the shopping center against the respective opposing through
volumes. The ITE-recommended nomograph that facilitates this analysis indicates the need for
“stacking” one vehicle northbound and two vehicles southbound. Making the worst-case
assumption that one of the vehicles in each direction is a WB-50 tractor-trailer and the second
vehicle southbound is a car, the desired stacking space would be 75 ft northbound and 100 ft
southbound. The available space between these two stacking areas happens to be (225-75-
[00=) 50 ft. Given these findings, we recommend that serious consideration be given to
striping a 75-ft-long left-turn-only lane northbound for Warrington and a 100-ft-long left-turn-
only lane southbound for the shopping center drive, separated by a 50-ft-long double-yellow
taper. This would enhance safety by deterring left-turn vehicles from entering the “interfock”
area between drives too soon. A more detailed rendition of the preceding concept can be
developed once the other items listed above have been satisfactorily addressed.

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC, ¢ 2802t Southfield Rd., Lathrup Village, Mi 48076 4 248-423-1776
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, JUNE 18, 2012 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS — NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. TEN MILE ROAD

Mayor Gatt called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: Mayor Gatt, Mayor Pro Tem Staudi, Council Members Casey,
Fischer, Margolis, Mutch, Wrobel

ALSO PRESENT: Clay Pearson, City Manager
Victor Cardenas, Assistant City Manager
Tom Schuiltz, City Attorney

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CM-12-06-090 Moved by Fischer, seconded by Casey; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:

To approve the Agenda as amended with the addition of two items.
Under Interviews for Board and Commissions, item 2 added, Ted
Zuchlewski, Planning Commission and under Matters for Council
Action, item 8 added, Approval to purchase two tax foreclosed
properties from Oakland County.

Roll call vote on CM-12-06-090 Yeas: Staudt, Casey, Fischer, Margolis,
Mutch, Wrobel, Gatt
Nays: None
AUDIENCE COMMENT:

Dennis Ringvelski, 24359 Nantucket Dr., spoke about the request from Beck Ten Land,
LLC. He had not seen the new agreement. He understood that one of the new
provisions will be a separate entryway onto Beck Road for the proposed subdivision
under the new agreement. He approved it and was glad that it has happened. He was
concerned about the use of the name of Greenwood Ocks in the advertising or
naming of the subdivision. Greenwood Oaks would be a separate entity.

MATTERS FOR COUNCIL ACTION:

2. Approval of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for ZCM12-02 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.701 to rezone property in Section 20, on the northwest corner of
Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-
Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. The property totals 24.24
acres and the applicant is proposing a 38 unit single-family residential
development. '

City Manager Pearson said this is a review of this Planned Rezoning Overlay at the
northwest corner of Ten and Beck. It is all residential development. The petitioner has
done their best to incorporate the access onfo Beck Road. There is going to be



Regular Meeting of the Council of the City of Novi
Monday, June 18, 2012 Page 2

emergency access and sidewalk connections. He thought it showed a lot of
confidence in building this residential development,

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said that a few months ago we had this discussion and the
developer has returned. The name of Greenwood Oaks is gone. He could support this.
It went beyond the scope of what Council asked for. This is the end of a long saga of
this particular corner. We have a proven development group working on this who has
done other work in Novi.

Member Fischer echoed the sentiments of Mayor Pro Tem Staudt. A lot of work has-
gone into this from staff and the petitioner. This kind of development fits into the
problem of “pocket developments”. It can cause some friction between the
developer and the residents who are there. Any time the developer goes back 1o the
drawing board they have to be commended for those efforts. Last discussion he had
some problems of the access and size and elevations. He confirmed that there were
no houses under 2,600 square feet with the petitioner. Attorney Schultz said they could
handle the naming administratively. Member Fischer said this confirms no commercial
development on that corner. He would support this.

Member Wrobel said it was a long process and they were almost there. [t addressed
the issues that the residents spoke about. It is a good plan going forward and he will
support it.

Member Mutch said he would not support the plan as proposed. He recognized that
the applicant did take into consideration the comments of the residents. He reviewed
the three key points that were not addressed through this plan. He said the first one
was the density. We are setting precedent through the PRO process to allow an R-1
density to get more units than what our Master Plan allows. We were looking at about
25 to 28 units under the R-1 density. It is a difference of about ten units. The second
issue was that there is no buffer between existing homes and proposed homes. There is
room on this site to shift the lots to permit a buffer. The buffer is going to the houses on
Ten Mile and Beck. It was not incorporated in the plan. The third issue is the PRO
benefit. The PRO Zoning Ordinance doesn't exist as a vehicle to get around our Zoning
Standards or our Master Plan. A key consideration of the PRO Ordinance is it derives a
benefit for the City at large and noft just for the applicant or adjoining residents. It is a
benefit that it is not being developed as commercial. But when you go through the
remaining list of items that are stated as public benefit, most of them accrue to the
development or to the future development. It is not what he envisioned the PRO
approval process is supposed to look like. The only things he can point fo as a
permanent actual benefit is the pocket park at the corner and the $9,000 towards
sidewalk connections. We have put in 600 feet of sidewalks that the developer would
normally have to put in as part of this development. [t is probably around $50,000 in
sidewalks the City put in for this property. It is a cost they won't have to bear. He said
there was another $17,000 in easements that the City acquired. We are not getting
back to us from this development. Because of the three key points he described, he will
not support the plan as presented.



Regular Meeting of the Council of the City of Novi
Monday, June 18, 2012 Page 3

Member Margolis said she will support the development. She appreciated the
‘developer working with the residents and staff to bring this to fruition. A new
development in Novi is something they didn't expect to see for a few years. As a
homeowner in Novi, the fact that people want to invest in Novi only helps all of us. She
is comfortable with the density and closely matches the Master Plan density. She liked
the fact that it is a residential development. The buffering around the outside of this
development makes sense and other subdivisions are not usually buffered from other
subdivisions. She saw that the traffic study talked about the center left furn lane and it
needed to be extended. She confirmed that with the developer was willing to do that.
She asked the City Attorney about the wording, “tentative indication that Council may
approve.” City Attorney Schultz said that is was straight out of the ordinance.

CM-12-06-093 Moved by Margolis, seconded by Fischer; MOTION CARRIED: é-1

Tentative indication that Council may approve the request of Beck
Ten Land, LLC ZCM 12-27 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.701 to
rezone the subject property from R-1 (One-Family Residential) to R-3
(One-Family Residential) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay Concept
Plan and direction o the City Aftorney to prepare a proposed PRO
Agreement with the following ordinance deviations:

a. Lack of a paved eyebrows; and

b. Location of proposed sidewalks in relation to the edge of
the right-of-way;

And subject fo the following conditions:

a. Applicant providing scaled elevations and floor plans to
confirm housing style and size, a noted public benefit; and

b. Compliance with all conditions listed in the staff and
consultant review letters;

For the following reasons:

a. The proposed development meets the intent of the Master
Plan to provide single-family residential uses on the property
that are consistent with and comparable to surrounding
developments;

b. The proposed density of 1.77 units per acre closely matches
the master planned density of 1 .65 units per acre; and

c. The proposed development is consistent with a listed
objective for the southwest quadrant of the City, "Maintain
the existing low density residential development and natural
features preservation patterns.”

Member Casey said she reviewed her comments at the last presentation and she
thought he had addressed most of the concerns. The one comment that she made
that didn’'t come back was that she asked if there was a way o reduce the number of
houses, from 38 to 35. Mr. Howard Fingeroot, managing partner of Pinnacle Homes and
Beck Ten Land Company, said that over the Iast ten months the one thing that he was
consistent when working with the staff and consultant that there had to be a critical
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mass of lots in order to do the extensive landscaping. It comes in two facets. First is the
installation, and second is the maintenance. We are putting the maintenance on the
home owners. He thinks a crifical mass is needed for that to work. We worked with the
staff and saw the consistencies. Member Casey said the other comment she wanted
to make is that he has agreed not to use “Greenwood Oaks” but it is sfill on the
paperwork. She asked if he would take care of it. Mr. Fingeroot said they will not use
the Greenwood Oaks name. They have met with the City Naming Committee that
morning and have submitted additional names.

Mayor Gatt will support the motion and the people in the adjacent subdivision were
well informed about this development. They hadn't heard any other concerns like the
last meeting. It is wonderful news of new development coming to Novi.

Roll call vote on CM-12-06-093 Yeas: Margolis, Wrobel, Gatt,
Staudt, Casey, Fischer
Nays: Muich
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, MARCH 26, 2012 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. TEN MILE ROAD

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: Mayor Gatt, Mayor Pro Tem Staudt, Council Members Casey,
Fischer, Margolis, Mutch, Wrobel

ALSO PRESENT: Clay Pearson, City Manager
Victor Cardenas, Assistant City Manager
Tom Schultz, City Attorney
Julie Farkas, Library Director
Rob Hayes, City Engineer
Brian Coburn, Engineering Manager
Barb McBeth, Deputy Community Development Director
David Malloy, Chief of Police/Director of Public Safety

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CM-12-03-35 Moved by Margolis, seconded by Casey; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:
To approve the Agenda as presented

Roll call vote on CM-12-03-35 Yeas: Staudt, Casey, Fischer, Margolis
: Mutch, Wrobel, Gatt
Nays: None

AUDIENCE COMMENT:

Kim Capello, 24406 Nantucket, spoke about the numerous emails he received about
the proposed development at 10 and Beck. He felt that when the PRO ordinance was
adopted, he didn't think it envisioned this type of development that was proposed at
Ten and Beck. The open space that they are providing, the detention basin at the
southwest comer, is not a quality usable open space. The ten foot strip along Ten Mile
Road again he did not see as being an open usable space. The open space atf the
Northeast corner is a small space, unusable, and on Beck Road. The open space right
at the corner could be a quality open space if constructed properly and with proper
maintenance tools in place. He would urge to approve the development with certain
conditions for residential in order to avoid commercial. He asked for an access on to
Beck Road. The other two accesses from existing subdivisions shouldn't be used as the
only and primary enfrance. They have to have their own entrance. Beck Road was the
logical access point. Easily passing lanes could be added for the access info the
subdivision. He had concerns about the detail of the footprints and facades of the
houses. He understood that the proposed facade changes have been approved. He
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asked to have Council look at that closely as such in Sandstone plans were not detailed
enough. He asked they approve it with the Beck Road access and look at the details.

Jill Baty, 24295 Warrington Court, has lived in Novi since 1993 and noted the property is
currently R-1 and was zoned that when they purchased their home. She felt they should
fake into account the viewpoint of the people that are adjacent to the property. They
felt it would lower the value of their home if lower valued houses were built there. They
expected a R-1 zoned development. She didn't feel they should suffer and the
developer gets more. They also had concerns about the entrance on Beck Road and
felt there would be more congestion with the additional traffic. She walks in the sub
and there wasn't much ftraffic. She asked to see another proposal or why a
development with R-1 couldn't be built there.

Dave Hadley, 24265 Warrington, noted they moved in the same time as the Baty family.
They studied the master plan before they bought the property. What they haven't seen
is an R-1 plan because that is what the City had planned and would represent them
best for the values of homes in the area. The property as vacant land was also okay
with them. But if they plan to put something there, keep it with the R-1

John Gazette, 47518 Greenwich, his specific concern was if Council wanfed to set a
precedent here. There is a lot of other vacant property in the area. He had hoped the
economy would improve and see other proposals come forward. He asked if they want
to start changing the master plan which was well thought out and reasons why we all
live here. They have not seen an alternative R-1 plan for this area. He felt other
developers would go back and ask for this change also.

Erik Smith, 23400 Whitehall, agreed with some of the comments with regard to changing
it fo R-3. Utilization of the PRO was looked into during the last Master Plan Review and it
was utilized for the purpose of transitional areas of Eleven Mile and Beck Road study. He
understood its utility and how it serves the purposes of the City's interest of development
but he felt it was a slippery slope of changing from R-1 fo R-3 in the southwest quadrant.
It was reviewed in 2008 for this reason and adopted in 2010. They maintained that
quadrant as R-1. He read from the Master plan that the goal was to continue to protect
the character of the southwest quadrant of the City as this was the home of the majority
of vacant-land. He noted the falk of increasing the density; the facades that were
submitted were an improvement but what will be the next development. They felt it
would be less defensible for the City to do anything about it. The transition is already
starting as they have done with the 11 Mile and Beck study and the Grand River and
Beck area. It was the intent of the City to protect this area.

Mark Barsamian, 47402 Greenwich, was happy to have a residential proposal but was
opposed to the rezoning because site plan needs only a slight modification to fit in the
R-1 zoning. He didn't understand why Planning Commission was so quick to throw away
the R-1 zoning. There was no commitment to maintaining that. It was the reason he
had moved here. He hoped that zoning would be protected.
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George Oommen, 47453 Greenwich, didn’t believe in having two sets of rules. They are
still entertaining the same proposal after twelve years. All his neighbors hope Council will
stick to the R-1 zoning. That is why they came to the City and had hoped to get from
the City. What stops him from building another two homes on his property because he
has .6 acre and so does his neighbor? Based on the proposal he could build another
two homes there. He had been living here for 12 years. Now a new builder wants to
build 2 homes on the same amount of property he has. He didn’t understand the logic
of why Council would approve this builder but not approve the same thing for his own.
He wondered why the builder gets a separate deal because he is in the business of
making money and as a resident he was in the business of losing money. He was asking
for fairess. He noted no one would use the entrance on Beck Road. Also this would
cause more fraffic in front of his home. They all have lost 20-40% of their values. They all
have to gef on the same page.

Dennis Ringvelliski, 24359 Nantucket, has lived in Novi for 34 years and was always a
strong proponent of maintaining the R-1 zoning West of Beck Road. In 1989, City
Council approved the rezoning of the northeast corner of Ten Mile and Beck Road from
B-1 to a much larger type commercial zoning. Back at that time, several citizens formed
the Citizens of Responsible Development. They forced the Council to put this issue on a
referendum to a vote. 6% of the voters voted with us. That area should not be
increased to a higher classification. They did not win. The developer went to court and
obtained a consent judgment where the CVS was built. The rest of the property was put
into small homes with small lots. The City could not do anything about it. It came back
to bite them after working so hard. When the present proposal came to their attention,
they began to organize to turn back this present proposal. They thought they all want
residential development on this corner and now. We are tired and have fought it off 5
or 6 fimes. Most didn't like the proposal in its present form and had suggestions on how
it could be developed. We worked on a petition for minimal changes that they would
require before this proposal went through. The compromises proposed were separate
entrances, a minimum build of 2800 square feet, and the name Greenwood Oaks not
be used. He proposed the matter to be fabled and come up with some kind of solution
with another conclusion to this.

MATTERS FOR COUNCIL ACTION:

1. Consideration of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for ZCM12-02 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.701 to rezone property in Section 20, on the northwest comer of Beck
Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family
Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. The property totals 24.24 acres and the
applicant is proposing a 38 unit single-family residential development.

Howard Fingeroot, managing pariner of Pinnacle Homes and Beck Ten Land Company,
noted he started working on this property approximately a year ago. He contacted the
former applicant and learmed how he had gone back and forth on a commercial
rezoning. The City and residents were not interested in Commercial. The prior owner
had owned it for 10 to 12 years. He approached the prior owner and said now might
be the right fime to shed that property and try because he is a residential developer
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and builder. He liked working with the Novi staff to see if we could come up with a
residential plan that works for the City, neighbors, and for them. The challenge with this
property is the physical characteristics. There is commercial characteristic of this
property due to two main roads and it has 2,000 feet of frontage which tends to be
good for commercial and bad for residential. We worked with the staff and Novi
consultants to overcome that challenge. We started with going with a straight rezoning
and then looked at the clustering opftions in the ordinance with the PRO option. He
kept looking back and looking at the objective to develop a quality and luxury
development that was consistent with the general neighborhood and would keep the
values up. He has done this frequently. He looked at a few web sites, including
Zilow.com, to get the property values in the general area and used frend analysis to
show the basic values. The values, plus or minus $30,000 to $40,000, went from $280,000
to $415,000. He proposed the types of house that will start from mid to high 3's fo
$450,000 ranges. The range he is proposing will help the values. With the PRO
ordinance, there are three factors in regards to the land, houses, and what public
benefit they provide. The land was the most important part of this. We needed to
create an enclave in order to meet our objectives. We couldn't do luxury housing if our
customer came and thought they were living right on the corner of Ten Mile and Beck
Road. We did three things in our land planning. We worked with the City and pulled
the lofs away from the roads and provided some copen space in addition to the
required buffer. We provide visual screening using landscaping and hard scaping. [t
provides both visual screening and noise calming. It was an important component. We
wrapped the outside of the project with trees, fences and monument to shield the
outside world. Finally, we deliberately did not put enfryways on the Ten and Beck and
used the existing stubs already there for the purpose of tying into this property to extend
the visual shielding. So when you enter this enclave, they don’t feel like they're part of
the intersection. In terms of the houses, we increased the size of the houses. He would
sell a-portfolio from 2,400 feet to 3,500 feet. The most popular plan would be about
3,000 to 3,200 feet on average and would fit a buyer in Novi that was looking for Novi
Schools and for a luxury house. We have side entry garages on the 90 foot lots. There
will be four sided brick. He had proposed five floor plans and offered a similar product
at Nine Mile and Napier. In that community the average floor plan is about 3,500 feet.
More and more people there are purchasing the bigger homes. The public benefit was
that they upgraded the frontfage landscaping; they are putting in 50% to 100% more
landscaping, and a pocket park at the intersection. The pocket park will be a nice
amenity with beautiful landscaping with an art platform. It is not an active park for
recreation. They will put in a water main loop along Ten Mile. It is fairly extensive water
main. He knows the City will push to put it in. Our development would have three
points of access to City water. [t is does not help this plan but it is a part of what the
City would ask for and believes it would be a public benefit. The pathway connections
would be required by the City. The particular pathway along Ten Mile Road was part of
the Pathway Commission's request to have completed soon because it gets a lot of
fraffic and is a dangerous situation. Another public benefit was that they will make a
contribution for the pathway network towards the ITC corridor with a specific dollar
amount. They will preserve alandmark tree in the pocket park and dedicating the right
of way that would be required. In summary, that was how he viewed the PRO. They
examined all the different options and the City made a report to the Planning
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Commission that they recommended the approval. They went to the Planning
Commission and had a number of residents who gave their opinion as well. It wasn't an
easy decision for the Planning Commission. Fortunately, they saw the plan and voted
unanimously to approve this plan.

Barb McBeth, Deputy Community Development Director, gave an update on what has
happened since the Planning Commission public hearing. The applicant is proposing
the rezoning with PRO of an approximately 24.24 acre parcel located on the northwest
corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-
Family Residential district with a Planned Rezoning Overlay with a concept plan. To the
north and west of the properly are existing single-family homes. To the east, across
Beck Road, is an existing shopping center and to the south, across Ten Mile Road, are
existing single-family homes and vacant land. The future land use map does
recommend single family uses for this property and for the majority of surrounding
properties. Although the applicant has requested a rezoning to R-3, the concept plan
indicates a fotal of 38 lofs, meaning the total density of the site is 1.77 units per acre,
which is much closer to the planned R-1 density of 1.65 units per acre than it is to the
permitted R-3 density of 2.7 units per acre. Planning staff notes that the proposed single
family detached residential plan is consistent with and comparable to the surrounding
residential developments.

A PRO submittal by an applicant allows the applicant to propose a public benefit that
is above and beyond the activities that would occur as a result of the normmal
development of the property. The applicant has proposed upgraded frontage
landscaping along Beck Road and Ten Mile Road, a pocket park feature with a
platform for City-owned art directly at the intersection, and funding (not to exceed
$2.000) for additional sidewalk connections on Ten Mile Road. The applicant has
included sidewalks along their property frontage on both Ten Mile Road and Beck
Road. Additiondlly, the applicant has proposed housing style and size upgrades. Our
facade consultant has reviewed the provided renderings and confirmed what has
been proposed would be above the minimum requirements of the ordinance. We are
asking for a litle more detail if this project moves forward just to confirm those detdails.
Since the Planning Commission meeting we have received additional elevations with a
total of five with some dlternates that could be proposed. Ordinance deviations for the
lack of paved eyebrows, for proposed skewed intersection which is not exactly ninety
degrees, and for the sidewalks for these roads have been requested by the applicant
for inclusion in the PRO Agreement. The Landscape Review noted the applicant has
met the requirements of the ordinance and confirmed upgraded frontage landscaping
has been proposed. The engineering, traffic and fire reviews nofed items to be
addressed on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. The public hearing for the rezoning
request was held by the Planning Commission on February 22. At that meeting, the
Planning Commission recommended approval of Zoning Map Amendment 18.701 to
rezone the property from R-1 (One-Family Residential) to R-3 (One-Family Residential)
utilizing the PRO option. The Planning Commission discussed several aspects of the
concept plan and a number of questions were raised by interested members of the
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public since that meeting, so we note a few revisions to the PRO Concept Plan since
the Planning Commission reviewed it:

The applicant has agreed to the following revisions:

e Previous iterations of the concept plan showed additional landscaping in the
open space on the northeast corner of the site. The applicant has agreed to
include the same amount of landscaping in the northeast open space area as
previously-proposed.

¢ The applicant has agreed to propose a new name for the development that will

-not make any reference to the existing Greenwood Oaks subdivision.

e The applicant has submitted revised elevations and floor plans, which are
attached in the City Council's packets, so as to provide a variety of models in
the new development.

Additionally, staff had requested a memo from the Cily's traffic consultant, Birchler
Arroyo Associates, to address the advantages and disadvantages of providing an
access point into the new development onto Beck Road or Ten Mile Road. The memo
dated March 164, 2012 was in the packet and notes that a new access point was not
needed or desirable. The City's Traffic Consultant, Rod Arroyo of Birchler Arroyo was
present to address any questions regarding traffic. The City's Facade Consultant, Doug
Necci, was also present to answer any questions regarding the proposed building
facades.

Member Margolis noted she doesn’t respond early as she waits for clarifying information
and felt it's important to follow the Master Plan as it was a guide for where the City was
going. It is important to know the difference between the Master Plan and Zoning Map.
The Master Plan for this area is 1.65 density for residential since 1993. [} is not Master
Planned as R-1 even though that is the density that goes with R-1. The other thing in the
Master Plan is that it must be a legally defensible development at this cormner. Also, it
talks about optimizing residential development without destroying the natural features.
She said it leaves certain opfions that can be done with this development. The PRO
option allows to keep the density but to cluster things to allow for that kind of open
space. She said R-3 is an underlying zoning and the most important part is the PRO. The
PRO sits with the land forever and allows Council to be more restrictive and specific
about what we expect on the land. That is possibly why the staff looked at this option. 1
is a rezoning to R-3 and confirmed whether it could have come o them as an R-1
zoning. Mr. Schuliz said that most PRO’s come with a rezoning. He thought that if they
read the language broadly you could construe that. Member Margolis said that the
PRO was 38 units with 1.77 density with three units over. She began looking at it as to
what specificity the PRO allows. [t allows specification of facades, floor plans, and
elevations. In the last several days the applicant has submitted five elevations with
variations. If we dllow it to be contained in the PRO, what does it allow us to specify?
Mr. Schuliz explained that PRO acts as a new set of regulations that gets overlaid on the
existing zoning. It would be the R-3 regulations modified by the PRO concept plan and
the agreement together say it will be modified. It is a rezoning with new conditions
attached. Member Margolis confirmed that only those five styles of houses with
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variations can be built on those lots and they become a regulatory item. She
addressed Mr. Fingeroot and wanted to confirm that he is agreeing to a minimum of
2,600 square feet. He explained he is often asked to change the elevations to improve
them. His intention wasn’t to preclude any other floor plans they came up with in the
range of 2,500 to 3,500 square feet. Member Margolis needed the assurance that they
were the kinds of houses that were going to be built and didn't want to change the
intent. Mr. Schultz said that was nothing new and to think about the consent judgments
they have done. He explained other things done they have brought to them in a form
of a written document that gives the facades with changes to be approved with
language in it requiring similar architectural value, etc. The idea of flexibility is not
difficult to deal with. Member Margolis continued to ask the applicant whether 2,600
square feet was really what the minimum was and asked if he was willing to say 2,600
square feet. He wanted to think it through. He didn't think they will build anything
under 2,600 square feet and to answer the question, he is comfortable at 2,400 square
feet. Member Margolis said that was important to her and the houses were similar to
the neighboring neighborhoods. It would go a long way to helping the situation and he
had answered her questions. This density does fit with the Master Plan but what she was
looking for was a quality residential development in there. She liked the clustering of the
houses together with public benefits and with the buffering. The landscaping and
pocket park were offered. She liked that he offered the new name. A lot of people
are concerned about a sfraight access to Beck. She struggled with the issue but didn't
think the entrance would be a good idea. She thought it would cause more problems
than it solves. She relies on the Consultants and Staff for information and hated to add
something that added more problems down the road. She wanted to let everyone
know there would be a temporary construction enfrance. It is a good quality
development, a good reputation, and it keeps the area residential. The PRO allows us
to specify things they want fo require with a legally defensible development. She will

support this project. It is something they need on that corner and it makes a great deal
of sense to her. '

Member Fischer reviewed the PRO ordinance and felt it didn't meet the burden of
proof the applicant must meet. The first thing in the PRO ordinance is the integration of
the project with the proposed density of this project is 1.77 acres area versus 1.65 net
acres in the R-1 requirement. If you look at the density in the surrounding area, it is close
to 1.3 units. He did not believe it met the PRO ordinance burden of proof. It has been
brought up by several residents. All of the other requirements of the R-1 with a 1.3
density would be about 30 houses. As far as the surrounding properties characteristics
he was not comfortable with what this proposal was offering. Lot size seemed to be an
issue with the residents. Under R-1, we would require 22,000 square feet but this
agreement would have a lot size of 14,000 to 16,000 square feet. The benefits are
supposed to outweigh the detriments. A detriment to this plan is the access. It would
be a burden on the roads and residents. He understood and could support one access
to Beck Road. The home size would be what the market would support. He thought it
did not meet the intent of the Master Plan and ensuring a community we can be proud
of. He looked at the benefits again and they have to out weight the detriments. He
looked at the plan review reporf. The water main loop and pathways connections
would be required by any applicant. The housing style and size upgrade was an
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enhancement but over the minimum of ordinance. He meant the market wouldn’t
allow them to build them anyways and because no one would buy them. Dedicated
right of way would be typical when something like this goes through. He doesn't want
to take away the benefits but they have to consider if the pocket park and tree
preservation out weights all the concerns he has. He would not support it as it was but
maybe table the agreement as mentioned previously. Some of the conditions he
would like to see and discussed with all involved were: 1. Looking at the density and
decrease by up to 3 to a density of 1.65, 2. Access onto Beck Road, he thought was
necessary, 3. Look at the housing size and incorporate the elevations of a minimum of
2,600 square feet and ensure some of the fagade language was incorporated in the
PRO. He couldn't support the proposal as it was. He would like 1o see severdl if not all

of the conditions to be incorporated in the plan before he would consider to approve
it.

Member Wrobel served on the Master Plan Committee and wants to uphold it. He
agreed with a lot of what Member Fischer said and wanted to comment on some of
the issues. Every development he felt should have its own access. Beck Road seems to
be the best alternative. [f it were to be developed as commercial, it would have two or
more accesses. The density of 1.77 for 38 homes but reading the documentation it
seems to say that in this particular piece of property it would be about 25 homes. It
would be a 10 -12 home difference. There has not been any documentation that
shows as to whether it would affect the property values. City Manager Pearson said
they did not have any documentation and it is difficult fo determine it. They are not
appraisers. All you can do is look at new construction values. All things being equal,
most people pay a premium for a brand new house with all the modern amenities.
Houses appreciate or depreciate depending on the market. ~ Member Wrobel
continued, as it stands right now, he could not support the current plan. He thought
with negotiations they could get something that is acceptable to all parties and that
would benefit the City of Novi. The one thing regarding PRO and other planning issues,
it is not the City's responsibility to make sure a developer maximizes profitability. 1t is a
business decision. '

Member Mutch asked Mr. Fingeroot about the documentation going through the
process. The concerns he had was that the Staff and Consultants commented that the
enhancements o the project were reduced or eliminated as the project went through
the process. He wanted him to comment on them first. It was noted that the sidewalks
that went from the interior portion of the subdivision fo Ten Mile Road and Beck Road
were curved and now was a sfraight grid pattern. There was a small plaza or overlook
area necr the retention pond that was removed. Staff had asked for a sidewalk
connection between lots 12 and 13 to allow people who lived in the subdivision to cross
at Ten Mile and Beck Road to go to the CVS center and it was not included in the
plans. He mentioned the changes were not significant but were taken out or not
addressed in the plan and why that happened. Mr. Fingeroot said that the changes
were not delivered because it depended on whether we had the landscape designer
prepare it or the engineer prepared it. It was conceptional in nature. If the City prefers
that it meander, that would not be a problem. One plan may show it because the site
plan may have been included. Nothing was taken out on the retention area. In ferms
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of the sidewalk between lots 12 and 13, he would struggle with it and could talk about
it. He is not sure homeowner's like sidewalks on the side of their house, especially at
night. It seemed like a relatively small issue. Member Mutch was concemed because
of the progression of what appeared to be things being removed from the plan. if he
was willing to commit to those, we would like those to be included at this point. [f the
Staff and City Aftorney don't hear it in discussions of the PRO concept plan, it may not
be included. It is based on direction of Council. In terms of the sidewalk, residents
don't like fo have people cutting in their back yard. The ordinance requirements do
dictate a certain amount of area for a sidewalk in that location. He would have to
provide enough space on either side so it doesn't present an issue. The PRO process
discussion as to whether we could do an R-1 PRO on this property. Going back to the
language of the PRO, it has to occur within the contexts of a rezoning. They have to
ask for something other than an R-1 in order to engage. Mr. Schultz said the ordinance
contemplates a rezoning. His reference to the previous discussions was with multiple
zoning on a property and looking at the language they could interpret it to use it
without the rezoning but there was a rezoning. Member Mutch said there has been
some confusion on how these things proceed. The PRO is different compared to the
typical rezoning. We ask the residents to become experts in planning and zoning in a
very short time. The more transparent the process the better they could understand
what is going on. One other guestion he had for staff was conceming one of the
proposals of some additional landscaping along Beck Road and Ten Mile Road with
arborvitae bushes. He was surprised the landscape review questioned that design. We
have a variety of landscaping types. Perfect example of this was from riding a bike
through the neighborhood a couple of weekends ago, he noticed there was a nice
landscaping berm with mature landscaping. They have the same problem he had on
his own property which is pine trees that are dying off. Fortunately, they have a variety
of species along there so they don't get info a situation where everything dies at once.
He also asked to explain why staff was using this type of design. Frankly, he didn’t think
it would look very atiractive 1o have a single species design versus a mix which was
what we typically require in our subdivision berms. Deputy Community Development
Director McBeth answered that the landscape architect did have a question about
that particular arborvitae and asked for some additional information on that. The
question of providing the nice solid screen along there was brought up early on. This
was a conceptual plan and she knew our landscaping architect ensured that the berm
would have the sufficient landscaping on it and it was considered that the arborvitae
was additional landscaping in addition to what we would typically require on the berm.
If this goes forward, they would make sure they get the right mix of plant materials.
Member Mutch said he would like to see it addressed because he thought it looks like a
mix on the berm but they put the arborvitae in the front of it and that is what you would
oredominately see. Most of the items were small and should have been consistent from
day one. First and foremost his focus was adherence to the City's Master Plan in all
respects. Where this plan does not come up to measure was the density question. He
agreed with Member Fischer and Wrobel. The fact that if it was developed under our
normal zoning standards it would get 25 -28 homes and it was a significant jump to
propose 38 homes. It would be a significant benefit o the developer for this project.
He was concerned about the precedents it would set for this area. He has seen every
reiteration of Ten Mile and Beck area development plans over the past 9-10 years. He
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had seen the same process at Eight Mile and Beck area and noted the vacant land on
the southwest cormer. There was a daycare proposal that came in at one time. There is
probably an equal amount of developable land on the southwest corner as there is on
the northwest corner. It would cascade down to the northwest corner at Eight Mile.
That was another 25 acre property that we have had people proposed commercial
development on. Finally, he didn't think there was enough public benefit if they
rezoned this property. Many of the items noted would have been required by a
developer whether a straight R-1 or this proposal. We would be getting those
improvements anyways. Another one of the elements, he considered to be specific or
private benefits, was the fagade elevations and lot sizes are driven by the market. If we
looked at what has been built in Novi recently, every one of the comparable locations
had built 2,900 square feet or larger including what the applicant has built himself. The
market still wants larger homes on comparable size lots. It was offered as a public
benefit but he didn't see it as a public benefit. He knows that Council was irying to find
a compromise position that benefits the property owner, neighboring home owners,
and the City atf large. He chose to defer to the residents who have been here and
relied on the Master Plan. They have had an expectation going back for decades on
this property. He was willing to stick to that position. He would like to see an R-1 plan for
this property and that is what he would be expecting to see from any applicant.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said he was leaning toward the presentation of Member
Margolis. He said it was a reasonable proposal but thought there will be issues with the
access road. He mentioned that if you are countfing heads, three of the council
members had mentioned it. A relevant thing he was looking at was the next item on
the agenda that was a $16%,000 bill they will have to pay for something that Council
decided on ten years ago. He looked at the residents and many of them will be there
ten years from now. He was exiremely concerned about what will happen moving
forward. He believed it was an opportunity to put an end to any chance of having a
commercial development or a retail development going into that property which had
a very sfrong bearing on him. He said Council has seen this builder in the past. They
have a high quality product and are concerned about the value of the homes in the
neighborhood. If the value isn't good the builder is not going to sell homes. The
numbers are not important but they have to think about the long term best interest of
the entire City and residents that live there. To defend a lawsuit would be extremely
expensive. In most cases, there will be some Council down the road that will make an
agreement. Residents will not like it any more than what was presented. Everyone
would like it far less. He looks at it as a very large cul-de-sac and the thing that
concemed him most was the points of access exclusively from the existing subdivision.
He had not decided enfirely yet. He wanted to hear from the traffic consultant directly
and this was an opportunity to bring forth the issues that are in his mind relative to this
property.

Rod Arroyo, Traffic Consultant, gave a brief highlight in the March 14t memorandum
that they were asked to address the two access points from either Beck or Ten Mile.
They provided a table that compared the advantages or disadvantages of the two
access points. He thought the basic information was the projected amount of traffic
that this project would generate. They focus more on the peak hours with the AM and
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PM information. This project was about 44 trips during the afternoon peak hours for a
project of this size. He said because of the small size of this project, anything other than
a frip generation analysis wasn't required for submittal. With an access point to Beck
Road, there would be a need for improvements to Beck Road; particularly the
extension of the center turn lane to provide for that access point. Right now there was
a taper and some widening would be required to do that. The Beck Road access point
would have the greatest benefit for residents who live to the north because if there is an
access to Beck Road, it wouldn't be likely for residents in the subdivision to travel
through Greenwood Oaks and come out onto Cider Mill. They would have a straight
shot fo Beck Road. In terms of the access point at Ten Mile, it would primarily be used
by those who turn right in and right out. A left turn would be a challenge there. Their
conclusion was that the ordinance didn't require an access to Beck Road or Ten Mile
Road and they believed because the numbers were less than 50 peak hour frips, from a
capacity and residential road standpoeint, the subdivision roadways could handle that
type of volume. |If they do require an access point, they would have some
recommendations. The proposal meets the ordinance requirements.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt asked Mr. Fingeroot if he wanted a final vote tonight or if he was
willing to consider additional discussion and wait for a future meeting. Mr. Fingeroot
said he was here for the long run. Whether a decision was made this month or the next,
it would not have a strong bearing on his business model and how things work. Mayor
Pro Tem Staudt noted that Mr. Fingeroot's March 22nd letter declined to consider a Beck
Road access. Mayor Pro Tem Staudt explained if they were to table it for a future
meeting, he suspected that would be the number one issue he would have to consider.
It would probably be the deciding factor. He wanted to make him aware that his
proposal was very sound and they appreciate him investing in Novi.

Member Casey echoed that the plan was almost there. Conceptudlly, she liked the
enclave design and was concerned not having an access point on Beck Road for the
residents. She would like to investigate opportunities to reduce the number of houses
and to make sure they have an agreement to incorporate the elevations, minimum
square feet and facades or anything else. She echoed the concerns about setting the
precedent in ferms making a deviation from the character of the adjacent
neighborhoods.

Mayor Gatt stressed the importance for all to recognize that the Council are dll
homeowners in Novi with similar problems. Council listened to them and appreciated
all the communication. He said he understood the developer wanted an enclave but
in this case it was at the expense of everybody else. He thought for this development
to go forward there would have to be an access road onto Beck Road. There would
have to be a Beck Road improvement that the developer would be responsible for
paying. That was one of his main concerns. He didn't think the developer was
providing much open space fo qualify for a PRO. The plan provided un-useable space
for exchange for 10 or 12 more lots as contemplated by the ordinance. He didn't have
a problem with the development if there was a privafe enfrance from Beck Road being
subject to Mr. Necci's review. The PRO would have to clearly identify who pays and
maintains the corner. He said they are all concerned with housing pricing. He didn’t
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know if it would raise or lower the values of the homes. He didn't think it could hurt if
they were quality homes with modern amenities. He was concerned about the
northeast corner of Ten Mile Road and Beck Road and that it didn't fit info the Master
Plan; it was there because of a court order. He would rather see a decision made by
Council that would benefit everyone. He said in his opinion, if they could get the
developer to agree to some of the conditions of the Council members, it would be a
positive situation for the Council, residents, and citizens.

Member Fischer made a motion to table the proposal to a subsequent Council meeting
and give direction to Staff and City Atforney to work with the developer and involving
the residents to address some of the concerns that were raised by Council in order to
move forward with a PRO that can be approved by Council.

City Attorney Schuliz said the motion was fine with him. He said what he heard from
Council was that they will work on the PRO agreement but are not tentatively
approving this. He will assume a list of conditions that have been talked about. He said
if there were certain conditions Council wanted to include, they should be included in
the motion.

Member Fischer said he implied that there were a menu of things and with any different
combination that could be put together and brought back to Council would be
potentially approved should be brought back. It doesn’t mean anyone would approve
anything but everyone has been given adequate direction on what would be
approved from their perspective.’

Member Pro Tem Staudt said there needed to be a negotiated resolution to the Beck
Road access issue and without that resolution it was clear where this was going.

City Manager Pearson wanted to clarify that it would be postponed and they would
come back at this same stage.  They wouldn't come back with an agreement but
would come back at this stage and then get the consideration to start the next stage.

Mayor Gatt said the motion was just to postpone, not to have the City Attorney
involved in any negotiations or drafting an agreement.

Member Mutch said they are not voting on an agreement but he wanted the best
proposal possible if it does get approved. After listening to Council Members, there
possibly was a majority to reduce the density down to 35 units. It should be under
consideration, also. It was what he would be looking for because that was closer to the
Master Plan. :

Member Fischer agreed that we shouldn't be drafting an agreement at this point but a
recommended motion for a clear direction of what the PRO would look like. After
having all the discussions, they would know what the conditions and recommendations
would be and it would be a part of the packet.

CM-12-03-37 Moved by Fischer, seconded by Staudt; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:
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To postpone consideration of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for
ICM12-02 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.701 to rezone property
in Section 20, on the northwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile
Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family
Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. The property totals

24.24 acres and the applicant is proposing a 38 unit single-family
residential development.

Roll call vote on CM-12-03-37 Yeas: Fischer, Margolis, Mutch, Wrobel,
Gatt, Staudt, Casey
Nays: None
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CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
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Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center | 45175 W. Ten Mile
(248) 347-0475

cityofnovi.org '

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called o order at or about 7:00 PM.

ROLL CALL

Present: Member Anthony, Member Baratta, Member Greco, Member Gutman, Chair Pehrson, Member
Prince

Absent: Member Lynch [excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community Development; Tom Schuliz, City Attorney;
Kristen Kapelanski, Planner; David Beschke, Landscape Architect; Brian Coburn, Engineer; Adam Wayne,
Engineer; Rod Arroyo, Traffic Consultant

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Member Baratta led the meeting attendees in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved by Member Gutman, seconded by Member Baratta:

VOICE VOTE ON THE AGENDA APPROVAL MOTION MADE BY MEMBER GUTMAN AND SECONDED BY MEMBER
BARATTA:

Motion to approve the February 22, 2012 Planning Commission agenda. Motion carried 6-0.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

2. REZIONING 18.701 2CM 12-02
Public Hearing on the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC for Planning Commission’s recommendation to
the City Council for rezoning of property in Section 20, on the northwest corner of Beck Road and Ten
Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family Residential wn‘h a Planned Rezoning
- Qverlay. The subject property is approximately 24.24 acres.

Planner Kapelanski stated that the applicant is proposing the rezoning with PRO of an approximately
24.24 acre parcel located on the northwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family
Residential to R-3, One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. To the north and west of the
property are existing single-family homes. To the east, across Beck Road is an existing shopping center
and to the south, across Ten Mile Road, are existing single-family homes and vacant land.

The subject property is currently zoned R-1. The site is bordered by R-1 zoning to the north and west with R-
1 and B-1 zoning to the east across Beck Road and R-1 zoning fo the south, across Ten Mile Road. The
Future Land Use map indicates single family uses for the subject property and the mgjority of the
surrounding properties. The natural features map does show a small area of regulated wetland near Ten
Mile Road. Any regulated natural features will be addressed as part of the site plan review.

Planned Kapelanski noted the applicant is proposing 38 single-family lots.  Planning staff has
recommended approval of the proposed rezoning with PRO. Although the applicant has requested a
rezoning to R-3, the concept plan only indicates 38 fotal lots, meaning the total density of the site is 1.77
units per acre, which is much closer to the planned R-1 density of 1.65 unifs per acre than it is to the
permitted R-3 density of 2.7 units per acre. Additionally, the proposed plan is consistent with and
comparable to the surrounding developments. A PRO requires the applicant propose a public benefit
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that is above and beyond the activities that would occur as a result of the normal development of the

property. The applicant has proposed upgraded frontage landscaping along Beck Road and Ten Mile
Road, a pocket park feature with a platform for City-owned art directly at the intersection and funding
{not to exceed $9,000) for additional sidewalk connections on Ten Mile Road. The applicant has included
the required sidewalks along their property frontage on both Ten Mile Road and Beck Road. Additionally,
the applicant has proposed housing style and size upgrades. Our facade consultant has reviewed the
provided renderings and confimed what has been proposed would be above the minimum
requirements of the ordinance. However, the applicant will need to provide elevations and floor plans so
that this can be confirmed. Ordinance deviations for the lack of paved eyebrows and the proposed
skewed infersection have been requested by the applicant for inclusion in the PRO Agreement.

The Landscape Review noted the applicant has met the requirements of the ordinance and confirmed
upgraded frontage landscaping has been proposed. The engineering, traffic and fire reviews noted
ifems to be addressed on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. The City's Traffic Consultant, Rod Arroyo of
Birchler Arroyo is here this evening fo address any questions regarding traffic.

Planner Kapelanski stated that just an additional note on the PRO, if this were to be approved by the City
Council, the applicant would be held fo this particular concept plan and if they would propose any
changes, they would have to come back and go through the process again.

Howard Fingeroot with Beck Ten Land, LLC and Pinnacle Homes came forward to speak about the
project and about its prior history. There was a prior applicant on this parcel for the last 6-10 years and he
was proposing commercial. The property has about 2,000 feet of main frontage on Beck Road and Ten
Mile Road. Mr. Fingeroot stated he approached the former applicant about 8 months agoe and
explained that he thought residential could work at this location. '

Mr. Fingeroot explained that he worked with the prior applicant and the City to get a site plan submitted
beginning in August. The road frontage makes this piece of land more difficult to develop as a residential
property but by providing an adequate buffer and visual screening from the roads it will be a nice
community. Al 50 foot landscape buffer has been provided and included as part of the public benefit.
The plan also includes brick walls, pillars and a variety of things to make the comer attractive and also
provided visual screening to make residential possible for this cormer.

Several options were contemplated for the subject property including a straight zoning, a PRO and even
the RUD and cluster options. There were numerous submittals, meetings and discussions with the staff and
affer 6-8 months this planis the plan that was developed. There is additional landscaping included on the
plan as well as a pocket park at the intersection including an art platform for City-owned art as a nice
public benefit when motorists pull up to the intersection.

Mr. Fingeroot indicated there are two stubs leading into this parcel right now and the new development
would connect info both stubs. This will eliminate any cut through traffic because it goes right into the

existing sub and help alleviate back-ups at Ten Mile and Beck as well as deter people from trying to cut
through the sub.

Pathways are required as part of any development and will be provided dlong Ten Mile and Beck. In
addition, west of the site is the ITC Corridor, which intersects with the Ten Mile Road pathways. As part of

the proposed public benefit $9,000.00 has been offered to help complete the pathway along Ten Mile
leading to the [TC corridor.

The plan proposes 90 foot lots with a density closer to the R-1 than to the R-3. There are side entrance
garages and homes would range from 2,400 feet to 3,500 feet. Mr. Fingeroot anticipates the average
house will be in the 3,000 - 3,100 sq. ft. range. Four sided brick on the first story will also be provided with
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Chair Pehrson asked if anyone in the audience wished to address the Planning Commission.

Dennis Ringvelski, 24359 Nantucket came forward and wanted to commend Mr. Fingeroot on his attempts
to safisfy the local residents. Mr. Ringvelski has lived in Greenwood Oaks since 1992 and prior to that lived
in Echo Valley. He is o 34 year resident and opposes the proposed project. He does want to see the
northwest corners of Ten Mile and Beck developed as a subdivision. But although the proposed density of
1.77 units per acre is close to the 1.45 units per acre permitted under the R-1 zoning { only a difference of
7%), all but 3 of the 13 lots that backup to Greenwood Oaks and Warrington Manor are about 14,400 sq.
ft. and 21 out of the 38 lots are in the range of 14,400 sq. ft. and 14 more are in the 15,000 sqg. ft. range.
The average of alf the lots in this proposed subdivision is only 14,712 sq. ft. and square footage often has
an effect on how things look. If you look at the size of the lots in Greenwood Oaks and Warrington Manor
and other accompanying subdivisions, there are no lofs in either subdivision that are less than %2 acre
which is 21,780 sq. ff. and many are larger. The homes in Greenwood Ocks that back up to this proposed
subdivision are 21,780 sqg. ft. The homes in Warington that abut this proposed subdivision average 23,195
sg. ft. The density variance presented by the developer and the consultants was a mere 7% from the
surrcunding arecas, but the lots are 33% smaller than the lots in the surrounding subdivisions. The figures
presented are voodco mathematics. Mr. Ringvelski has outlined other objections including concerns with
the traffic situation and the lack of a separate entrance in a letter submitted to the Planning Commission.

Min Weng, 47577 Greenwich Drive came forward and his lot is connected to this property and he has
lived there for the last 14 years. The lots proposed by this plan will be significantly smaller than Mr. Weng's
lot. When the lot size is reduced, the homes will be worth significantly less than the homes in the
Greenwood Odadks Sub. Additionaily, the value of the houses in Greenwood Ocks that abut the new
development will go down because they will now be adjacent fo smaller lots. When this rezoning is

approved, it will give a signal fo all developers they can ignore the Master Plan and the loser will be the
City of Novi.

Michael Boujoulian, 24282 Lynwood came forward and stated that he agrees with everything that has
been said so far and with the comments in the Homeowners Association letter. The City has a Master Plan
and | should follow the Master Plan and maintain the R-1 zoning and keep the 1.45 density. Mr. Boujoulian
does have concerns with the traffic flow going through the neighborhoods and believes there will be
more than the numbers in the fraffic review letter show. Furthermore, how is a 3,000 sg. ft. home going to
fit on a 90 ft. lot? The feel, the loock and the character of the existing neighborhood should continue and
this develop will only undermine the value of the existing neighborhoods.

Cathy Hapanowicz , 24254 Warrington Court came forward and explained how her lot backs up to the
proposed subdivision. She has locked at the plans with an open mind hoping the developed would work

with the existing residents. She did go into the tax database and found out that the property owner has
not been paying their taxes.

John Holmstrom, 47701 Red Pine Court came forward from the Mocking Bird Glens Sub and agrees with
the objections that have been stated already. Greenwood Oaks is going to be overwhelmed with extra
traffic with the way the road system is laid out, and that is a major concemn. Also, the size of the lof,
compared to the size of the house seems like it is out of proportion. Packing the corner with houses so the
developer can come out with some money af the expense of the existing subdivisions around there is
wrong. The only one who will benefit from this is the developer and not the City.

George Oommen, 47453 Greenwich came forward and lives in the Greenwood Ocaks Sub. The residents
have opposed this development for the last twelve years. In 1999 there was an opportunity to make
money and 1o build homes that were similar to those in the existing subs and the developer did not want
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to do that. The developer should sit and wait until the market comes back and then build half acre lots at

that time. The residents surrounding the subject property have been focused that the lots developed next

1o the existing subs will be 2 acre home sites. Past City officials have been very supportive and Mr.
Oommen hopes that support will continue.

Larry Czekaj, 24383 Nantucket Drive came forward and commended the applicant for coming in with a
residential proposal. He would like to clarify some of the facts. He has lived in the Greenwood Oaks Sub
since 199 and there have been many parties that have come before the City regarding a rezoning or
some fype of development for the site. The most recent petitioner being Ten Beck LLC and they have

come in with multiple variations of plans, some commercial, some guasi-commercial and some
residential. -

Mr. Czekqj suspects that the applicant does not have the property under contract and probably has a
condition to close once the zoning of the property is approved. If the Commission denies the request the
petitioner will not lose anything, other than the time and effort they have expended to date. The
petitioner noted is it not economically feasible to develop the property under the existing zoning. But in

order to make development under the existing zoning feasible, the petitioner would simply have to pay
less for the property to begin with.

Additionally. it will be quite difficult for the developer to fit a 3,000 sq. ft. house on a 90 ft. wide lot and still
meet all of the required setbacks. Lastly, the standard for approval of a PRO is that the benefits proposed
must clearly outweigh the reasonably foreseeable detriment fo the surounding area. The detimenis
include the reduction in the perceived value not only to the existing houses but the integrity of the existing
Master Plan. Of the 10 listed as public benefits, the staff knocked out approximately four of those as items
that would be required. Mr. Czekadj is not sure how the residents, specifically the neighbors or residents
nearby benefit from the additional landscaping. Who will maintain this new landscaping? Additionally,
residents of the existing subs will not use the pocket park as it is at the corner of two major roads. And
motorists will not be able to enjoy it as they will drive by too fast to see it. It won't have a perceived
benefit, or a perceived benefit that would clearly outweigh the detriments of the plan.

No one else wished to speak and Member Greco read the correspondence into the record.

Dennis Ringveiski is opposed to the PRO and indicates that the benefits fo the citizens are questionable.
Also, he questions the ftraffic study by the traffic consultant and indicates that he believes that any

subdivision on the site should have its own entryway, which is not provided. He dlso objects to the
entryways in the plan.

Larry Czekaj objects to the PRO and indicates that he is encouraged that there is residential being
proposed in the.area given the property history. Mr. Czekagj does not find the variance for 38 home sites
objectionable, but does have concems about the traffic and utilities and how this plan will change the
character of the area. He also questions the reduced lot sizes and the floor plans and believes as
indicated in his public comments that the benefits clearly do not outweigh the detriments.

The Greenwood Oaks Phase 1 & 2 Homeowners Association Board (Elisa Endress, Mike Daraskavich, Tom
Parrish, Inge Viehweber, Sabine Lucas, Helen Winship, Lindsay Boujoulian, Robert Smith) indicate they
have reviewed the plans and have ihe following concems. The proposed lot sizes are dramatically
smaller than the lot sizes in the existing neighborhoods. The proposed minimum home size is considerably
smaller than the exisfing homes or adjacent homes in the neighborhoods. Also, the lack of direct access
to Ten Mile and Beck is concerning. They respectfully request the following amendments to the proposal.
No changes to the zoning or the net acre or the amount per acre that is outflined in the Master Plan. The
lot sizes be equivalent to the existing average on the adjacent properties which they indicate is in excess
of 23,000 sq. fi. The minimum home sizes be equivalent fo the average of the exsting adjacent
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properties, which they indicate is 31,000 sq. ft. They would like one direct access point to Ten Mile and

Beck to avoid additional traffic in existing neighborhoods and the installation of sidewalks connecting the
full intersection of Ten Mile and Beck.

The Feinstein family located at 47541 Greenwich Drive has lived in Novi since 1999 because of the many
attributes of Novi, including a great location, low crime rate etc. They indicate that they object to the
rezoning and that it will have a negative effect on the whole area and reduce property values and
increase traffic. They also summarize some of the past history.

Norman & Nancy Powell at 47446 Greenwich Drive indicate they do not live within 300 feet of the
rezoning, but do live in the Greenwood Oaks Sub. They believe they would be greatly affected by any
development of the property. They were unable to attend this meeting and wish for their comments to
be put into the record. They request that the Planning Commission follow the Master Plan and not allow
this development because of the smaller lots. They believe this will greatly reduce the value of their home
and also it will increase traffic.

Dennis and Gail Kline at 47527 Greenwich Drive believe the lot sizes should stay at a half acre. The
proposed lots they presume will be atfached to the existing subdivision. There are also concermned about
the increased traffic they will see with 38 more homes. They do not want the houses to look cramped in
the new subdivision. Their home backs up to the proposed homes.

No one else in the audience wished o spedk and there was no additional correspondence. Chair
Pehrson closed the public hearing.

Member Anthony asked the applicant to address the issue of the unpaid property taxes on the parcel.

Mr. Fingeroct could not speak to that question and staff noted that the status of property taxes is not
generally a land use question. ”

Member Anthony then asked if there has been any calculation or estimate on the homeowner's fees that
would be required to maintain the proposed landscaping.

Mr. Fingeroot envisioned that this would be an association separate from the Greenwood Oaks sub but
he has not done the calcuiations yet fo determine the fees. He has developed a number of sites this size
with equivalent open spaces and always informs buyers if any fees. On average, the associations in his
communities charge $400 to $1,000 a year to maintain the landscaping.

Member Anthony asked the staff what the required setbacks were.

Planner Kapelanski stated that the developer would be expected to meet the setbacks for the R-3 District
if this rezoning were fo be approved. They are similar to the setbacks in the R-1 District. The front yard
being 30 feet, the rear yard 35 feet and the side yard a minimum of 10 feet with the 2 side yards together
equaling 30 feet.

Member Anthony asked what the side yard setbacks would be in the R-1 District.

Planner Kapelanski answered a minimum of 15 feet,

Member Anthony stated that he lives here to and has the fear of the drop of prdper’ry values. Ten Mile
and Beck are thoroughfares and because of that there is always going to be pressure to make this corner

commercial. There is aready commercial at that intersection. The City has set the Master Plan as
residential. The plan that has been presented before us is consistent with that and ensure the property is
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developed as residential.

Member Baratta asked Planner Kapelanski how many lots could be developed on the site under the
current zoning.

Planner Kapelanski answered in saying with the R-1 density of the 1.65 unifs per acre up to 35 lots would
be pemitted. [f this property were to develop as R-1, the lofs would have to meet the R-1 standards,
which is close to 22,000 sg. ff. per lot. If they laid out a subdivision with 22,000 square foot lots and ended

up with 30 lots, then that is how many lots they could have on this property without seeking variances for
lot size.

Member Baratta asked about the size of the lots that are proposed under the new development.
Planner Kapelanski stated that the lot sizes vary and the average lot size is about 15,100 square feet.

Member Baratta asked if it was accurate that then that under the R-1 zoning, a 22,000 sq. ft. would be the
minimum and under the R-3 zoning it would be 15,100 sq. ft..

Planner Kapelanski explained that if this would be rezoned to a straight R-3 zoning the lots would actually

be smaller, but under this proposal some of the lots are about 14,000 sq. fi. and they average around
15,000 sq. ft. '

Member Baratta asked if the applicant is locked into the lot sizes proposed.

Planner Kapelanski answered that was correct.

Member Baratta asked if they would have to maintain the setbacks required under the R-3 zoning.

Planner Kapelanski answered that was correct.

Member Greco said he was encouraged that it was residential. The proposal includes Greenwood Oaks
backing up to 7 or 8 homes and under the existing zoning they would be backing up to é homes.
Member Greco does not see how the proposal would change the character of the area. These are
proud residents of these subdivisions and o them the lot sizes and the home sizes mean a lot and Member
Greco suspects the people looking for those types of things in a home would look in Greenwood Oaks
rather than the new subdivision. This looks like a plan that looks very acceptable and does not look out
of character with that area and the southwest quadrant or the existing intersection, Pending additional
comments from the Planning Commission, Member Greco is likely to support this.

Chair Pehrson asked Traffic Consultant Arroyo to step forward and give some comments on the Traffic
- Study he performed and wanted to know the basic difference in the traffic generated between the R-1
and R-3 zoning.

Traffic Consultant Arroyo explained that he did not do the Traffic Study, that he just reviews what the
applicant has supplied and verifies to the City that the information is corect. The trip generation in the
fraffic review letter shows the difference between an R-1 and R-3 development under straight zoning and
then it shows the proposed development at 38 units. [f the property were developed under R-1, 35
dwelling units, on a daily basis 3%6 trips would be expected with 41 trips during the PM peak hour. If it is
bumped up to 38 units, which is what is proposed there will be 427 daily trips and the PM peak hour would

have 44 trips with a difference of 3 trips with between the underlying zoning and under the proposed
scendario.
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Chair Pehrson asked if Traffic Consultant Arroyo saw any issues with which entrance potential residents
may choose.

Traffic Consuh‘on’r Arroyo explained that they are not required to submit a Full Traffic Study that evaluates
other intersections given that there are less than 75 units proposed in this development but he thinks the
Beck draw is greater than other directions for this particular development.

Chair Pehrson said that he lives near the intersection and does not know how people get in and out of
Ten Mile now during peck traffic. He thinks Cider Mill is the only true exit they have and asked if there

would be any advantage to having a second egress point onto or out to Ten Mile other than the one in
connection with the existing subdivision to ease the traffic.

Traffic Consultant Arroye regarding additional points of access, each one has their own challenges. |If
one looks af the way the site is laid out and extends the road out as a driveway coming directly across to
Warrington a shortcut would be created for motorists to avoid the intersection of Beck and Ten Mile and it
gets a lot shorter if there is a second point of access o Ten Mile and to Beck. If there is only the access to
Ten Mile, hat situation is lessened because a motorist would have to snake thelr way through the
intersection. Turning left out of an access point on Ten Mile would be very challenging because there is
not a signal at that location and it wouldn't warrant a signal. An access point to Ten and Beck is not @

specific requirement of this project regardiess if it develops as a PRO or a siraight subdivision under the
existing zoning.

Chair Pehrson asked if there would be any advantage to having an access point to the proposed sub.

Traffic Consultant Arroyo answered it would depend on where someone lives. A new access point could
facilitate traffic from the existing subdivisions from Warington and Greenwood Oaks to come through this
project and go out to Ten Mile. If you don't have it, the new residents will be going through the other
existing developments, which will happen with or without a new access point to some degree. An access
point onto Beck would likely be the most problematic from a traffic perspective and could potentially
have the most negative impact just because it would potentially be a cut through to avoid the
intersection. No access point is required by the ordinance.

Chair Pehrson said his initial concern for any development on this corner is the traffic flow. The City is
looking at what is the best application for this parcel and it has been zoned for and has been part of the
Master Plan as single family residential. There have been other proposals that didn't fit well and the
Planning Commission has looked af that in an unfaverable way waiting and heping for some single family
application for this property that would make sense. The applicant deserves some credit that he has kept
the proposed density very close to the R-1 standards. One of the obligations under the PRO is for the
applicant to come back to the City and make recommendations regarding different amenities and
public benefits. The funding foward the major non-motorized pathway is a benefit as is the saving of the
landmark Maple free and possibly the platform for the City-owned piece of art. Everything else in that list,
like the pocket park, the water main loop connection and housing style upgrade does not seem like a
benefit to the City. Given the density we are looking at for this, the developer may need to go back and

find some other public benefit opportunities. The applicant has gone out of his way to make this
something that is workable.

Motion made by Member Barata, seconded by Member Anthony:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO REZONE THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY FROM R-1TO R-3 WITH A PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY:

In the matter of the request of Beck Ten Land, LLC ZCM12-02 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.701
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motion o recommend approval to the City Council fo rezone the subject property from R-1 (One-

Family Residential) to R-3 (One-Family Residential) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay with the following
ordinance deviations:

a. Lack of a paved eyebrows; ,

b. Location of proposed sidewalks in relation to the edge of the right-of-way; and

c. Skewed intersection of Warrington Drive and Graham Lane;

And subject to the following conditions:

a. Applicant providing elevations and floor plans to confirm housing style and size, a noted
public benefit; and

b. Compliance with all conditions listed in the staff and consultant review letters;

For the following reasons:

a. The proposed development meets the intent of the Master Plan to provide single-family
residential uses on the property that are consistent with and comparable to surrounding
developments;

b. The proposed density of 1.77 units per acre closely matches the master planned density of 1.45
units per acre; and

c. The proposed development is consistent with a listed objective for the southwest quadrant of
the City, “Maintain the existing low density residential development and natural features
preservation patterns.”

d. Given the varying alternatives for the property, the proposal is clearly a good project for this
cornet. Motion carried 6-0. :
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