

























































































From: Coburn, Brian

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 5:03 PM
To: Roediger, Sara

Subject: RE: Pathway Update

Attached is our latest Non-Motorized Schedule for the committee.

Below is an update on pathways since October of last year (not including those
constructed by developers).

Completed by City

36-Taft (11 Mile to Andes)

144-Meadowbrook (Grand River to Cherry Hill)

145-Ten Mile (Catherine Ind to CSX RR)—except Supplier Investment parcels
NC2-Brookfarm Park (Ripple Creek to Village Oaks School)

Grand River mid-block at Seeley

Completed by Developer (I may have missed some)
4-14 Mile (Novi to Beechwalk) by Maple Manor

Construction Awarded (I may have missed some)
92-Novi Road (9 Mile to 10 Mile)

ITC Medilodge Regional Pathway

Eight Mile Road mid-block crossings (CSP and Garfield)

Developer Construction in Progress

45-(Portion) 12 Mile as part of Andelina Estates

55-Beck north of 10 Mile as part of Valencia Estates

54-Ten Mile west of Beck as part of Valencia Estates
50-(portion) Wixom north of Ten Mile as part of Island Lake 7
51-(portion) Ten Mile east of Wixom as part of Island Lake 7

Engineering Awarded (Construction Funded for FY13-14)

Providence Regional Pathway

Metro Connector

73-Meadowbrook (Grand River to Bridge)-connects to Metro Connector
16-13 Mile (Sunshine to Holmes)

NC1-Hickory Woods to Novi Road

Beck Road mid-block Crossing at Cheltenham

Haggerty and Nine Mile ped improvements (north side)

Engineering Awarded/Construction not-funded
Greenway Development Phase 1A (ITC CSP to Nine Mile)




ACTIVE NON-MOTORIZED PROJECT PORTFOLIO FOR ENGINEERING DIVISION

FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15
Project Description | Q4 Q1 | Q2 | Q3 Q4 Q1
FY12-13 PROJECTS
Taft and Meadowbrook Pathways CONSTRUCT
Medilodge ITC Pathway BID CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
Providence Pathway — DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
ADA Compliance Plan for City sites DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN
FY13-14 PROJECTS
Metro Connector (MDOT LAP) DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN BID CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
Meadowbrook Pathway (Bridge St to Grand River) DESIGN DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
13 Mile at Holmes Sidewalk DESIGN DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
2014 ADA Compliance Program DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
Haggerty Road at Nine Mile Improvements DESIGN BID CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
Segment NC1- East Lake to Hickory Woods DESGN | Row | DESIGN DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT
Greenway Development Phase 1A (Design Only) DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN DESIGN
Beck Road at Cheltenham mid-block crossing DESIGN DESIGN CONSTRUCT CONSTRUCT

Current schedule as of 9/10/13










EASEMENT
FOR PROPOSED TRAIL
CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE
OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That Novi Community Schools, party of the first part, whose address is 25345
Taft Road, Novi MI 48374, for and in consideration of the sum of One ($1.00) Dollar by The City of Novi, party of the second
part, whose address is 45175 W. Ten Mile Rd, Novi, MI 48375, does hereby grant, convey and release to the said party of the
second part a permanent easement in which to construct, operate, maintain, repair and/or replace trail and pedestrian site
elements for the life of the trail and perpetual public access for recreation with no limitations, conditions or encumbrances,
through the following parcels of land situated in the City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan described as:

Parcel #50-22-17-300-017

TIN, R8E, SEC 17 PART OF SW 1/4 BEG AT SW SEC COR, THN 04-04-19 W 1666.34 FT, TH N 86-09-07 E 787.52
FT, THS 03-50-53 £ 208.58 FT, TH N 87-12-53 E 537.33 FT, TH S 02-47-07 E 69.84 F'T, TH N 87-22-55 E 416.40 ¥T,
TH S 02-37-05 E 278.58 FT, TH S 8§7-12-53 W 329 FT, TH S 02-47-07 E 704 43 FT, TH S 87-12-53 W 46 FT, TH S 02-
47-07E 403.46 FT, TH S 86-35-42 W 1331.84 F'T TO BEG 52.06 A 11-5-97 FR 003, 004,012 &014

In a public easement thereon which is to be located approximately as follows:

Easement Description:

A EASEMENT, FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE, AND USE OF A PAVED TRAIL
FOR THE LIFE OF THE TRAIL AND PERPETUAL PUBLIC ACCESS FOR RECREATION IN PART OF THE
SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 17, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST, CITY OF NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY,
MICHIGAN, DESCRIBED AS BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF TAX PARCEL #50-22-17-300-
016, WHICH IS THE FOLLOWING FOUR (4) COURSES FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 17; 1)
N04°0529"W, ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION, 1666.34 FEET; 2) N86°07'57"E, 787.52 FEET; 3)
S03°52'03"E, 208.58 FEET; 4) N87°11'43"E, 532.74 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING N87°11'43"E, 4.59 FEET;
THENCE S02°48'17"E, 51.00 FEET; THENCE S27°54'42"W  157.29 FEET; THENCE 91.88 FEET ALONG A CURVE
TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 140.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 37°36'13" AND A CHORD
BEARING AND DISTANCE OF S46°42'49"W, 90.24 FEET, THENCE S65°30'55"W, 9.35 FEET TO THE EASTERLY
BACK OF CURB OF A PARKING LOT; THENCE N02°42'04"W, ALONG SAID BACK OF CURB LINE, 1448
FEET; THENCE S87°0825"W, 239.66 FEET, THENCE N02°51'35"W, 55.00 FEET; THENCE N87°0825"E, 286.10
FEET; THENCE 9.36 FEET ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 110 FEET, A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 4°52'38" AND A CHORD BEARING AND DISTANCE OF N30°21'01"E, 9.36 FEET; THENCE
N27°54'42"E, 198.78 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 0.51 ACRES (22228 SQUARE FEET)
OF LAND.

and to enter upon sufficient land adjacent to said easement for the purpose of the construction, repair and/or replacement
thereof. To the extent permitted by law, Novi Community Schools is hereby released from liability for claims or damages
anising from or incidental to the use of the Easement. Notwithstanding anything set forth herein, both parties shall retain any
governmental immunity they are otherwise entitled to under the law.

This instrumnent shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto, their representative, successors and assigns.
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N WITNESS WHEREOF, the party of the first part hereunto affixed

wd AD. 2013

In the presence of:

____ signature(s) ihis;zf?ﬁw day of

'
e
(Signature) / (Signature)
Sreven Rare
(Print Name) (Print Name)
(Signaturg)” (Signature)
(fI;rint Name) (Print Nz}méj
STATE OF MICHIGAN)
A
COUNTY OF OAKLAND)
On this _271 j‘”‘day of _Prisusd 201 35, before me, _Srapie L. Y 6’*%"; G in and for said
County, Personally appeared =~ heves Doee - - to me known to be the person
described in and who executed the same as free act and deed.
£
/N
LAl : .
(Signaturd) / 3

ANGELAL VAUGHAN
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF il
COUNTY OF DAKLAND
M@mggﬁagsafﬂsiig%ﬁ
mﬂmmmum@? S

Draft Prepared By:

ROWE Professional Services Company
27300 Haggerty Road, Suite F-30
Farmington Hills, MI 48331

Return to:

Maryanne Cornelius, City Clerk
City of Novi

45175 Ten Mile

Novi, MI 48375

R:\Projects\13F0002\Docs\Wildlife Woods Trail\2013 MNRTFisupplemental'easement agreement rev.doc

Proale T Y\‘{f‘mﬁ Ul

(Print Name)

Notary Public,

My commission expires:
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EASEMENT SKETCH

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 17, TOWM 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST, CITY OF NOW, GAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN, DESCRIBED AS
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF TAX PARCEL #50~22-17-30C~C15. WHICH 1S THE FOLLOWING FOUR {4) COURSES FROM THE
SOUTHWEST CORMER OF SECTION 17: 1) NO408'28°W, ALONG THE WEST UNE D SECTION, 1B66.34 FEET; 2} NBED75T'E, 787.52 FEET, 3}
SOXEFOI'ET, 20858 FECT; 43 NB71'43°E, 53274 FEET, THENCE CONTINUING NB7Y43'L, 4.50 FEFT, THENCE S0248'17°€, 5160 HENCE
SI754°42°W, 157.20 FEET, THENCE 91,88 FEET ALONG A CURVE TO THE RiGHT HAVNG A RADIUS OF 140,00 FEET, A CENTRAL A o
3736437 AND A CHORD BEARNG AND DISTANCE OF S46'47°49°W, 80.24 I THENCE SB53055™W, 9.35 FEET TO THE EASTERLY BACK OF
CURS OF & FARKING LOT, THENCE NOZ4204"W, ALONG SAID BACK (F CURB LINE, 14.48 FEET, THE i
NOZ'5TIE™Y, 55.00 FEET, THENCE N870EZS’E, 28610 FEET, THENCE .36 FELT ALONG A CURME TO THE LEFT HAYING A RADIUS OF 110 FEET,
4 CENTRAL ANGLE OF 4'52°38" AND A CHORD BEARING AND DISTANCE OF NIOZV'OV'E, 9.35 FEET: THENCE NZ7'S442°E, 19878 FEET 7O THE
POINT OF SEGINNING. CONTAINING 0.5 ACRES (22228 SQUARE FEET) OF LAND.

ARG MWR/OMA

WILDLIFE WOODs DRAWN  MAC/APL

CHECKED: HR
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EASEMENT SKETCH
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MAY 28, 2013
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, JULY 22, 2013 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. TEN MILE ROAD
EXCERPT

1. Approval of Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 18.267 to amend the City of Novi
Zoning Ordinance at Article 25, "General Provision", to add Section 2526 "Bicycle
Parking Facilities Requirements" to provide bicycle parking requirements and bicycle
parking area layout standards. SECOND READING

Assistant City Manager Cardenas said there had been changes made to the
ordinance since the First Reading. The Planning Commission now has the authority to
waive the requirements to provide a bike parking facility. They have increased the
threshold in which covered spaces are required. They have reduced the number of
covered park parking spaces from 50% to 25%. Also, the covered parking
requirements were removed for the multi-family.

Member Wrobel supports bicycle parking but he can’t support the ordinance since
there is still covered parking. He thinks there is no need for it. He doesn’t believe they
should have to show practical difficulty to waive the covered parking requirement.

Member Mutch said the Walkable Novi Committee members reviewed the changes
last week. The Committee was comfortable with the proposed changes because
they were in line with the concerns that were expressed at City Council. The vast
majority would not require covered parking. It would be the large projects. This
ordinance accomplishes standards and is important to the City.

Member Margolis said the covered parking was too much and can’t support it with
the requirement.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said the ordinance has come a long way from the initial
proposal. He thinks it has accommodated everything that was requested and the
covered parking requirement is for unusual circumstances. He was satisfied with the
changes and would support it as written.

Member Fischer said he would support it. He asked about the land banking change.
Assistant City Manager Cardenas said it was eliminated. He felt with the land
banking options and waiver ability by the Planning Commission, that would be
sufficient.

Mayor Gatt cannot support it due to the covered parking element. He is opposed to

requiring private businesses to build parking for bicycles. He is agreeable to have
public buildings require bicycle parking.
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CM-13-07-106 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Casey; MOTION CARRIED: 4-3

To approve Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 18.267 to amend the City of Novi
Zoning Ordinance at Article 25, "General Provision”, to add Section 2526 "Bicycle
Parking Facilities Requirements" to provide bicycle parking requirements and
bicycle parking area layout standards. SECOND READING

Member Casey supports this ordinance with the changes the City staff made. She
felt it provides for reasonable accommodation for situations where covered parking
may not be practical.

Roll call vote on CM-13-07-106 Yeas: Staudt, Casey, Fischer, Mutch

Nays: Gatt, Margolis, Wrobel
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Schedule of Regulations, including the pertaining footnotes. The site
plan approval may aflow bicycle parking facilities in the required front
yard parking setback when the location is between a public bicycle
route and the principal building, and no waiver of any landscape
requirement in Section 2509 will be required.

c. Bicycle parking facilities shall be located on the parcel that the
bicycle parking serves, and if all non-zoning ordinance City pemits
and approvals are obtained, may be approved within the road right-
of-way adjacent to the principal building(s) in a locafion that would
e similar to the location of street trees, street furniture or pedestrian
amenities, and located so pedesirian and bicycle fravel on non-
motorized facilities in the road right-of-way would not be
compromised.

d. Bicycle parking facilities shall be located along the principal building
enfrance approach line and be clearly visible and easily accessible
from the approach and building entrance being served.

e. Bicycle parking facilities shall be no greater than 120 feet from the
enfrance being served or the nearest automobile parking space to
that entrance.

f. When four (4} or more bicycle parking spaces are required for ¢
building with multiple public enfrances served by automobile parking,
the site plan approval may require the spaces in increments of two (2)
to be provided in multiple bicycle parking facilities o serve more than
one (1] of those entrances.

g. Minimum reguired bicycle parking spaces shall not be replaced by
any other use uniess and untit equal facilities are provided elsewhere.

3. Deferrals/Landbanking.
Upon the written request and safisfactory showing by the applicant that
complying with the bicycle parking requirements in this section is not necessary
to serve actual bicycle parking needs for the proposed use, or in the case of
covered spaces, is not practical, the Planning Commission or administrative site
plan approval for the activity requiring the provision of bicycle parking spaces
may allow deferral of actual installation of some cor_all_of the required bicycle
parking facility by including on the site plan an area designated as landbanked
bicycle parking facilities{s) for future construction in accordance with the
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requirements at the time of site plan approval, subject to the following
requirements:

e—Defergl of-acival construction-bylandbankingshallonlbecllowsd

ba. An area approved for landbanked bicycle parking facilities shall be
maintained in compliance with the approved site pian and may not be
used for any other purposes.

epb. Upon any change in use or occupancy of a site where a landbanked
bicycle parking facility has been approved, and no more than once per
year, the Community Development Department may conduct a review to
determine if installation of a landbanked bicycle parking facility is
necessary to serve actual bicycle parking needs at the site. Upon
determining such a necessity, the Department shall notify the property
owner of the determination and basis for it, and of a time within which the
installation is fo be completed.

dc. A property owner may install some or all of a landbanked bicycle
parking facility at any time aoffer providing written notfice to  the
Community Development Department and obtaining all required-permits.

. Automobile Parking Space Reduction Bonus.

When the required number of automobile parking spaces exceeds twenty {20)
spaces, the number of required automobile parking spaces may be reduced by
one (1} space for every ten (10} uncovered bicycle parking spaces provided
and by one (1) space for every five (5] covered bicycle parking spaces

provided, up to a maximum of ten percent {10%) of the required automobile
parking spaces.

Covered Bicycle Parking Space Requirerent,

Unless walved or modified as provided in subsection ée, Wwhen thereguired
numberof20 or more bicycle parking spaces_are required-exsseds-ten{ten}
parking-spaces, Hiytwenty five percent {256%) of the bicycle parking spaces
shall be covered bicycle parking spaces.

Bicycle Parking Facility Layout, Location and Design Standards.
Bicycle parking area(s) shall be laid out, constructed and maintained in
accordance with the following standards and regulations:
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a. Plans for the layout of bicycle parking facilities shall be in accord with the
following minimum requirements:

Bicycle Maneuvering | Parking Parking Total  Widih | Total  Widih
Parking Lane Space Space Of One Tier | Of Two Tiers
Width depth width Of  Spaces | Of  Spaces
Plus Plus
Maneuveting | Maneuvering
Lane Lane
0’ Four (4) feet | Two (2] | Six (6) feet | Ten {10} feet | Sixteen {16}
{parallel) feet single feet
10 90° 2.5  feet
doubie

b. All bicycle parking spaces shall be paved and adjacent to a bicycle rack

of the inverted “U" design, that is solid, cannot be easily removed with
common tools, provides at least two contact points for a bicycle, is at
least three {3) feet in height, and permits the locking of a bicycle through
the frame and one wheel with a standard U-Lock or cable in an upright
position. The rack shall be securely anchored in concrefe or asphalt.
Alternative installations and designs may be considered if the proposed
rack design functions similar to the inverted “U" design.

. All bicycle parking facilities shall be accessible from adjacent street{s) and
pathway(s) via a paved route that has a minimum width of six (6) feet.

. All bicycle parking facilities shall be separated from automobile parking
spaces and access aisles by a raised curb, landscape area, sidewalk, or
other method that complies with all city ordinances,

. Upon the written request of an applicant, the Planning Commission or
administrative site plan approval for an activity requiring the provision of
bicycle parking spaces may elew—e—waiver or modifyicatien—ef the
bicycle parking facllity layout, location, and design requirements in this
subsection é, covered bicvcle parking space reguirements in subsection
5, _and/or the landscaping requirements in Section 2509, upon o
safisfactory showing by the applicant thatof g practical difficulty with
complying with the reguirement an—ahemalive—layoutJlocation—and
desigh-is-necessary due fo site constraints_or other factors, and that the
applicant's proposed plan-and- will adequately serve the needs of the
site to-sepdeeand the bicycling public.
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. Bicycle Parking Lot Layout lllustration.

Bicycle Parking Layout Hlustration

) rack | + o ‘
Rarkihg space / 54 inches ‘_@ parking space
! ‘ 5
— ' qg}
* :
parking space 15 inches
!
parking space 15 inches parking space
parking space .24 inches patking spacs
e § feat o 4 feet . 6 feet —— =
- 16 feat -
Waivers,

a.

Subiect to and as provided in this subsection 8, the Planning Commission

or administrative site plan approval may waive the reguirement to

provide a bicycle parking facility.

Retail and service uses dedling directly with customers, residential housing

yses, and other uses that agre open to and regularly visited by the general

oublic are not eligible for a waiver of the requirement 1o provide a bicycle

parking facility but are eligitle for landbanking deferral under subsection

3.

Waivers may be granted on the written request and satisfactory showing

by the site plan applicant that g bicvcle varking facility is not necessary to

serve actucl bicycle parking needs of employees and customers, oris

inconsistent with the use for which site plan dapproval is required,
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d. A waiver shall be limited to the use disclosed and for which site plan
adpproval was reguested and granted, but may be recuested, approved
and continued for a new use as part of a change of use site plan review
and dpproval upon the same showing as required in subsection 8c.

e, A wgiver shall be limited to the bullding or parking lot erection or
enlargement for which is was granted, shall not be binding on or apply o
a future building or parking lot erection or enlargement for which g
bicycle parking facility is required by subsection 2, but may be reqguested
and approved for confinuation as provided in this subsection 8.

PART IL

Severability. Should any section, subdivision, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance be
declared by the couris to be invalid, the validity of the Crdinance as a whole, orin part,
shall not be affected other than the part invalidated.

PART 11,

Savings Clause. The amendment of the Novi Code of Ordinances set forth in this
Ordinance does not affect or impair any act done, offense committed, or right
accruing, accrued, or acquired or liability, penalty, forfeiture or punishment, pending or

incurred prior to the amendment of the Novi Code of Crdinances set forth in this
Crdinance,

PART IV.

Repealer. All other Ordinance or parts of Crdinance in conflict herewith are hereby
repealed only-to the extent necessary to give this Ordinance full force and effect.

PART V.

Effective Date: Publicalion, Public hearing having been held hereon pursuant to the
provisions of Section 103 of Act 110 of the Public Acts of 2006, as amended, the
provisions of this Ordinance shall be published within fifteen (15) days of its adoption by
publication of a brief notice in a newspaper circulated in the City of Novi stating the
date of enaciment and effective date, a brief statement as 1o its regulatory effect and
that a complete copy of the Ordinance is available for public purchase, use and
inspection at the office of the City Clerk during the hours of 8:00 A.M. fo 5:00 P.M., Local
Time. The provisions of this Ordinance shall become effective seven {7) days after its
publication.
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MADE, PASSED, AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI,
OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN, ON THE _ DAY OF , 2013.

Robert J. GATT, MAYOR

MARYANNE CORNELIUS, CITY CLERK

Avyes:

Nays:
Abstentions:
Absent:
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, AUGUST 12, 2013 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS — NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. TEN MILE ROAD
EXCERPT

3. Consideration of a Policy for Non-regulatory Directional and Informational
Signage Guidelines for Signage within the Public Right-of-Way.

City Manager Pearson said this item was a follow-up to discussion from last
Council meeting. The discussion was how the City was approaching informational
signage that is not required. This Policy was developed for non-regulatory sighage.
It acknowledges what it does and doesn’t cover. They found it appropriate, next
to existing City property and utilities, signs can be placed in the Public Right-of-
Way and signs for the regional trails which are defined in the Non-Motorized
Master Plan. He appreciated any feedback.

Member Casey thanked the Administration for preparing the Policy. She felt that
the 30 day notice to property owners in the notification section was sufficient time
but didn’t understand why Council was given the same amount of time. She was
open to discussion of this issue because she didn’t think it was enough time for
Council to review the signage before presented to the residents.

City Manager Pearson said he didn’t see any problem and said it made sense
about the time necessary to review.

Member Fischer cannot support this due to concern over the number of signs
going up in the City. He did like, in the Policy, the elimination of signs on residential
type roads. This Policy still gives the ability to put signs to public facilities such as
the Library and Park which are not necessarily needed. The approach shouldn’t
be through a blanket policy but a comprehensive plan would make more sense.

Member Mutch will support the Policy as presented even though he had some
concerns. He liked the public notification process but he didn’t feel that Council
should have to approve every sign request that doesn’t fit within the proposed
policy structure. He doesn’t think it would be the best use of Council’s time. He is
willing to accept it to put in place a framework for them to make decisions. In
terms of the scope, he thought the Policy was too restrictive. He cited items such
as natural beauty roads which we have sighage on that indicated that they are
natural beauty roads or scenic drives which under our current policy, the signs
would not be allowed. Some of the sighage that is currently allowed or in place
would have to be removed. He explained that there are other examples. He
understood the objections to signage in the subdivisions. The Policy makes it more
restrictive than what is intended. He was surprised with the concerns about the
signage in the City because there is a lot of information and directional signage
already in place. We may not be aware of it. A number of the signs could be
affected by a change in the policy. The signs currently exist and this concern
resulted in the bike route signs. He feels there are signs for everything but people
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are not comfortable putting up signs for bicycle riders or pedestrians. He would
like a balance to meet all the needs of all people who are utilizing a roadway.
The public comments have led to changes. It was mentioned previously that
neighborhood connectors are not regional trails. Regional trails are the ITC
Corridor and M-5. He doesn’t read this policy as allowing signage outside the two
corridors without going through the approval process. Also, it is his understanding
that it is strictly limited to easements owned by utilities. He didn’t read where either
of those aspects of the Policy applied to the situation that Mr. Garbacik referred
to. Mr. Garbacik brought up a good point for neighborhood connectors and it will
be discussed at the Walkable Novi Committee meeting. They should look at what
standards should be in place for the neighborhood connectors. As future
development comes forward, he finds the current standards are insufficient.

Member Margolis supports this policy. She thanked Administration for generating
the Policy. The biggest concern was when the signs appeared on people’s lawns.
She could see the concern and the Policy addresses that concern.
CM-13-08-116 Moved by Margolis, seconded by Casey; MOTION CARRIED: 6-1

To approve a Policy for Non-regulatory Directional and Informational Sighage
Guidelines for Signage within the Public Right-of-Way as amended with a 45 day
notice to Council.

Mayor Gatt agreed with the previous speaker and thanked the Administration.

Roll call vote on CM-13-08-116 Yeas: Mutch, Wrobel, Gatt, Staudt, Casey, Margolis

Nays: Fischer
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI
MONDAY, JULY 22, 2013 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. TEN MILE ROAD
EXCERPT

5. Policy discussion on the installation of destination/informational guide signs in the
public right-of-way for non-motorized transportation use.

Assistant City Manager Cardenas said they have gotten a lot of feedback from
residents and business owners regarding signage. The staff has put together
current processes and procedures for implementing signage for Council’s
consideration.

Member Fischer agreed they have gotten numerous complaints about City signs.
He would support the policy going to City staff. He commented that it is Council’s
duty to protect the character and aesthetics of the City. Signs detract from values
of homes and residents. He could understand every resident that has complained.
The signs that lead to the park, bike route, and library are not necessary. In his
opinion, they are not aesthetically pleasing. He empathizes with those who have
a sign in their front yard. Most families who live here probably know where the
library and civic center is located. He didn’t see the purpose of the signs. He is
concerned with the proliferation of signs. He thinks most everyone knows where to
find the amenities in the City. If they don’t, we are not doing our job, as a City,
communicating all the amenities we have to our residents. He is not in favor of the
directional signs or most of the signs listed in the Non-Motorized Master Plan. He
suggested a plan for placement, type, number, and construction. Maybe, a sign
that looks like the character of our City. He thinks we need to look at our
communication strategy with implementing things through our GIS mapping on
the web site, smartphone app, and thought there were other ways to showcase
the amenities in the City.

Member Wrobel agreed with Member Fischer. He commented that even though
the placements of the signs are well intentioned, they missed the mark. People in
the City don’t need signs in their face all the time to show them the way. He
would agree to signs on major roads. He feels there are enough signs.

Member Margolis said that the signs didn’t make a lot of sense to her. It makes
sense to her where there are situations of parks inside a subdivision or a hidden
path might have signs. She commented there should be a process shared with
Council implementing the sign plans. Also, she would like to provide property
owners with written notification before they are installed.

Member Casey supports asking staff to prepare a policy to include a judicious use

of directional signage and a reasonable amount of time for notification to
residents and their responses.
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Member Mutch advocates less signage and smaller signs wherever possible.
Walkable Novi discussed neighborhood connectors using existing streets with little
cost. There would be limited sighage to direct people along the routes. It is taken
for granted that everyone knows how to get from point A to point B in the City.
The Committee was trying to address those who don’t live in the area and don’t
know how the streets connect. The Committee discussed this and asked the staff
to scale back sighage significantly. They removed signs in front of a resident’s
house. They try to listen to the input from residents. The routes discussed are about
2 % miles of subdivision streets and there about twelve signs within those
neighborhoods. Staff’s implementation was a destination concept. He wasn’t
satisfied with the way it was implemented and would like to see some changes.
They could revisit alternative signage along the routes. Modifications could be
made closer to what was originally proposed. He noted the signage issue is
getting attention because it is new and different. He noted there were bike path
signs next to million dollar homes in Island Lake. There were never any complaints
about them. They may have a better design and be more attractive. It shows that
signs by themselves don’t take away value from the neighborhood. He hopes
Council members understand the intent of the audience they are trying to serve.
We are trying to meet a need in this Community of residents who want to be able
to walk and bike around the City within alternative routes. He hopes they can
highlight this so it doesn’t take away from the City as a whole and provides a
benefit to many residents that they may not be aware of. He would support a
motion to direct staff to review this and come back with a policy
recommendation to City Council.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt noted that Walkable Novi doesn’t implement policy. He
would like to see this policy discussion extended beyond the Non-Motorized
Master Plan and talk about signs in general. He doesn’t support signs going up in
people’s back yards even though there was a legal right to do it. He felt we
needed to be more imaginative about how we use the signs and the types of
signs in the City. The message to staff is not so many signs and smarter as to where
they are located. Also, he supports sidewalks and pathways through our
neighborhoods. This Council is committed to it. It is good for everyone in the City
of Novi. Many residents with a side lot and back yard with a pathway complain,
but it is a necessity. He supports moving this to staff and leaning towards the
minimal not the maximum.

Mayor Gatt said he has received calls and agrees with and empathizes with
residents that don’t want signs in their yards. He agrees with Mayor Pro Tem Staudt
on using imagination in implementing signage. There are other ways that don’t
intrude on residents views or make it more difficult to live and maintain a house.
He would support removing signs already installed and replace them with a more
congenial sign and amenable sign. He has no problem with signs on the main
roads.

Member Margolis would not support painting on a curb or road in terms of policy.
She thinks the signs should be kept as minimal as possible. Also, agrees that
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people in a subdivision know where the parks are within the sub. She would
support a sign if the rest of the City does not know where the park is.

Member Fischer would support, recommend and ask administration to remove
signs already installed. Member Mutch asked which signs should be removed.
What is the scope of the removal he was looking for? Member Fischer answered
that he didn’t think any of the signs were necessary in subdivisions. He would like
all of them gone including the Village Oak’s signs that were not mentioned in the
packet. Member Mutch asked Administration if the signs had been installed. In the
last discussion he believed the installations of signs were postponed. Many feel
signs along the main roads are appropriate. Two thirds of this particular signage is
along Taft and Ten Mile roads and asked if Member Fischer would like that
signage removed as well. He was looking for what they are accomplishing. He
said if the goal is to have all the signage removed, it needs to be clarified for
administration. Member Fischer said he has made his position very clear. He is very
confident moving forward on this discussion.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said to keep in mind that potential regional trails will be
coming through pathways and it will be important when we discuss these policies
that we differentiate between neighborhoods, major streets, and potential trails,
such as, the ITC Corridor where residents probably won’t use those as much as
non-residents. If we are going to build them, we should give them some indication
where they are going. We shouldn’t completely eliminate signage along our trails
and pathways. It is something he would like to see segmented in the policy
discussion.

Assistant City Manager Cardenas asked if Council is looking for just directional
signage or all traffic control signs. Mayor Gatt said it would be best to come back
with a policy and it will be discussed at that time.

AUDIENCE COMMENT:

John Garbacik, 45626 Emerald Forest, displayed a map showing alternative sidewalks

and pathways that the children who ride a bus know the route and would be a safer
route.
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streets and roadways in Novi are in rights-of-way conftrolled by the Road Commission for
Oakland County (RCOC) and the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT). While
the City of Novi would adhere to the proposed policy when recommending sign
installation along County and State roads, other entities would not be so restricted.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of a Policy for Non-regulatory Directional and Informational
Signage Guidelines for Signage within the Public Right-of-Way

Mayor Gatt

Y[ N

Council Member Mutich

1[2[Y N

Council Member Casey

Council Member Staudt

Council Member Fischer

Council Member Wrobel

Council Member Margolis




City of Novi

Proposed Non-regulatory Directional and Informational Signage Policy Guidelines for Signage within
the Public Right-of-Way

Purpose and Scope:

These guidelines are for non-regulatory and informational signage in the public right-of-way. Such
Signage shallinclude:

¢ Signage in the public right-of-way identifying routes to public facilities (e.g., library, schools,
civic center); and,

e Signage in the public right-of-way identifying parks and recreational facilities; and,

¢ Signage in the public right-of way identifying frails, pathways, and non-motorized routes.

Locations:

Such signage shall be installed and maintained in the public right-of-way only on arterial
roadways (as designated in the Future Land Use Thoroughfare Classification Map as Major
Arterial, Arterial, Minor Arterial and Non-residential Collector Streets), and:

e Wherever possible, signage will be combined with existing sighage locations and structures.

e Signage will be the minimum size reasonably necessary to meet the requirements of the
Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD).

¢ Location of signage within the right-of- way will be in accordance with the MMUTCD.

Notification: Notice will be provided by the Department of Public Services as detailed below prior to
installation of any sighage desired, but not in accordance with the Purpose/Scope and Locations
above:

e Property owners of parcels adjacent to new or enlarged signage (additional or upgraded sign
mounting structure) will be notified by First Class mail a minimum of 30 days prior to the
installation of any signage.

o City Council will be provided with a list of proposed signage installations (including location
and sign text information) as required 30 days prior to installation of any signage. Location
and sign text information will be included.

Exceptions: This policy for Non-regulatory informational signage does not apply to:

e Any guide/directional signage for public safety and emergency services facilities (e.g., fire
stations, police station, hospital).

e Temporary signage necessary to maintain public safety (road closures, water over road, efc. ),
and temporary traffic confrol sighs required for public infrastructure projects.

e “City Limit" signage, “Welcome to Novi" sighnage.

¢ Signage in the right-of-way adjacent to public property and utility owned property or
easements.

e Signage for Regional Trails
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