KEFORD COLLISION AND TOWING
JZ 18-32 with Rezoning 18.725

KEFORD COLLISION AND TOWING JZ 18-32 with Rezoning 18.725

Public hearing at the request of Keford Collision and Towing for Planning Commission’s
recommendation to the City Council for rezoning from I-1 (Light Industrial) to I-2 (General
Industrial) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The subject property is approximately
7.6lacres and is located on the south side of Grand River Avenue between Taft Road
and Novi Road (Section 15). The subject property contains two existing buildings which

are currently unoccupied.

The applicant proposes to use the larger building (23,493

square feet) for an auto body collision repair shop and related offices, along with an
accessory use of car rental services.

REQUIRED ACTION

Recommend to the City Council approval or denial of rezoning request from I-1 (Light
Industrial) to I-2 (General Industrial) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay.

REVIEW

RESULT

DATE

COMMENTS

Planning

Approval
recommended

08-19-18

Revised list of public benefits and conditions
should be provided for review by the
Commission;

Items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Engineering

Approval
recommended

08-13-18

ltems to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Landscaping

Approval not
recommended

08-07-18

Revised
09-11-18

Deviation for not meeting the minimum
requirements for screening berm and lack of
end cap islands and alternate location for
perimeter trees and building foundation

Items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Wetlands

Approval
recommended

08-07-18

City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit and
Authorization to Encroach is required, MDEQ
permit may be required;

ltems to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Woodlands

Approval
recommended

08-07-18

No further review necessary

Traffic

Approval
recommended

11-17-16

Deviation for proposing painted end islands
instead of raised end islands (Requires revisions)
Items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Traffic
Impact Study

Approval
recommended

08-14-18

Revised
09-17-18

ltems to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal

Fire

Approval
recommended

07-25-18

Items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal




Motion sheet

Recommend Approval

In the matter of Keford Collision and Towing JZ 18-32 with Zoning Map Amendment
18.725, motion to recommend approval to the City Council to rezone the subject
property from I-1 (Light Industrial) to I-2 (General Industrial) with a Planned Rezoning
Overlay (PRO).

1. The recommendation shall include the following ordinance deviations for
consideration by the City Council:
a. Planning deviation from Section 3.1.19.D for not meeting the minimum
requirements for side yard setback for Parking (20 feet minimum required, 10.7
proposed in the northwest parking lot);

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.A for not meeting the minimum
requirements for a 10-15 foot tall landscaped berm or not providing the
minimum required screening trees between residentially zoned property and
industrial. A berm approximately 7 feet in height is proposed south of the
southeast corner of the storage lot, but not along the entire southern
frontage, nor at the southwestern corner of the property (not including the
preserved woodland); (AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN)

—OR-

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.A for not meeting the minimum
requirements for a 10-15 foot tall landscaped berm between residentially
zoned property and industrial. A berm approximately 7 feet in height is
provided south of the southeast corner of the storage lot, but not along the
entire southern frontage, nor at southwestern corner of the property (not
including the preserved woodland), contingent on proposing the minimum
required screening trees; (STAFF RECOMMENDED)

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.ii and iii. for lack of interior canopy
trees, in the southern portion of the vehicular storage area due to conflict with
truck turning patterns. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.iv for lack of
parking lot perimeter trees along 400 feet of eastern edge of property due to
lack of room between drive and adjacent property;

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.iv to allow planting of parking lot
perimeter trees, more than 15 feet of the vehicular storage area;

(AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN)

—-OR-

The applicant shall revise the plan to meet the ordinance requirements;
(STAFF RECOMMENDED)

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for the shortage of a total of 2980
square feet (37%) of required building foundation landscaping for the two
buildings; (AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN)

—-OR-

The applicant shall revise the plan to provide required building foundation
landscape at an alternate location subject to City Landscape Architects
approval; (STAFF RECOMMENDED)

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for allowing less than 75 percent of
each building perimeter to be landscaped.




g. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for the shortage of green scape
along the building frontage facing Grand River (60% required, 54%
proposed).

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.ii.i. for the lack of landscape islands
every 25 spaces within the enclosed outside storage yard due to the nature
of the proposed use;

i. Traffic deviation from Section for proposing painted end islands in lieu of
raised end islands;

2. If the City Council approves the rezoning, the Planning Commission recommends
the following conditions be requirements of the Planned Rezoning Overlay
Agreement:

a. Outside storage of vehicles shall be limited to 160 parking spaces only.

b. Minor modifications to the approved Planned Rezoning Overlay Concept
Plan (PRO) can be approved administratively, upon determination by the City
Planner, that the modifications are minor, do not deviate from the general
intent of the approved PRO Concept plan and result in reduced impacts on
the surrounding development and existing infrastructure.

c. Applicant shall comply with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant
review letters.

This motion is made because

a. The rezoning request fulfills one objective of the Master Plan for Land Use by
supporting the growth of existing businesses.

b. The rezoning is a reasonable alternative as the proposed use is less intense of
uses that would be typically allowed under I-2 zoning.
The rezoning will have no negative impact on public utilities.
According to City’s Traffic Consultant’s report, the proposed Keford Towing
and Collision land use would be expected to generate fewer trips than what
could be built under the existing I-1 zoning, as well as fewer trips than could
be expected for other permitted uses under the proposed I-2 zoning.
City Council’s determination that the proposed PRO rezoning would be in the
public interest and the benefits to public of the proposed PRO rezoning would
clearly outweigh the detriments.
Additional reasons here...

-OR-

Denial

In the matter of Keford Collision and Towing JZ 18-32 with Zoning Map Amendment
18.725, motion to recommend denial to the City Council to rezone the subject property
from [|-1 (Light Industrial) to 1-2 (General Industrial) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay
(PRO) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay.

because the proposed concept plan for outdoor storage yards is not consistent with
the Master Plan for Land Use recommendation for office service research technology
uses on the subject property.

-OR-

Postpone
In the matter of Keford Collision and Towing JZ 18-32 with Zoning Map Amendment

18.725, a motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO and
Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to provide additional information and to allow




the City staff and consultants, and the Planning Commission, to evaluate all aspects of
the Concept Plan as proposed. This recommendation is made for the following reasons:

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

The applicant should have the opportunity to clarify if any PRO conditions are
being offered under the PRO provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.

The applicant should have the opportunity to clarify that the proposed rezoning
would be in the public interest and the benefits to public of the proposed PRO
rezoning would clearly outweigh the detriments.
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PRO CONCEPT PLAN
(Full size plans are available for viewing at Community Development
Department)
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VIA HAND DELIVERY a-; =
ECEIVED

City of Novi Planning Department

45175 West Ten Mile Road JUL 18 ap18
Novi, MI 48375 -
CITY OF
ATTN: Hannah Smith COMMUNITY DECJSL\SPMENT

RE: JSP 18-31 Keford Towing
Application For Rezoning With Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement
Applicant: Keford Collision and Towing
Property Address: 45237 Grand River Avenue, Novi, Ml

Dear Planning Department:

Enclosed please find an Application For Rezoning With Planned Rezoning Overlay
Agreement. We have previously submitted a Concept Site Plan to the City along with
extensive documents on March 14, 2018 and on May 25, 2018. A Concept Meeting was
conducted and a Pre-Application meeting was held at the City on June 11, 2018 and
thereafter we received the City’s initial review letters. We are hereby submitting this
Rezoning Application with Planned Rezoning Overlay at this time along with a Concept
Site Plan and responses to the City’s review letters for the City Administration’s review
and submittal of this Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) request to the Planning
Commission for its review and recommendation to City Council. We are submitting the
following along with this narrative:

Exhibit A Application For Site Plan and Land Use Approval
Exhibit B Conceptual Site Plan (7 sets)
Exhibit C Proposed Conditional Rezoning Agreement

Exhibit D Alpine Engineering letter of July 12, 2018 responding to City
Planning, Engineering, Wetlands/Woodlands and Traffic review
letters.

Exhibit E Allen Design letter of July 12, 2018 responding to City Landscape
review letter.
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Exhibit F Rezoning Traffic Study prepared by Fleis & Vanderbrink dated July
16, 2018.

Exhibit G Rezoning Sign Plot Plan.
Exhibit H Soil Boring Log (14 borings).

Please accept this letter as the narrative requested by the City to provide
background on this application and in further response to inquiries made by the City in its
initial administrative review of the PRO Application.

The applicants are Thomas Harrington and Timothy Harrington who currently
operate Keford Collision and Towing Service in Novi. The current property owner is Mr.
L. V. Pheil who owns the property individually. Messrs. Harrington and Mr. Pheil have
executed a Real Estate Purchase Agreement. A description of this proposed development
is as follows.

The Existing Site.

45237 Grand River Avenue consists of a single lot fronting on the south side of
Grand River Avenue. The property is east of Taft Road and West of Lannys Road. It was
formally occupied by Amcorp Ltd, a machine tool manufacturer/assembler.

The site consists of 7.18 acres configured with the north one half-portion of the site
having approximately 294 feet of frontage along Grand River and the southern portion of
the site widening to approximately 526 feet at its southern border.

The property is currently zoned I-1. The property is bordered on both the east and
the west by property zoned I-1. The adjacent property to the south is zoned residential.
The southern boundary of the property is approximately 526 feet in length. 378 feet of
that is bordered by property zoned R-4 which is owned by the City of Novi and currently
used as part of a larger regional detention basin. This large regional detention basin is
located to the east of the property. The remainder of the southern border of the property,
approximately 148 feet, is bordered by a small piece of property zoned R-A owned by the
City of Novi and single lot to the extreme southwest which has frontage on Taft Road and
is zoned R-A.

The property in question has had a long history of industrial use since the 1940’s.
This has included use by the companies: Vicete Die & Engineering, Tri-State Crain,
Master Prototype, Inc, Parra Level LLC, Quazite Corporation, and, since approximately
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1987 by Amcorp Ltd. The most recent use has been as a commercial and industrial
machinery and equipment manufacturer and assembler. An 8,000-gallon underground
storage tank was formally located on this site in the southern portion and was removed in
1987. Inthe 1990’s the City of Novi developed a large regional detention basin on property
to the east and the south. In the course of that development the City deposited significant
amounts of dirt on the southern portion of the applicant’s parcel.

Amcorp Ltd. has ceased operating as a machine assembler and manufacturing
facility and the property has remained vacant for several years. The applicant has had an
environmental Phase | Analysis performed by AKT Peerless. As part of the Phase |
Analysis the following was discovered:

During AKT Peerless’ recent site reconnaissance, various
petroleum products including hydraulic oil, mineral spirits,
machine oils, paints, solvents, grinding coolant, and other
products were observed throughout Subject Buildings 1 and
2. These products were stored in one-quart, one-gallon, five-
gallon, and/or 55-gallon drums, on the floors, shelving, or on
various machines and parts throughout, some of which were
uncovered with evidence of leaking observed (concrete
staining). (See attached Exhibit C, portions of the Phase |
Environment Site Assessment).

The interior of the large 21,306 square foot building is literally jampacked with large
machinery in various states of decay. Based on the results of the environmental Phase |
Site Assessment the applicant has paid for a Phase || Environmental Assessment which
was completed by AKT Peerless. That Phase Il Environmental Analysis confirmed that
there were no volatiles present in the soil but did discover arsenic and chromium in the
soil, as well as arsenic and lead in certain groundwaters which are above MDEQ
standards. Indeed, some of the elevated levels were found in the area of fill which had
been deposited by the City of Novi when the regional stormwater detention was built.
Remediation is not required but the applicant would prepare a Baseline Environmental
Assessment along with a Compliance Report as part of the redevelopment of this site.
(See attached Exhibit D, Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment and
Recommendations). In short, the redevelopment of this site would in fact consist of a
“cleanup” of the site which has been used as a heavy industrial site for over 50 years.
This is certainly an aspect of public benefit to the City of Novi as a result of this PRO and
redevelopment.
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Proposed Redevelopment Of The Site Pursuant To A Rezoning With A Planned

The applicant proposes to redevelop the site for use as a towing and collision
service. Keford Collision has operated in the City of Novi for over 30 years. They are well-
known to the City. In fact, Keford currently provides towing services to the Novi Police
Department pursuant to a City contract. Keford is currently located in Novi on Grand River
Avenue just west of Haggerty. The applicant desires to move their operation to this site
and remain in the City of Novi.

The site is uniquely configured for the applicant’s operation as the existing large
building on the site is sufficient to accommodate the collision service while the rear portion
of the site can easily accommodate the towing service. The location of the large building
in the middle of the parcel which spans virtually the entire width of the parcel provides a
total screening of the rear portion of the property from Grand River Ave. It is the rear
portion of the property which would be used for the storage of vehicles which are towed
to the site. The redevelopment of the parcel would include berming at Grand River and a
reduction of the pavement on the front portion of the parcel between the building and
Grand River Avenue. That reduced pavement would accommodate customer parking,
i.e., customers coming in to retrieve their vehicles after they have been towed and/or after
collision and body work. The front portion of the property between the larger building and
Grand River Avenue would not be used for any outdoor vehicle storage. Thus, the front
portion of the parcel fronting on Grand River Avenue would comply with the Novi Zoning
Ordinance, as well as the Grand River Corridor Future Study Plan.

Outdoor vehicle storage would only be located in a portion, not all, of the rear of
the property. That portion is well away from any residentially zoned property, is not at all
visible from Grand River Avenue and the applicant is proposing that it be significantly
screened by trees.

The parcel is unigue because while the southern boundary of the property borders
residentially zoned property virtually 90% of that residentially zoned property is owned by
the City and utilized as a part of a larger regional detention basin. Therefore, there is, and
will never be, any “residential use” of that adjacent property. A virtual sliver of the adjacent
property to the southwest corner of this property is zoned R-A but even a portion of that
is currently owned by the City, i.e., a landlock parcel. Thus, while the property adjacent
to the southern border may be zoned residential it will not be used as residential property.
Notwithstanding, the applicant is proposing a perimeter row of trees around the entire
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southern portion of the property to screen the use of the property from the adjacent
properties.

Zoning.

The property is currently zoned I-1. We are submitting an Application for Rezoning
to the Zoning Classification -2 with a PRO significantly limiting the 1-2 uses. The only -2
uses which would be conducted on site would be automobile engine and body shop
repairs, and outdoor storage. The applicant has been operating Keford Collision and
Towing in the City of Novi for 30 years. The applicant currently leases property in Novi on
the north side of Grand River Avenue just west of Haggerty Road. That property is owned
by Mercedes Corporation and while the applicant has enjoyed a great relationship with
Mercedes, the Mercedes Dealership plans to expand its operation into the space currently
leased by the applicant and thus the applicant will not be able to renew its lease on the
current premises. After operating in the City of Novi for 30 years Keford wishes to continue
in the City of Novi at the location which is the subject of PRO Request. Again, while this
Application seeks rezoning to an I-2 zoning district only two I-2 uses would ever be
conducted on this property pursuant to a Conditional Rezoning Agreement.

In comparing the requested two |-2 uses to the current zoning on the property, the
current I-1 zoning would allow manufacturing, the storage of building materials including
sand, gravel, stone, lumber and contractor equipment and supplies (indoors), health and
fitness clubs and professional offices and warehousing. These are intense |-1 uses.
These are I-1 uses which would generate far more traffic than the two limited I-2 uses
proposed by the applicant. The automobile engine and body shop repair use would be
conducted completely indoors. The only outdoor use would be the storage of vehicles
which are towed to the site awaiting repair and such outdoor storage would be in the rear
of the premises completely screened from Grand River Avenue by the existing building
which virtually spans the entire width of the property from east to west. As is explained
further in this narrative letter the applicant is proposing significant screening also to the
south. Therefore, nobody travelling down Grand River Avenue would ever see any of the
vehicles which are towed to this site for repair. The property to the east and west is zoned
I-1 and is currently in industrial uses.

Public Benefit.

A significant public benefit to the City of Novi would be gained by this PRO. First,
the City of Novi 2016 Master Plan Update specifically lists a one of its objectives, to
“Retain and support the growth of existing businesses and attract new businesses to the
City of Novi.” (p. 40, City of Novi 2016 Master Plan Update). Keford Collision and Towing
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has been an existing business in the City of Novi for over 30 years. Indeed, Keford
Collision and Towing provides contractual towing services to the City of Novi Police
Department. The approval of this PRO Application would be in furtherance of Master Plan
Objective #18.

In addition, the development of this site by the applicant would in fact clean up this
historical manufacturing site and its environment. This redevelopment would eliminate a
vacant rotting manufacturing facility. Berming would be installed along Grand River and
the entire front of the property along Grand River would be incompliance with the City’s
Grand River Corridor Plan. The amount of asphalt in the front portion of the property,
which would be used for customer parking, would be reduced from its current state and
a landscape island would be constructed.

Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a Rezoning Traffic Study. As you can see by
reviewing this study there would be significantly less traffic under the proposed PRO
Rezoning than under potential |-1 uses for this property. That is certainly a public benefit.

In addition, pursuant to Section 405 of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, 2008 PA
1-10, as amended (codified at MCL § 125.3405 (and Section 7.13.2 of the City of Novi
Zoning Ordinance), the applicant is voluntarily offering to donate $10,000 to the City of
Novi Grand River Corridor Improvement Authority to fund the installation of sidewalks in
certain “gap” areas along Grand River to improve mobility and support the Grand River
Corridor Improvement Plan. An identical public benefit was offered to the City of Novi by
Hadley's Towing and accepted by the City when the City granted Hadley's Towing’s
Application for Rezoning with PRO JSP 16-33. That Rezoning Application with PRO is
virtually identical to this Application.

Potential Tenants.

There are two building currently located on this property, both of which will remain.
The larger building consists of 23,493 square feet which will be used for the automobile
repair and collision shop. There is a second out building in the rear portion of the property
consisting of 5,703 square feet. Keford’s proposed use of the larger building does not
include the use of the very small office portion which currently exists in the extreme
northwest corner of the larger building. Therefore, the applicant would anticipate the
potential renting of this small office space area to a subtenant. No particular subtenant
has been identified or decided upon. At this stage any such subleasing of that small
portion of the main building is merely an anticipated subtenant. The City has requested
that the applicant provide more clarity with respect to potential subtenants. For the small
office space in the northwest corner of the larger building the applicant would consider
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leasing this space to be used for a small rental car operation. A rental car use would fit
perfectly with the auto and body shop repair as customers whose vehicles are brought to
Keford for repair often need to rent vehicles for a short period of time while their vehicle
is in repair. This would be small operation. The Conceptual Site Plan includes 10 parking
spaces in the rear of the premises for use by a potential car rental subtenant for the
parking of the small number of vehicles to be rented.

In addition, there is a building on the rear portion of the property which consists of
5,703 square feet. This is basically a pole barn. However, this building is currently
equipped with incredible electrical service. Thus, this building would be very compatible
with a small tool and die shop.

Again, no specific tenants have been identified or even approached by the
applicant. In response to the City’'s request for additional information regarding proposed
subtenants we offer the above information. With respect to zoning a small tool and die
shop is allowed as a Special Land Use under the existing I-1 Zoning. Thus, there would
be no zoning problems there. With respect to a potential small car rental service that is a
Special Land Use under a B-3 Zoning. B-3 Zoning is a less intense use than even the
current [-1 Zoning.

Soil Borings.

The City has requested information with respect to soil types on the property. It
must first be recognized that there are no new buildings to be constructed for this rezoning
and use by Keford. Keford would merely use the existing buildings without adding any
additional structures.

Attached hereto are 14 soil borings which were conducted by AKT Peerless as
part of the Phase Il Environmental Study.

Small Wetland.

There is a small wetland on the property consisting of .1 acres. This very small
wetland does not meet the City’s threshold for mitigation, which is .25 acres. The initial
review letters requested that we comment on whether the rear parking could possible be
removed to accommodate the small wetland. This cannot be done because there is
simply no room. On the southeastern portion of the property there is a pre-treatment
detention basin required and thus there is simply no room to move this parking further to
the east Again, there is no requirement that this wetland be mitigated because it is too
small.
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Community Impact Statement

An estimated 110 construction jobs would be required for all trades over the course
of construction.

The total estimated cost of the building and site improvements is $2,000,000.00

15 current jobs in the City of Novi will be saved by allowing the applicant to relocate
to this site.

If subtenants are located on the site it is anticipated that 10 new jobs would be
created.

No increase in the number of police or fire responses would be anticipated as
Keford is currently located in Novi.

1) Side Yard Parking Setback.

Novi Zoning Ordinance 3.1.19.D requires a 20-foot minimum side yard parking
setback. As you can see by reviewing the attached Concept Plan, a very small portion of
the front parking area along the west cannot meet this standard. Zoning Ordinance
Section 3.6.2.Q provides that the Planning Commission may modify setback
requirements. The applicant is seeking a deviation. You will note that the traffic pattern
for this site proposes that the vehicles awaiting repair will be kept in the rear portion of
the property. There are drives along both the east and the west portion of the property.
Indeed, two means of ingress and egress are required for the fire department. Because
of these drives this deviation is requested.

2) Parking Lot Raised Islands

Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 5.3.12 calls for raised landscape islands within
parking lots. While a raised parking lot landscape island is provided in the front parking
lot of the property a deviation is requested is requested with respect to the parking portion
in the rear of the property where the vehicles awaiting repair will be staged. Such a
deviation is allowed in Zoning Ordinance Section 5.5.3.C.ii. This deviation is requested
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for the necessary maneuverability of tow trucks and towed vehicles. Obviously, raised
islands create a problem with respect to the towing of vehicles. Accordingly, the applicant
is requesting that the applicant be allowed to substitute painted islands on the surface of
the asphalt. It should be noted that this identical deviation was allowed and provided to
Hadley’s Towing with respect to their Application for Rezoning with PRO, which was JSP
16-33. The identical conditioning and reasoning applies here.

Parking lot perimeter trees are called for under Zoning Ordinance 5.5.3.C.iii. A
deviation is allowed under Section 5.5.3.C.iv. Such deviations are allowed if the intent of
the Zoning Ordinance is met. The intent of the parking lot landscape requirements is set
forth in Zoning Ordinance Section 5.5.3.C.i where it is stated that such landscaping:
reducing solid expanses of impervious surfaces, to decrease runoff, and to create an
“aesthetically pleasing environmentally enhanced parking areas.” It must be kept in mind
that this particular rear parking area would be used for the staging of vehicles awaiting
repair. Thus, this is not a typical parking lot where customers will be coming and going.
This parking lot will be completely surrounded by a chain-link fence which also includes
“fenceblock” material such that no one will be able to see into this parking lot. Therefore,
there is no need to create an “aesthetically pleasing” parking lot with landscaping. Again,
such a deviation was granted to Hadley’s Towing with respect to their PRO Application,
JSP 16-33. Quite simply, this parking lot will be completely surrounded by a fence which
will totally block the view from the outside. The unique use does not violate the intent of
the Novi Zoning Ordinance.

4) Berm Waiver Along The Southern Portion Of The Property.

Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 5.5.3.A calls for a berm when industrial zoned
property abuts residential zoned property. The applicant is seeking a waiver of the berm
requirement to allow the continued presence of an existing woodland on the extreme
southwest corner of the property and the applicant is proposing a solid row of evergreen
trees along the southern border as well as the southwest corner and, in addition, a small
five-foot berm on the southeast portion of the property.

It is important to recognize that the berm requirement exists when industrial zoned
property abuts residentially zoned property. Obviously, the purpose is to screen from view
the industrial use from the adjacent residences. However, this piece of property is
uniquely situated. While the property to the south is zoned residential it is owned by the
City of Novi and used as a regional detention basin. Accordingly, there is not now, and
there never will be, any residences on this southern property notwithstanding its
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residential zoning. Therefore, the need for a berm does not exist. There is a single lot at
the extreme southwest corner of the property which is not owned by the City, however,
the residence located thereon is up at Taft Road a long distance from this property. A
close look at the landscape plans, Concept Plan Sheets L-1, L-3, and L-4, show that to
the south of the property there is a height differential between the applicant's property
and the adjacent property. The applicant’s property is 12 feet higher at its southern edge
than the adjacent property. That is because there is a retention pond on the adjacent
property. Thus, there is already existing a topographical difference which is a “de facto
berm”. Secondly, there is an existing woodland to the southwest corner of the property
which provides screening with respect to that one private residence located along Taft
Road. The applicant is proposing a solid row of 8 to 10-foot evergreen trees all along the
southern property up to existing woodlands and then wrapping around the woodlands on
a portion of the western boundary of the property. Calling your attention to the Concept
Plan Landscape Sheet L-4, the applicant has provided cross-sections showing the view
shed from the residential property along Taft Road at the southwest corner of this
property. This cross-section is “Section B-B”. As you can see, between this property and
the parking lot of the applicant is the existing woodland as well as the eight-foot chain-
link fence with a solid screening material. Thus, that residence will not be able to see
inside of his parking lot.

Also, there is a view shed on attached Landscape Sheet L-4 showing the view
from the property along 11 Mile Road to the southeast of the applicant’s property. Please
note that property is not “adjacent” to the applicant’s property. However, the applicant, in
attempting to address the intent of the ordinance, is recommending installing a five-foot
berm and installing 8-10-foot evergreen trees on top of that five-foot berm. Attached
Concept Plan Landscape Sheet L-4 provides a view shed noted as “Section A-A”. This
shows that a person at that residence will, likewise, not be able to see into the interior of
the parking lot.

Therefore, the applicant is proposing to adequately screen the parking lot from the
two residences which may arguably be termed “adjacent” Again, the vast majority of the
adjacent residentially zoned property is owned by the City of Novi and will never be
occupied by any “residence’.

CONCLUSION

The applicant would request that this Rezoning Application with PRO be presented
to the Planning Commission at its August 22, 2018 scheduled meeting. Please feel free
to contact the undersigned with any additional inquiries or requests. We thank you for
your consideration of this request.
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Very truly yours,

LANDRY, MAZ DEMBINSKI, P.C.
DBL/KIm
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This memorandum presents the results of the Rezoning Traffic Study (RTS) for the proposed Keford Towing
and Collision in the City of Novi, Michigan. The project site is located at 45241 Grand River Ave. in the City of
Novi, Michigan. The proposed development includes a 23,493 SF automotive collision center that includes on-
site vehicle storage. As part of this proposed development, the existing property is proposed to be rezoned
from the existing I-1 (Light Industrial) to a PRO with an underling I-2 (General Industrial) zoning classification.

In accordance with the City of Novi Site Plan and Development Manual, an RTS is required for the proposed
rezoning. Included in this RTS are: background information, description of the requested use, trip generation
analysis, and available traffic counts (peak hour and daily) within one mile of the subject property.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The project is located adjacent to the south site of Grand River Ave., approximately 650 feet east of the
intersection with Taft Road. Grand River Avenue runs generally in the east and west directions along the north
side of the subject site. The study section of Grand River Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the Road
Commission for Oakland County (RCOC). Additional roadway information’ is summarized in the table below.

Table 1: Adjacent Land Use Map

Roadway Segment

Grand Rwer Ave (Taft Road to Novu Road)

Number of Lanes

5 (2-lanes each direction, center left-turn lane)

Functional Classification
Posted Speed Limit
Traffic Volumes (2016)

Short Range Transportation Improvement Projects

Long Range Transportation Improvement Projects

1 Source: Southeast Michigan Council of Govemments (SEMCOG)

Minor Arterial

15,900 vpd
None

None

27725 Stansbury Boulevard, Suite 195
Farmington Hills, Ml 48334

P: 248.536.0080

F: 248.536.0079

www.fveng.com



The majority of land uses adjacent to the project site are commercial and light industrial, with some office and
residential land uses. There are no additional proposal developments in the vicinity of this project that is
expected to impact the proposed site operations. The adjacent land uses are shown below on Figure 1.

FIGURE 1: ADJACENT LAND USE MAP

Commercial/
Light Industrial

Commercial
(Congrete Plant)

Commerciall
Light Industrial

Residential
Commercial/
Light Industrial

Commercial/
Light industng 'ji!

Office

Site Location

DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED USE

Keford Towing and Collison is currently located at 39586 Grand River Ave. in Novi, Michigan and will be
relocating their existing operations to this new location at 45241 Grand River Ave. The proposed site location
property is currently zoned I-1 (Light Industrial) and is proposed to be rezoning to a PRO with an underling I-2
(General Industrial) zoning classification. All existing structures on this property will remain and no changes to
the site access drives on Grand River Ave. are proposed.




Table 2: Proposed Land Use Summary

Proposed Operations Keford Towing and Collison
Monday-Thursday 7:30AM — 6:00PM
Hours of Operation Friday 8:00AM - 4:00PM
Saturday & Sunday Closed
Number of Employees 20
Project Phasing None
Future Expansion None

TRIP GENERATION

The City Zoning Ordinance describes the land uses permitted by-right under the existing I-1 and proposed -2
zoning classifications. In order to determine the maximum site trip generation potential under the existing and
proposed zoning classifications, the principal uses permitted under each zoning classification must be matched
to the land use categories described by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation, 10%
Edition. ITE publishes trip generation data by square feet (SF) for various uses. Therefore, the maximum
allowable density for these uses was determined based on information provided by Alpine Engineering.

The Ordinance definition of uses permitted under I-1 zoning includes professional office buildings, medical office
buildings, medical clinic, labs, and fitness centers. Review of the ITE land use descriptions indicates that the
Fitness Center (#560) and Medical Office (#720) uses best match the uses defined by Ordinance. Other
applicable ITE land uses such as General Office (#710) were reviewed but have lesser trip generation rates.

The Ordinance definition of uses permitted under I-2 zoning includes auto engine and body repair shops, ready-
mix or transit mix concrete operations, motor freight terminals and trucking facilities and commercial sale of
new and used heavy trucks and heavy off-road construction equipment. Review of the ITE land use descriptions
indicates that the Automobile Care Center (#942) and Intermodal Truck Terminal (#030) uses best match the
uses defined by Ordinance. Other applicable ITE land uses such as Manufacturing (#140) were reviewed but
have lesser trip generation rates.

The maximum trip generation potential of the subject site was forecast for the existing |-1 zoning and proposed
I-2 zoning classifications. The number of Weekday (where applicable), AM peak hour, and PM peak hour
vehicle trips was calculated based on the rates and equations published by ITE in Trip Generation, 10% Edition.
The trip generation forecasts are shown in Table 2.

Table 3: Site Trip Generation Comparison

ITE Average AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code Amount Units Dally

Traffic In Out Total Out Total

Health/Fitness Club 492 55,000 SF n/a 148 42 190 53 | 137 190

Existing |-1 Medical Office 720 61,000 SF 2,256 112 32 144 59 | 150 209
Max for existing zoning 148 42 190 59 | 150 209

Automobile Care Center 942 53,000 SF n/a 79 40 119 79 86 165

Proposed |-2 Intermodal Truck Terminal | 030 28,000 SF n/a 26 29 55 27 25 52
Max for proposed zoning 79 40 119 79 86 165

Riopcesd Automobile Care Center | 942 | 23493 | SF nla 35 | 18 53 | 35| 38 73

Development

The results of the trip generation comparison indicate that there will be a decrease in trips during the AM and
PM peak hour with the proposed development and the PRO rezoning. As compared to the potential trip
generation associated with the existing I-1 zoning and proposed I-2 zoning, the PRO will generate less traffic
and therefore has less of an impact on the adjacent roadway system.

&
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Any questions related to this memorandum should be addressed to Fleis & VandenBrink.

Attached: SEMCOG Data
Traffic Count Data
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6/25/2018 Crash and Road Data

SEMCOG | Southeast Michigan Council of Governments

Crash and Road Data

Road Segment Report

Grand River Ave, (PR Number 4104142)

From: Taft Rd 10.289 BMP

To: Novi Rd 11.360 EMP

FALINK ID: 17216

Community: City of Novi

County: Oakland

Functional Class: 4 - Minor Arterial

Direction: 1 Way

Length: 1.071 miles

Number of Lanes: 5

Posted Speed: 50 (source: TCO)

Route Classification: Not a route

Annual Crash Average 2013-2017: 22

Traffic Volume (2016)*: 15,900 (Observed AADT)
Pavement Type (2016): Concrete

Pavement Rating (2016): Fair

Short Range (TIP) Projects: No TIP projects for this segment.
Long Range (RTP) Projects: No long-range projects for this segment.

* AADT values are derived from Traffic Counts
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West 12 Mile Road

Crash and Road Data
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
August 19, 2018

/ Planning Review
Keford Collision & Towing
NOVI JZ 18-32 with Rezoning 18.725

cityofnovi.org

PETITIONER
Keford Collision & Towing

REVIEW TYPE

PRO Concept Plan
Rezoning Request from I-1 (Light Industrial) to I-2 (General Industrial)

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

Section 15
Site Location South of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road
Site School District Novi School District
Current Site Zoning I-1 Light Industrial
Proposed Site Zoning I-2 General Industrial
Adjoining Zoning North | I-1 Light Industrial
East I-1 Light Industrial

West | I-1 Light Industrial
South | R-4 and RA: One Family Residential
Current Site Use Vacant manufacturing facility
North | Corrigan Worldwide, Inc
East Construction Company
West | Warehouse Supply Office and Vacant Lots
South | City Regional Detention Pond and Single Family Homes

Adjoining Uses

Site Size 7.61 Acres
Plan Date July 12, 2018
PROJECT SUMMARY

The petitioner is requesting a Zoning Map amendment for 7.61acre property on the south side of
Grand River Ave. between Taft Road and Novi Road (Section 15) from I-1 (Light Industrial) to I-2
(General Industrial). The subject property contains two existing buildings which are currently
unoccupied. The applicant proposes to use the larger building (23,493 square feet) for an auto
body collision repair shop and related offices, along with an accessory use of car rental services.
The car rental service proposes to use up to a maximum of 10 parking spaces in the rear. The
applicant states that the potential use for the out building (5,703 square feet) would be a small tool
and die shop. No particular subtenants have been identified yet. In addition to the indoor uses, the
applicant proposes to use up to 160 spaces in an enclosed yard in the rear yard for storage of
towed vehicles.

PRO OPTION

The PRO option creates a “floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a
parcel. As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to be changed (in this case from I-1
to I-2) and the applicant enters into a PRO agreement with the City, whereby the applicant submits
a conceptual plan for development of the site. The City Council reviews the Concept Plan, and if
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the plan may be acceptable, it directs for preparation of an agreement between the City and the
applicant, which also requires City Council approval. Following final approval of the PRO concept
plan and PRO agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval
under standard site plan review procedures. The PRO runs with the land, so future owners,
successors, or assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent modification by the City
of Novi. If the development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning and PRO concept
plan expires and the agreement becomes void.

PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY

The applicant submitted for a Pre-Application Meeting, which was held on June 11, 2018. The
concept plan would provide enough information to determine the viability of the proposed zoning
request from light industrial to general industrial. At that time, the applicant has proposed alternate
paving material for the outside storage space. With this submittal, the applicant has eliminated that
request and is conforming to the code. The plan also reflects revisions suggested by staff with
regards to screening and parking etc. The applicant also provided a detailed narrative explaining
the proposed uses.

RECOMMENDATION

The new rezoning category requested by the applicant is currently not supported by the Future
Land Use Map. This matter shall be scheduled for consideration by Master Planning and Zoning
Committee.

COMMENTS

The applicant should consider the following concerns in addition to other comments listed in staff

and consultant reviews:

1. Limit the allowable uses to a minimum area and less intense uses.

2. Revise landscape screening along the southern property line as recommended in the
landscape review letter

3. Provide additional information as requested in the Rezoning Traffic Impact Study review.

4. Reconsider the conditions offered that are more directly related to the current site use and
impacts to the surrounding area.

5. Address the comments provided regarding parking in the Plan Review Chart.

LAND USE AND ZONING: FOR SUBJECT PROPERTY AND ADJACENT PROPERTIES

The following table summarizes the zoning and land use status for the subject property and
surrounding properties.

Existing Zoning Existing Land Use | Master Plan Land Use Designation
Vacant Industrial Research Development and
Subject Property | I-1 Light Industrial manufacturing Technology
facility (uses consistent with I-1 Zoning District)
Northern Parcels . . Industrial Research Development and
. i Corrigan Worldwide,
(across Grand I-1 Light Industrial Inc Technology
River Ave.) ’ (uses consistent with I-1 Zoning District)
. Industrial Research Development and
. . Construction
Eastern Parcels | I-1 Light Industrial Compan Technology
pany (uses consistent with I-1 Zoning District)
Warehouse Supply Industrial Research Development and
Western Parcels | I-1 Light Industrial Office and Vacant Technology
Lots (uses consistent with I-1 Zoning District)
R-4 and RA: One City Re_glonal Single Family Residential with a density of
Southern Parcels . : . Detention Pond and . .
Family Residential . . 1.6 Dwelling Units per Acre
Single Family Homes
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Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

The surrounding land uses are shown in the above chart. The compatibility of the proposed
rezoning with the zoning and uses on the adjacent properties should be considered by the Planning
Commission in making the recommendation to City Council on the rezoning request.

Staff agrees with notes provide by the applicant on Page 4 of their narrative. On page 5 of the
applicant’s narrative, the applicant noted
that the only 1-2 uses which would be
conducted on site would be automobile
engine and body shop. The applicant
stated that a Tool, die, gauge and
machine shops, which is listed as another
possible use for this site is allowed as a
special land use under I-1._This is incorrect
as they are allowed as a Special Land Use
in 1-1, only when the site does not abut
residential district. .The outside use
proposed by the applicant appears to be
completely hidden from Grand River
frontage due to the long span of the
existing building.

The subject property is surrounded by

similar intensity uses to the north, east and

northwest as noted in the table above.

The southern property line is

approximately 525 feet long. Of which,

about 377 feet property abuts residential zoned area, but is being used for citywide regional
detention. The rest of the property, about 148 feet, abuts single family lots. The applicant indicates
that existing woodlands that are proposed to be remain in the southwestern area provides
adequate screening. Additional screening is not proposed. The applicant is requested to provide
supporting visuals to demonstrate that and provide additional screening as recommended by the
City’s staff and consultants.

Existing Zoning Future Land Use
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Comparison of Zoning Districts
The following table provides a comparison of the current (I-1) and proposed (I-2) zoning
classifications.

I-1 Zoning (EXISTING) I-2 Zoning (PROPOSED)
. . See attached copy of Section
Er;g;:lpal Permitted See attached copy of Section 3.1.18.B 3.1.19B
Outdoor Storage yards*

See attached copy of Section 3.1.18.C See attached copy of Section
Special Land Uses Outside storage as an accessory use subject to 3.1.18.C

additional conditions is a Special Land Use
Lot Size Except where otherwise provided in this Ordinance, the minimum lot area and

width, and the maximum percent of lot coverage shall be determined on the basis
of off-street parking, loading, greenbelt screening, yard setback or usable open
space requirements as set forth in this Ordinance.

Lot Coverage

Building Height 40 feet 60 feet
Front: 40 feet Front: 100 feet
Building Setbacks Side: 20 feet Side: 50 feet
Rear: 20 feet Rear: 50 feet

Front: Sec. 3.6.2.E
Additional regulations if

Front: Sec. 3.6.2.E parking is proposed in front
Additional regulations if parking is proposed in yard
Parking Setbacks front yard. Side: 10 feet
Side: 20 feet Rear: 20 feet
Rear: 20 feet Additional regulations if

adjacent to residential district

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Development under the current I-1 zoning could result in the construction of a light industrial facility
or office up to 67,000 square feet that would result in higher trip generation rates to and from the
site onto Grand River Avenue than the proposed use. The possible square footage is derived from
similar projects in |-1 zoning of a site size approximately the same as the current site area that is
proposed to be rezoned ~7 acres). The site abuts a residential district which would result in
additional setbacks and limits the area for development. A development in the Beck North
Industrial park proposed 67,000 square feet for office/research space which resulted in about 180
parking spaces on a 5.06 acre size. The development required a Traffic Impact Study as it
exceeded the maximum City thresholds. In comparison, the current proposal appears to be
considerably less intense.

However, the applicant should address the comments regarding potential uses and the additional
information requested in the Traffic study review.

REVIEW CONCERNS

Engineering: The Staff Engineer has reviewed the rezoning request. The review noted that the PRO
Concept plan meets the general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances, the Storm
Water Management Ordinance and/or the Engineering Design Manual.

Landscape: Landscape review identifies multiple deviations from Ordinance standards especially in
the southern portion due to the proposed use of outside storage yard. However, there is ample
opportunity for the applicant to reduce certain deviations related to screening. Particularly, the
berm along the southern boundary as the site allows sufficient room for the required berm in all
areas where there is no woodland to preserve and protect.

Traffic: Traffic study review notes that the proposed Keford Towing and Collision land use would be
expected to generate fewer trips than what could be built under the existing I-1 zoning as well as
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fewer trips than could be expected under |-2 zoning. Final analysis is pending additional
clarification on how the land use sizes were determined, and therefore the comparisons and results
may change as a result of the revised RTIS, as requested. Additionally, the trip generation for the
5,703 SF auxiliary building should be included in the RTIS as part of the proposed development.

Wetlands: Wetlands review notes that the total amount of direct (i.e., fill or excavation) impact to
on-site wetlands currently indicated is approximately 0.11acre. The current impact to Wetland A in
the southwest portion of the site is for the purpose of parking lot construction. The impact to
Wetland B on the east side of the site is for the purpose of constructing parking area/loading ramp.
There appears to be impacts to the buffers, but the values are not indicated.

Woodlands: The existing areas of regulated woodlands are located along the eastern edge of the
project site and in the southwest corner of the site. One (1) regulated tree is proposed for removal
(in the southwest portion of the site), however this tree is in very poor condition and will not require
Woodland Replacement credits. Woodlands Review letter noted that no further woodland review
of the proposed project is necessary.

Facade: The proposed alteration is in full compliance with the Facade Ordinance. Facade review
notes that approval is contingent upon the applicant clarifying that the side and rear elevations will
be painted or otherwise treated in a manner that is consistent with the front fagcade and that the
existing natural fired clay tile will not be painted.

Fire: The Fire Department requires emergency access to the proposed gated outside storage yard.

2016 MASTER PLAN FOR LAND USE: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The proposed development could be said to follow some of the objectives listed in the 2016 Master
Plan for Land Use update (adopted by Planning Commission on July 26, 2017) as listed below. Staff
comments are in bold.

1. General Goal: Economic Development
Objective: Retain and support the growth of existing businesses and attract new businesses to
the City of Novi. Keford is currently located in Novi on Grand River Avenue just west of
Haggerty. The current request would retain the existing business in Novi.

MAJOR CONDITIONS OF PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY AGREEMENT

The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specific PRO conditions in
conjunction with a rezoning request. The submittal requirements and the process are codified
under the PRO ordinance (Section 7.13.2). Within the process, which is initiated by the applicant,
the applicant and City Council can agree on a series of conditions to be included as part of the
approval which must be reflected in the Concept Plan and or the PRO agreement.

The PRO conditions must be in material respects, more strict or limiting than the regulations that
would apply to the land under the proposed new zoning district. Development and use of the
property shall be subject to the more restrictive requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan,
and/or in the PRO Conditions imposed, and/or in other conditions and provisions set forth in the
PRO Agreement. The applicant should submit a list of conditions that they are seeking to include
with the PRO agreement.

On page 5 of his narrative, the applicant noted that the only I-2 uses which would be conducted
on site would be automobile engine and body shop. However, the applicant also indicates a
potential car rental, which can be considered as accessory use for the auto body shop and a tool
and die use for the out building. No particular subtenant has been identified yet. Proposed parking
on site also affects the type of uses within the subject property. The applicant may reconsider
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whether they would choose to limit the uses to a short list and include that as a condition of the PRO
agreement. Outside storage is proposed to be limited to 160 spaces.

ORDINANCE DEVIATIONS

Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
within a PRO agreement. These deviations must be accompanied by a finding by City Council that
“each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted,
prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that
approving the deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the
surrounding areas.” Such deviations must be considered by City Council, who will make a finding
of whether to include those deviations in a proposed PRO agreement. A proposed PRO
agreement would be considered by City Council only after tentative approval of the proposed
concept plan and rezoning.

The Concept Plan submitted with an application for a rezoning with a PRO is not required to
contain the same level of detail as a preliminary site plan. Staff has reviewed the applicant’s
Concept Plan in as much detail as possible to determine what deviations from the Zoning
Ordinance are currently shown. The applicant may choose to revise the concept plan to better
comply with the standards of the Zoning Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submitted
with the understanding that those deviations would have to be approved by City Council in a
proposed PRO agreement. The following are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance and other
applicable ordinances shown on the concept plan. The applicant has submitted a narrative
describing the requested deviations, but they did not include landscape deviations.

Planning Deviations:

1. Planning deviation from Section 3.1.19.D for not meeting the minimum requirements for side
yard setback for Parking (20 feet minimum required, 10.7 proposed in the north west parking
lot);

2. Planning deviation from Section 5.26 for bicycle parking general requirements for proposing
more than 4 bicycles parking on a single location. When 4 or more spaces are required for a
building with multiple entrances, the spaces shall be provided in multiple locations;

Landscape Deviations:

1. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.A for not meeting the minimum requirements for a 10-
15’ landscaped berm between residentially zoned property and industrial. A berm
approximately 7’ tall is provided south of the southeast corner of the storage lot, but not along
the entire southern frontage, or southwestern corner (not including the preserved woodland).
This deviation is not supported by staff as the site allows sufficient room for the required berm in
all areas where there is no woodland to preserve and protect.

2. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.ii and iii. for lack of end cap and interior islands, in
the southern portion of the vehicular storage area due to businesses operations. This deviation
is not supported by staff.

3. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.ii and iii. for lack of interior canopy trees, in the
southern portion of the vehicular storage area due to businesses operations. This deviation is
not supported by staff.

4. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.iv for lack of parking lot perimeter trees along 400
feet of eastern edge of property due to lack of room between drive and adjacent property.
This deviation is supported by staff.

5. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.iv to allow planting of parking lot perimeter trees,
more than 15 feet of the vehicular storage area. This deviation is not supported by staff.

6. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for the shortage of a total of 2980 square feet (37%)
of required building foundation landscaping for the two buildings. This deviation is not
supported by staff.

7. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for allowing less than 75% of each building to be
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landscaped. This is supported by staff as the existing conditions for each are being significantly
improved.

8. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.D for the shortage of green scape along the building
frontage facing Grand River (60% required, 54% proposed). This deviation is supported by staff
as the applicant is otherwise improving the condition of an existing site.

9. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.C.ii.i. for the lack of landscape islands every 15 spaces
within the enclosed outside storage yard; This deviation is supported for the outside storage
yard only;

All deviations from the ordinance requirements are preferred to be identified and included in PRO

Agreement. Any deviations identified during later reviews after Concept Plan approval will restart

the PRO concept process.

APPLICANT’S BURDEN UNDER PRO ORDINANCE

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

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

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

PUBLIC INTEREST/ BENEFITS TO PUBLIC UNDER PRO ORDINANCE

Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning
would be in the public interest and the benefits to public of the proposed PRO rezoning would
clearly outweigh the detriments. The following are being suggested by the applicant (as listed in
their narrative dated July 17, 2018 on Page 5 and 6 as benefits resulting from the project. Excerpts in
Italics and staff comments in bold are provided below

1. The approval of this PRO application would be in furtherance of Master Plan Objective #
18 to retain and support the growth of existing businesses in Novi. Staff agrees with the
statement, but notes that this is not considered a benefit to the public.

2. This redevelopment would eliminate a vacant rotting manufacturing facility. Any
redevelopment to the site would improve the existing conditions. However, the current
application provides an immediate opportunity. This Is also considered an incidental
benefit.

3. There would be significantly less traffic under the proposed PRO rezoning than under
potential use for this property. The submitted Rezoning Traffic Study corroborates the
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statement. However, this is an incidental benefit. Staff does not consider this as a
tangible benefit to public.

4. The applicant is voluntarily offering $10,000 to the City of Novi Grand River Improvement
Authority to fund the installation of sidewalks in certain “gap” areas along Grand River
Avenue to improve mobility and support the Corridor Improvement Plan. The applicant
drew a comparison to Hadley’s Towing project with regards to donation offered. This
could be considered a benefit; however, the applicant should note that the intensity of
land uses for this project is different from that of Hadley’s Towing. Hadley’s was proposing
just an outside storage yard. While this project proposes an auto body collision, car
rental and undetermined tenant space. Also, there are no sidewalk gaps along Grand
River Avenue within the project’s vicinity.

Under the description of the existing site, the applicant also noted that the redevelopment of this
site would consist of “clean-up” of the site which has been used as a heavy industrial site for over 50
years. He noted that this could be certainly an aspect of public benefit. More detail is provided
under ‘Review Concerns’ on page 1. Refer to Page 2 and 3 of the applicant’s narrative. The
applicant proposes to prepare a baseline environmental assessment along with a compliance
report.

SUMMARY OF OTHER REVIEWS

a. Engineering Review (dated 08-13-18): It meets the general requirements on Chapter 11,
Storm water management ordinance or Engineering design manual. Engineering
recommends approval.

b. Landscape Review (dated 08-07-18): Landscape review has identified deviations that may
be required. Staff supports only a few. Refer to review letter for more comments. Additional
Comments to be addressed with the revised concept submittal. Landscape is currently not
recommending approval.

c. Wetland Review (dated 08-07-18): A City of Novi wetland permit and an authorization to
encroach into 25 foot buffer setback is required for this site plan at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan review. Wetlands recommend approval.

d. Woodland Review (dated 08-07-18): Woodlands review noted that No further review of the
proposed project is necessary.

e. Traffic Review (dated 08-14-18): Couple of deviations are identified by the Traffic review.
Traffic recommends approval.

f. Traffic Study Review (dated 08-14-18): Review requested some additional information to
complete the review. Traffic is currently not recommending approval for the RTIS.

g. Facade Review (dated 08-07-18): The proposed alteration is in full compliance with the
Facade Ordinance. Facade recommends approval with conditions.

h. Fire Review (dated 07-25-18): Fire recommends approval with some pending comments.

NEXT STEP: MASTER PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE MEETING

The new rezoning category requested by the applicant is currently not supported by the Future
Land Use Map. A Master Planning and Zoning Committee meeting is scheduled for August 22, 2018
at 6 PM in the Mayor’s Conference Room. A Planning Commission public hearing will be scheduled
following discussion from the Committee.

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

Sri Ravali Komaragiri — Planner
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Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant with the next submittal. ltems in bold and underline are
considered deviations from Ordinance requirements. Items in italics need to be addressed by the applicant at
the time of Site Plan review.

ltem Required Code Proposed ?;Asgés Comments
Zoning and Use Requirements
Master Plan Heavy Industrial No The current request is not
(adopted Industrial Research supported by Future Land
August 25, 2016) | Development Technology Use Map. Consideration
Area Study Grand River Corridor Study No ?gn%sg:mgf i?nd
required prior to Planning
Zoning I-1: Light Industrial District I-2 General Yes Commission Public
(Effective Industrial hearing
December 25,
2013)
Uses Permitted Sec 3.1.18.B Principal Uses Outdoor storage No
(Sec 3.1.18B & Permitted. yard for towed
O Sec 3.1.18.C Special Land Uses | vehicles (160
cars)
Auto body repair
shop with 19
service bays and
a Carrental
services with 10
spaces (23,493 SF)
Tool and dye
shop (5,703 SF)
Phasing Provide phases lines and detail | Phasing not NA Plans for phasing, if any,
description of activities in each | proposed should be discussed with
phase the PRO review

PRO Concept Plan Submittal: Additional requirements

Intent:

A property owner must, as part of such proposal, voluntarily offer certain site-specific regulations to be set
forth on a PRO Plan and in a PRO Agreement to be prepared) which are, in material respects, more strict or
limiting than the regulations that would apply to the land under the proposed new zoning district
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Meets

Code Comments

ltem Required Code Proposed

PRO Conditions/Benefits to Public

Development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive requirements shown or
specified on the PRO Plan, and/or in the PRO Conditions imposed, and/or in other conditions and provisions
set forth in the PRO Agreement

Deviations:

Refer to Section 7.13 of City of Novi Zoning Ordinance for more detail.

Authorization to grant deviations shall be conditioned upon the Council finding 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 City Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding area. The applicant shall
have the burden of demonstrating that the approval of the application shall accomplish an enhancement
of the project area as compared to the existing zoning, and such enhancement would be unlikely to be
achieved or would not be assured in the absence of the use of a PRO.

City Council will grant the PRO upon determining whether approval of a proposed application would be in
the public interest, the benefits which would reasonably be expected to accrue from the proposal shall be
balanced against, and be found to clearly outweigh the reasonably foreseeable detriments thereof.

Written Potential development under Narrative Yes Please refer to Planning
Statement the proposed zoning and addresses this review letter for more
(Site current zoning item in detail details and comments on
Development Identified benefit(s) of the Few benefits are Yes? the narrative
Manual) development proposed at this
time

The statement Conditions proposed for Partial list of Yes?
should describe | inclusion in the PRO deviations are
the following Agreement (i.e., Zoning included in the

Ordinance deviations, narrative

limitation on total units, etc.)
Sign Location Installed within 15 days prior to | Provided at this Yes Planning Commission
Plan public hearing time; meeting is to be
(Page 23,SDM) Located along all road determined.

frontages
Rezoning Traffic | A Rezoning Traffic Impact Provided with the | Yes Please refer to Traffic
Impact Study Study as required by the City submittal review for more details
(Site of Novi Site Plan and
development Development Manual.
manual)
Community - Over 30 acres for permitted Not required, but | NA
Impact non-residential projects brief information
Statement - Over 10 acres in size for a added to the
(Sec. 2.2) special land use narrative

- All residential projects with

more than 150 units
- A mixed-use development,
staff shall determine

Automobile Service Establishment(Sec. 4.50)
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Item Required Code Proposed l(\:/l:)egés Comments
Site area 2 acres minimum 7.61 acres
Site frontage 200 feet minimum 294.52 ft.
Vehicle parking | Not allowed Not proposed NA
within front yard
setbacks
Vehicle parking | Not allowed Not proposed NA
within side yard
setbacks
Service bay No service bay doors shall No doors NA
doors face a major thoroughfare.
Curb cuts Only 1 curb cut Two curb cuts NA
PC may require a marginal existing
access roads; setbacks are
measured from marginal
access road
Height, bulk, density and area limitations (Sec 3.1.19)
Frontage on a Frontage on a Public Street is Frontage on Yes
Public Street. required Grand River
(Sec.5.12) Avenue
Access to Major | Vehicular access shall be Accessto Grand | Yes
Thoroughfare provided only to an existing or | River Avenue
(Sec.5.13) planned major thoroughfare
or freeway service drive
Minimum Zoning | Except where otherwise NA
Lot Size for each | provided in this Ordinance, the
Unit in Ac minimum lot area and width,
(Sec 3.6.2.D) and the maximum percent of
lot coverage shall be
Minimum Zoning determined on the basis of off- NA
Lot Size for each | street parking, loading,
Unit: Width in greenbelt screening, yard
Feet setback or usable open
space
Open Space NA
Area
Maximum % of (Sec 3.6.2.D) Existing Building Yes Indicate the square
Lot Area footage of building
Covered footprint
(By All Buildings)
Building Height I-2: 60 ft. Existing Building: Yes
(Sec. 3.1.19.D) varies from 11
feet to 33 feet
Building Setbacks (Sec. 3.1.19.D)
Front 100 ft. 181.5 ft. Yes? Setbacks do not conform
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(Sec 3.6.2.0)

conditions listed in Sec 3.6.2.0

Item Required Code Proposed l(\:/lsgés Comments
Rear 50 ft. Appearsto be in to thg code, but they are
conformance considered legal non-
18 feet east conforming
Side 50 ft. 48.9 feet west
(Existing setbacks)
Parking Setback (Sec 3.1.19.D)& Refer to applicable notes in Sec 3.6.2
No parking in front building No parking Yes/N | This is considered a
setback of 100 ft. proposed within o? deviation
Front Minimum site area: 2 acres 100 feet
Parking area > 50 % of front
yard
Rear 100 ft. min (Sec. 3.6.2.F) 103.4 ft. Yes
. : 10.7 ft. west
Side 20 ft. min 20 ft. min on east No
Note To District Standards (Sec 3.6.2)For I-1 and I-2
\E():;I%“thigiig a All exterior side yards.abuttiljlg No side yard
a street shall be provided with . NA
Street a setback equal to front yard abutting street
(Sec 3.6.2.0) '
Off-Street Development is 2 acres in size | 7.61 acres Yes Refer to landscape review
Parking in Front | parking does not extend into for comments on the
Yard (Sec required building setback (100 | 102 ft. Yes berm design
3.6.2.E) ft.)
Parking does not occupy more | Unable to ves/N Provide the ratio of area
than 50% of area b/w front determined 07 of parking bays
setback and bldg. facade ' (excluding driveways)
Parking is screened with 2.5 ft. | A berm is Yes/N | @nd the area between
brick wall of landscape berm | proposed; o» | l00feetsetback line and
. — . building fagcade line. It
Planning Commission finds cannot exceed 50 %
parking is compatible with To be determined | TBD
surrounding area
Off-Street Parking does not occupy more | Applicant is Yes? Provide calculations for
Parking in Side than 50% of area b/w side and | proposing outside parking in the rear yard
and Rear Yards rear abutting residential and storage for a excluding the outside
abutting bldg. facade major part of the storage.
residential (Sec rear yard.
3.6.2.F)
100 ft. setback Appears to be in
conformance
Setback from 33 feet. Maximum
Residential Building shall be setback 3 feet | height
District for each foot of building Yes
(Sec 3.6.2.H) height 99 feet building
setback provided
Wetland/Waterc | A setback of 25ft from Buffers are Yes Refer to wetland review
ourse Setback wetlands and from high indicated on the for more details
(Sec 3.6.2.M) watermark course shall be plan
maintained
Additional Additional heights for selected | Existing building NA
Height building is allowed based on
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Meets

provided a 4 in. curb at these
locations & along landscaping

0°: 8 ft. x 23 ft. parking spaces
with 13 ft. drives

9 ft. 19 ft. parking

ltem Required Code Proposed Code Comments
Parking setback | Required parking setback Provided Yes
screening area shall be landscaped per
(Sec 3.6.2.P) sec 5.5.3.
Modification of The Planning Commission may | 10.7 ft. setback No This is considered a
parking setback | modify parking setback proposed for deviation
requirements requirements based on western side yard
(Sec 3.6.2.Q) conditions listed in Sec 3.6.2.Q | in front of the
building
Parking, Loading and Dumpster Requirements
Number of Automobile Service Yes? The applicant should note
Parking Spaces Establishment Total proposed if the outbuilding is leased
Sec. 5.2 2 spaces per each service parking: 264 for any use other than
plus 1 space for each listed, such as an office
Sec. 4.50 employee use, it would most likely
Automobile -19 service bays and 20 160 vehicle increase the minimum
Service employees storage parking requirement and
Establishment the proposed parking
Required: 58 spaces 10 spaces for would not conform.
Outside Storage rental cars
As determined Outside Storage Clearly label rental car
160 vehicles 94 spaces for parking on the plan
Car rental office uses
services Out Building The applicant also
Industrial warehouse referred to parking for
establishment vehicles prior to moving
them inside for repair.
1 space for 700 sf or five plus Please clearly label
1 per each employee dedicated spaces used
for staging.
5703/700 = 8 spaces
Parking for rental cars and
Car rental (2,318 sf) staging should not be
included in the minimum
1 per 222 GLA plus number of required parking of 76
spaces designated or rental spaces
car parking
2318/222 =10 spaces
Refer to Section 5.2.
To be determined based on
the proposed use type
Parking Space 90°: 9 ft. x 19 ft. parking spaces | 9 ft. x 17ft. with Yes
Dimensions and | with 24 ft. drives 24’ to 34’ wide
maneuvering 9 ft. x 17 ft. parking spaces aisles to
Lanes (Sec. along 7 ft. interior sidewalks, accommodate
5.3.2) tow trucks
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets Comments
Code
Parking stall - shall not be located closer Not applicable NA
adjacent to than twenty-five (25) feet
entrance from the street right-of-way
(Sec.5.3.13) (ROW) line, street easement
or sidewalk, whichever is
closer
End Islands - End Islands with landscaping Not provided in No? This would require a
(Sec.5.3.12) and raised curbs are required | the rear deviation
at the end of all parking bays
that abut traffic circulation
aisles.
- The end islands shall generally
be at least 8 feet wide, have
an outside radius of 15 feet,
and be constructed 3’ shorter
than the adjacent parking stall
as illustrated in the Zoning
Ordinance
Barrier Free To be determined based on Proposed Yes The applicant should
Spaces required parking consider relocating this
Barrier Free parking space to be
Code closer to the building
entrance which it is
serving.
Barrier Free - 8° wide with an 8’ wide
Space access aisle for van
Dimensions accessible spaces
Barrier Free - 5" wide with a 5” wide
Code access aisle for regular
accessible spaces
Barrier Free One sign for each accessible Proposed Yes Refer to Traffic comments
Signs parking space. with regards to location
Barrier Free
Code
Minimum Four (4) spaces Minimum 6 Yes
number of spaces
Bicycle Parking
(Sec. 5.16.1)
Bicycle Parking No farther than 120 ft. from the | Less than 120 ft. Yes Please propose the
General entrance being served minimum required bike
requirements spaces
(Sec. 5.16) When 4 or more spaces are All six spaces No This is considered a
required for a building with proposed in a deviation or
multiple entrances, the spaces | single location The applicant can revise
shall be provided in multiple the layout to meet the
locations minimum 4 spaces
required
Spaces to be paved and the inverted “U” Yes
bike rack shall be inverted “U” | design
design
Shall be accessible via 6 ft. 6 ft. paved Yes
paved sidewalk sidewalk




JZ18-32 Keford Towing PRO
Planning Review Summary Chart: PRO Concept Plan

August 19, 2018
Page 7 of 10

greater height than the
obscure on-site screen

fence along
edge of parking

Item Required Code Proposed l(\:/lsgés Comments
Bicycle Parking | Parking space width: 6 ft. Six bike spaces Yes
Lot layout One tier width: 10 ft. proposed
(Sec 5.16.6) Two tier width: 16 ft.
Maneuvering lane width: 4 ft.
Parking space depth: 2 ft.
single, 2 ¥ ft. double
Loading Spaces | Loading area in the rear yard Proposed in the Yes Refer to Traffic review for
(Sec.5.4.1) Loading area in interior side rear more comments
yard if it is adjacent to |, EXPO
or EXQO district
Accessory Structures
Dumpster - Located in rear yard 11 ft. from the Yes
(Sec 4.19.2.F) - Attached to the building or building
- No closer than 10 ft. from
building if not attached
- Notlocated in parking
setback
- If no setback, then it cannot
be any closer than 10 ft, from
property line.
- Away from Barrier free
Spaces
Dumpster - Screened from public view Unable to Yes? Elevations can be
Enclosure - A wall or fence 1 ft. higher determine provided at the time of
(Sec. 21-145. (c)) than height of refuse bin site plan review that
- And no less than 5 ft. on conforms to the code.
three sides
- Posts or bumpers to protect
the screening
- Hard surface pad.
- Screening Materials:
Masonry, wood or evergreen
shrubbery
Roof top All roof top equipment must Existing building NA
equipment and be screened and all wall
wall mounted mounted utility equipment
utility equipment | must be enclosed and
(Sec. 4.19.2.E.ii) integrated into the design and
color of the building
Roof top Roof top appurtenances shall Existing building NA
appurtenances be screened in accordance
screening with applicable facade
regulations, and shall not be
visible from any street, road or
adjacent property.
I-2 District Required Conditions (Sec. 3.15)
Outdoor Storage | Storage cannot extend to a 8 foot chain-link Yes
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Intent (Sec.
5.7.1)

levels, prevent unnecessary
glare, reduce spillover onto
adjacent properties & reduce
unnecessary transmission of

ltem Required Code Proposed l(\:/lsgés Comments
Sidewalks and Pathways
Article XI. Off- A 6 foot sidewalk is required Existing sidewalk Yes
Road Non- along Grand River Avenue
Motorized
Facilities
Pedestrian Assure safety and Provided Yes
Connectivity convenience of both vehicular
and pedestrian traffic both
within the site and in relation
to access streets
Other Requirements
Exterior lighting Photometric plan and exterior | A planis provided | Yes? Refer to comments
(Sec.5.7) lighting details needed at time provided later in the chart
of Final Site Plan submittal
Design and Land description, Sidwell Provided Yes
Construction number (metes and bounds
Standards for acreage parcel, lot
Manual number(s), Liber, and page for
subdivisions).
General layout Location of all existing and Mostly provided Yes? Refer to Traffic review for
and dimension proposed buildings, proposed more comments
of proposed building heights, building
physical layouts, (floor area in square
improvements feet), location of proposed
parking and parking layout,
streets and drives, and
indicate square footage of
pavement area (indicate
public or private).
Economic - Total cost of the proposed Provided on Yes
Impact building & site improvements | page 8 of the
Information narrative
- Number of anticipated jobs
created (during construction
& after building is occupied,
if known)
Development Development and street Not Applicable.
and Street names must be approved by Project name is
Names the Street Naming Committee | an established
before Preliminary Site Plan business name
approval
Development/ Signage if proposed requires a | None shown For sign permit information
Business Sign permit. contact Ordinance at
248-347-0438.
Lighting and Photometric Plan (Sec.5.7)
Establish appropriate minimum | A planis provided | Yes?
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

light into the night sky

Lighting Plan
(Sec.5.7.A.1)

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

Building Lighting
(Sec. 5.7.2.A.iii)

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

Not provided

No

Lighting Plan
(Sec.5.7.A.2)

Specifications for all proposed
& existing lighting fixtures

Provided

Photometric data

Provided

Fixture height

Provided (22 ft. to
25 ft.)

Mounting & design

Glare control devices

Type & color rendition of lamps

Hours of operation

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

Pole and wall
mount
LED

Hours of operation not
provided

Required
Conditions
(Sec.5.7.3.A)

Height not to exceed
maximum height of zoning
district (or 25 ft. where
adjacent to residential districts
Or uses

25 ft. maximum

Yes

Required
Conditions
(Sec.5.7.3.B)

- Electrical service to light
fixtures shall be placed
underground

- Flashing light shall not be
permitted

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

Notes not
provided on
sheet

No

Please add these notes to
photometric sheet P-1

Security Lighting
(Sec. 5.7.3.H)

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

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

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

Not provided

No

Indicate what lights will
be turned on past hours of
operation for security
reasons. A separate
photometric plan is
required for security lights
only
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Item Required Code Proposed l(\:/lsgés Comments
be secured.
Required Average light level of the
Conditions surface being lit to the lowest Does not exceed Yes
(Sec.5.7.3.E) light of the surface being lit 4:1
shall not exceed 4:1
Required Use of true color rendering
Conditions lamps such as metal halide is LED Ves
(Sec.5.7.3.F) preferred over high & low
pressure sodium lamps
Parking areas: 0.2 min All minimums are | Yes
Loading & unloading areas: met
. L 0.4 min
Min. lllumination - -
(Sec. 5.7.3.K) Walkways: 0.2 min
Building entrances, frequent
use: 1.0 min
Building entrances, infrequent
use: 0.2 min
Max. When site abuts a non-
[llumination residential district, maximum Maximum of 0.8
adjacent to illumination at the property line | provided along Yes
Non-Residential | shall not exceed 1 foot candle | sides that abut
(Sec. 5.7.3.K) non-residential
when adjacent to residential
districts 0 foot candles
Cut off Angles - All cut off angles of fixtures provided along
(Sec.5.7.3.1) must be 90° property lines Yes
- maximum illumination at the | abutting
property line shall not residential
exceed 0.5 foot candle
NOTES:

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

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

3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals.
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Engineering Review
Keford Towing
JSP18-0031

Applicant
Keford

Review Type
PRO Concept plan

Property Characteristics
= Sjte Location: South of Grand River, east of Taft Road

= Site Size: acres
= Plan Date: 07/12/2018
= Design Engineer: Alpine Engineering

Project Summary
» Modifications to existing parking lot at existing building and addition of a tow-yard
vehicle storage/parking area south of the existing building.

= No changes to water service are proposed.

* No changes to sanitary sewer service, except a possible additional service lead
from existing 5,700 square foot storage building.

= Storm water would be collected on site, with bank full detention storage provided
with restricted discharge to an off-site regional detention basin.

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

Comments:

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

General

1. A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi for work in the
Grand River Avenue right-of-way.
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2. A right-of-way permit will also be required from the Road Commission for
Oakland County (RCOC) for work in the Grand River Avenue right-of-way.

3. Any traffic signs to be placed in the RCOC right-of-way will be installed by
RCOC.

4, Provide a note that compacted sand backfill shall be provided for all utilities
within the influence of paved areas, and illustrate on the profiles.

5. Provide a construction materials table on the Utility Plan listing the quantity
and material type for each utility (sanitary and storm) being proposed.

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

7. The Non-domestic User Survey form shall be submitted to the City so it can be
forwarded to Oakland County.

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

Utilities

9. Indicate the size and slope of proposed sanitary sewer lead at the existing
building on the south portion of the site.

10. A sanitary sewer monitoring manhole within a dedicated 20-foot access
easement may be required on the sewer lead.

11. A license agreement will be required for fencing proposed within existing

sanitary sewer easement.

Paving & Grading

12.

13.

14,

Verify the slopes along the ingress/egress routing to the building from the
barrier-free stalls comply with Michigan Barrier-Free regulations.

Accessible parking spaces should be located at the building if grading
allows. Provide additional top of curb and top of pavement grades.

Provide grades along proposed sidewalk from Grand River. An accessible
route from the street to the building must be provided.

Storm Sewer

15.
16.

17.

A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewers.
Provide a four-foot deep sump and an oil/gas separator in the last storm
structure prior to discharge to the storm water basin.

Provide a schedule listing the casting type and other relevant information for
each proposed storm structure on the utility plan. Round castings shall be
provided on all catch basins except curb inlet structures.



Engineering Review of PRO Concept Plan August 13, 2018
Keford Towing Page 3 of 4

JSP18-0031

18.

Provide a drainage area map.
a. Quantify the area draining to Grand River right-of-way.

b. Delineate the area proposed to sheet flow to the detention basin.

Storm Water Management Plan

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) shall comply with the Storm
Water Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the Engineering Design Manual (refer to
the runoff coefficients, 1V:4H allowable basin slopes, etc.).

a. Refer to Section 5.3 for storm water quality standards. A wet basin or
mechanical treatment unit must be used to meet storm water quality
standards.

b. Provide release rate calculations for first flush and bank full events.
Provide supporting calculations for the runoff coefficient determination.

The storm water management plan proposes to maintain an existing
condition of site drainage going into the Grand River right-of-way. Review
and approval by the Road Commission for Oakland County will be required,
and a variance from the Design and Construction Standards is required in
any case where all drainage is not captured on-site.

A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the storm water basin
where any pavement runoff is directed toward the basin.

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

Restricted discharge to an off-site regional detention basin is proposed.
Bankfull storage will be provided on-site. Any applicable storm water
detention tap fees will be pro-rated for bankfull detention storage provided
on the site.

Off-Site Easements

25.

Any required off-site easements must be executed prior to final approval of
the plans. Drafts shall be submitted at the time of the Preliminary Site Plan
submittal.

The following must be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal:

26.

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

The following must be submitted at the time of Final Site Plan submittal:

27.

An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Community
Development Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the
determination of plan review and construction inspection fees. This estimate
should only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with
construction of the building or any demolition work. The cost estimate must
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28.

be itemized for each utility (water, sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving, right-
of-way paving (including proposed right-of-way), grading, and the storm
water basin (basin construction, control structure, pretreatment structure and
restoration).

Draft copies of any off-site utility easements, a recent title search, and legal
escrow funds must be submitted to the Community Development
Department for review and approved by the Engineering Division and the
City Attorney prior to being executed.

The following must be submitted at the time of Stamping Set submittal:

29.

30.

31.

A draft copy of the maintenance agreement for the storm water facilities, as
outlined in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to
the Community Development Department. Once the form of the agreement
is approved, this agreement must be approved by City Council and shall be
recorded in the office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.

Draft copy of the access easement to sanitary sewer monitoring manhole, if
applicable.

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

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

issued.

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

Darcy N. Rechtien, P.E.

CC:

Sri Komaragiri, Community Development
Theresa Bridges, Engineering
George Melistas, Engineering
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| Revised PRO Concept Plan - Landscaping
M

Keford Towing
NOV]

cityofnovi.org

Review Type Job #
Revised PRO Concept Plan Review J718-0032
Property Characteristics

e Site Location: 45241 Grand River Ave.

e Site Acreage: 7.6 acres

e Site Zoning: I-1 Proposed rezone to I-2.

e Adjacent Zoning: North, East, West: I-1, South: RA, R-4

e Plan Date: 8/30/2018

Ordinance Considerations

This project was reviewed for conformance with Chapter 37: Woodland Protection, Zoning Article
5.5 Landscape Standards, the Landscape Design Manual and any other applicable provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance. Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as part of the
Preliminary Site Plan submittal and underlined items must be included in Final Site Plans. Please
follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This review and the
accompanying Landscape Chart is a summary and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance.

Recommendation

While there are some significant deviations from a landscape standpoint, and most are not
supported by staff, the overall site plan complies with much of the landscaping ordinance and
standards. At this time, due to the continued need for unwarranted deviations, the plan is not
recommended for approval. Please make the changes suggested below, and reduce the number
of deviations as much as possible.

Landscape Deviations required for the Proposed Plan are:

1. 5.5.3.A-A10-15 landscaped berm is required between residentially zoned property and
industrial. A berm approximately 7’ tall is proposed for just the eastern 230 If of the southern
frontage. No berm is provided along the western frontage.

* No berm in the central section of the property is a deviation that is supported by staff due
to the existing small berm and deciduous trees to remain.

¢ The lack of screening trees in that area is a deviation that is not supported by staff.

¢ The lack of berm and landscaping along the south frontage in the area of the existing
woods to remain is a deviation that is supported by staff in order to protect the woods.

¢ The deviation from the required berm height is supported by staff as the berm was
extended to the east as requested, and the section drawing provided indicates that the
proposed berm and vegetation will provide sufficient buffering for the residential property
to the southeast.

2. 5.5.3.Ciiandiii. — A lack of endcap and interior islands, and interior canopy trees, in the
southern portion of the vehicular storage area due to business’ operations. This deviation is
not supported by staff.

3. 5.5.3.C.iv - Parking lot perimeter trees are not provided along 400’ of eastern edge of
property due to lack of room between drive and adjacent property. This deviation is
supported by staff.

4. 55.3.C.iv - 26 required parking lot perimeter trees are not provided around the southern
vehicular storage area. This deviation is not supported by staff.
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5. 5.5.3.D - Less than 75% of each building’s perimeter is landscaped. This deviation is supported
by staff as the existing conditions for each are being significantly improved.

6. 5.5.3.D - A shortage of building foundation area is provided (8080sf required, 7282sf
provided). The location of some of the area in the large landscape island is a deviation that
is supported, but the shortage of area (10%) is not supported by staff.

7. 5.5.3.D - A shortage of landscaped building frontage facing Grand River is proposed (54% vs
60%). This deviation is supported by staff as they are otherwise improving the condition of an
existing site.

Note: While the response letter indicates that some of these comments have been addressed, the
provided set did not include the entire plan set so some responses could not be confirmed, and are
left in this letter.

Please also note that the applicant cites the unique nature of their business as the reason for not
providing internal and perimeter parking lot canopy trees. While another towing business was
recently granted a deviation for internal parking lot islands, they were required to place perimeter
canopy trees around their storage lot. Automobile dealerships have also been required to plant
both interior and perimeter trees in their display lots.

Ordinance Considerations
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17)
Provided.

Existing and proposed overhead and underground utilities, including hydrants.(LDM 2.e.(4))
Provided.

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

1. Provided on L-3.

2. Please show tree fencing at the Critical Root Zone (1’ beyond dripline) for all existing trees to
remain near the project area on the Grading Plan (Sheet 3).

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

1. The required 10-15’ berm is not provided as required between the residential properties and the
site.

2. A7 foot tall berm is provided along the eastern 230’ of the southern parking lot frontage, well
south of the lot.

3. Most of the existing woodland at the southwest corner of the lot is being preserved.

4. A landscape deviation is required for the lack of berm and landscaping for the parts of the
southern frontage abutting residential property and for the lack of height of the proposed
berm.

a. The deviation for the area of the preserved woodland which provides a visual buffer for the
residential properties south and southwest of the site is supported by staff. The section drawing
provided and a site visit indicate that the woodland and opaque fence screening will provide
sufficient screening for the residential property southwest of the site.

b. The deviation for the lack of berm in the central section due to the existing topography and
vegetation is supported by staff.

c. The deviation to not provide the required screening vegetation in the central area, to provide
80-90% buffering year-round is not supported by staff. Only deciduous plants are in that area,
which would not provide the 80% opacity necessary.

d. The deviation regarding berm height where the berm is provided is supported as the section
provided indicates that the proposed berm and landscaping will provide sufficient screening.
The berm has been extended to the east property line to better screen the residential property
to the southeast.
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Required |-2 Screening/Outdoor Storage vards (4.55)

1.

In the -2 district, outdoor storage yards must be totally obscured by “a masonry wall,
landscaped earth berm, chain link fence with heavy screen plantings, or combinations
thereof, the height, location and extent of which shall be according to the requirements of
Section 5.5 of this Ordinance, except as hereinafter exempted in Section 3.15.2 for a location
within a planned industrial park.”

The proposed 8 foot tall fence along the west side of the property abutting the I-1 and
residential properties does not fulfill these requirements, as only four large evergreen trees are
showing abutting the residentially-zoned property, and no landscaping abuts the Industrial
property. Thisis currently a deviation that is not supported by staff.

Please add additional heavy landscaping along the entire western boundary of the storage
yard to meet this screening requirement. Up to 25% of the perimeter landscaping can be
evergreens. The applicant may need to mix canopy and large evergreen shrubs along that
frontage to meet both the screening and perimeter canopy tree requirement.

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

The required berm and landscaping are provided.

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

The RCOC sight vision requirements leave no room for any street trees along Grand River and none
are provided.

Parking Lot Landscaping (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.)

1.

2.

4.

Based on the vehicular use areas, 3,019 sf of islands and 15 interior trees are required. 3,049 sf of
islands and 15 trees are provided, all but 3 of which are located in the north part of the site.

The ordinance requires that landscaping be distributed throughout the site, so the proposed
configuration is a deviation. This deviation is not supported by staff.

The landscape ordinance also requires that bays no longer than 25 spaces are prohibited, and
interior and endcap islands must be provided. These requirements are not followed for the
southern vehicular use area. This deviation is not supported by staff.

Please add required endcap and interior islands, with canopy trees, per the ordinance.

Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.(3) Chart footnote)

1.

7.

The site has a total of 2203 If of parking lot perimeter, including access drives from Grand River,
412 If of which are along the east edge where there is no room for trees. The applicant has not
proposed deciduous canopy trees along the eastern property line and most of the southern
vehicular storage ot perimeter.

Staff supports the deviation for the lack of perimeter trees along the eastern 412If of frontage
along the adjoining property where there isn’t room for trees.

Staff supports the deviation for the lack of perimeter trees in the area of the preserved
woodland as existing trees can be used for that frontage.

Staff does not support the use of evergreens for greater than 25% of the perimeter trees.

Staff does not support the location of parking lot perimeter trees along the southern border of
the property, much farther than 15’ from the edge of the storage lot. The purpose of parking
lot perimeter trees is to help shade the lot and they cannot do that where they are located.
Please add deciduous canopy trees along the periphery of the storage lot on the east, south
and west sections of the storage lot. They should be placed no further than 15 feet from the
edge, and be spaced an average of 30-35’ from each other.

Please reduce the number of evergreen trees to less than 25% of the requirement (25% of 51
trees = 13 trees).

Loading Zone screening (Zoning Sec. 3.14, 3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)

1.

An eight-foot screening fence with opacity greater than 90% is proposed around the entire
storage area of the site. This, along with the evergreen trees planted along the west side of the
site, is acceptable.
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2. Additional screening beyond the opaque fencing is not required along the east side of the site
as it fronts on a regional detention pond zoned I-1, which has a large berm on the eastern end
that screens the historic home from the site.

Building Foundation Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.)

1. A total of 6064 sf of foundation landscaping is required for the main building. Only 3094sf are
provided. Staff does not support this variation.

2. A total of 2016 sf of foundation landscaping is required for the outbuilding and 2385 sf is
provided.

3. Neither building meets the 75% minimum requirement of building perimeter with at least 4’ strip
of landscaping, which is a variation. This variation is supported by staff as they are improving
existing conditions.

4. 54% of the main building’s frontage facing Grand River is landscaped, which is less than the 60%
requirement. This variation is supported as the existing condition is being significantly improved
by the applicant and the variation is not significant.

Plant List (LDM 2.h. and t.)
1. Please add a plant list to the plans.
2. Please add a cost table to the plans.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM)
Provided.

Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iv and LDM 1.d.(3)
1. The required shrubs are shown on the plan.

2. Please specify the shrub species and counts.

3. Please add the seed mix(es) for all seeded areas.

Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s)
The proposed landscaping must be provided with sufficient water to become established and
survive over the long term. Please note how this will be accomplished if an irrigation plan is not

provided.

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

Snow Deposit (LDM.2.9.)
Provided.

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))
1. Provided.
2. Please hide all trees to be removed on Landscape Plan.

Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9)
Provided.

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

A o

Rick Meader - Landscape Architect
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Revised PRO Concept Plan - Landscaping
L ' Keford Towing
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cityotnovi.org

Review Type Job #
Revised PRO Concept Plan Review J718-0032
Property Characteristics

e Site Location: 45241 Grand River Ave.

e Site Acreage: 7.6 acres

e Site Zoning: I-1 Proposed rezone to I-2.

e Adjacent Zoning: North, East, West: I-1, South: RA, R-4

¢ Plan Date: 8/30/2018

Ordinance Considerations

This project was reviewed for conformance with Chapter 37: Woodland Protection, Zoning
Article 5.5 Landscape Standards, the Landscape Design Manual and any other applicable
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as
part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal and underlined items must be included in Final Site
Plans. Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This
review and the accompanying Landscape Chart is a summary and not intended to substitute
for any Ordinance.

Recommendation

While there are some significant deviations from a landscape standpoint, and most are not
supported by staff, the overall site plan complies with much of the landscaping ordinance and
standards. At this time, due to the continued need for unwarranted deviations, the plan is not
recommended for approval. Please make the changes suggested below, and reduce the
number of deviations as much as possible.

Landscape Deviations required for the Proposed Plan are:

1. 5.5.3.A-A10-15" landscaped berm is required between residentially zoned property and industrial. A
berm approximately 7’ tall is proposed for just the eastern 230 If of the southern frontage. No berm is
provided along the western frontage.

¢ No berm in the central section of the property is a deviation that is supported by staff due to the
existing small berm and deciduous trees to remain.

¢ The lack of screening trees in that area is a deviation that is not supported by staff.

e The lack of berm and landscaping along the south frontage in the area of the existing woods to
remain is a deviation that is supported by staff in order to protect the woods.

e The deviation from the required berm height is supported by staff as the berm was extended to the
east as requested, and the section drawing provided indicates that the proposed berm and
vegetation will provide sufficient buffering for the residential property to the southeast.

2. 5.5.3.C.iandiii. — A lack of endcap and interior islands, and interior canopy trees, in the
southern portion of the vehicular storage area due to business’ operations. This deviation is
not supported by staff.

3. 5.5.3.C.iv - Parking lot perimeter trees are not provided along 400’ of eastern edge of
property due to lack of room between drive and adjacent property. This deviation is
supported by staff.

4. 5.5.3.C.iv - 26 required parking lot perimeter trees are not provided around the southern
vehicular storage area. This deviation is not supported by staff.
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5. 5.5.3.D - Less than 75% of each building’s perimeter is landscaped. This deviation is
supported by staff as the existing conditions for each are being significantly improved.
6. 5.5.3.D - A shortage of building foundation area is provided (8080sf required, 7282sf provided).
The location of some of the area in the large landscape island is a deviation that is supported,
but the shortage of area (10%) is not supported by staff.
7. 5.5.3.D - A shortage of landscaped building frontage facing Grand River is proposed (54% vs
60%). This deviation is supported by staff as they are otherwise improving the condition of an
existing site.

Note: While the response letter indicates that some of these comments have been addressed,
the provided set did not include the entire plan set so some responses could not be confirmed,
and are left in this letter.

Please also note that the applicant cites the unique nature of their business as the reason for not
providing internal and perimeter parking lot canopy trees. While another towing business was
recently granted a deviation for internal parking lot islands, they were required to place
perimeter canopy trees around their storage lot. Automobile dealerships have also been
required to plant both interior and perimeter trees in their display lots.

Ordinance Considerations
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17)
Provided.

Existing and proposed overhead and underground utilities, including hydrants.(LDM 2.e.(4))
Provided.

Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2) )
1. Provided on L-3.
2. Please show tree fencing at the Critical Root Zone (1’ beyond dripline) for all existing
trees to remain near the project area on the Grading Plan (Sheet 3).

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

1. The required 10-15’ berm is not provided as required between the residential properties
and the site.

2. A7 foot tall berm is provided along the eastern 230’ of the southern parking lot frontage,
well south of the lot.

3. Most of the existing woodland at the southwest corner of the lot is being preserved.

4. A landscape deviation is required for the lack of berm and landscaping for the parts of
the southern frontage abutting residential property and for the lack of height of the
proposed berm.

a. The deviation for the area of the preserved woodland which provides a visual buffer
for the residential properties south and southwest of the site is supported by staff. The
section drawing provided and a site visit indicate that the woodland and opaque
fence screening will provide sufficient screening for the residential property southwest
of the site.

b. The deviation for the lack of berm in the central section due to the existing
topography and vegetation is supported by staff.

c. The deviation to not provide the required screening vegetation in the central area, to
provide 80-90% buffering year-round is not supported by staff. Only deciduous plants
are in that area, which would not provide the 80% opacity necessary.

d. The deviation regarding berm height where the berm is provided is supported as the
section provided indicates that the proposed berm and landscaping will provide
sufficient screening. The berm has been extended to the east property line to better
screen the residential property to the southeast.
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Required |-2 Screening/Outdoor Storage yards (4.55)

1.

In the |-2 district, outdoor storage yards must be totally obscured by “a masonry wall,
landscaped earth berm, chain link fence with heavy screen plantings, or combinations
thereof, the height, location and extent of which shall be according to the requirements
of Section 5.5 of this Ordinance, except as hereinafter exempted in Section 3.15.2 for a
location within a planned industrial park.”

The proposed 8 foot tall fence along the west side of the property abutting the I-1 and
residential properties does not fulfill these requirements, as only four large evergreen trees
are showing abutting the residentially-zoned property, and no landscaping abuts the
Industrial property. This is currently a deviation that is not supported by staff.

Please add additional heavy landscaping along the entire western boundary of the
storage yard to meet this screening requirement. Up to 25% of the perimeter
landscaping can be evergreens. The applicant may need to mix canopy and large
evergreen shrubs along that frontage to meet both the screening and perimeter canopy
tree requirement.

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

The required berm and landscaping are provided.

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

The RCOC sight vision requirements leave no room for any street trees along Grand River and
none are provided.

Parking Lot Landscaping (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.)

1.

2.

3.

4.

Based on the vehicular use areas, 3,019 sf of islands and 15 interior trees are required.
3,049 sf of islands and 15 trees are provided, all but 3 of which are located in the north
part of the site.

The ordinance requires that landscaping be distributed throughout the site, so the
proposed configuration is a deviation. This deviation is not supported by staff.

The landscape ordinance also requires that bays no longer than 25 spaces are
prohibited, and interior and endcap islands must be provided. These requirements are
not followed for the southern vehicular use area. This deviation is not supported by staff.
Please add required endcap and interior islands, with canopy trees, per the ordinance.

Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.(3) Chart footnote)

1.

e

The site has a total of 2203 If of parking lot perimeter, including access drives from Grand
River, 412 If of which are along the east edge where there is no room for trees. The
applicant has not proposed deciduous canopy trees along the eastern property line and
most of the southern vehicular storage lot perimeter.

Staff supports the deviation for the lack of perimeter trees along the eastern 412If of
frontage along the adjoining property where there isn’t room for trees.

Staff supports the deviation for the lack of perimeter trees in the area of the preserved
woodland as existing trees can be used for that frontage.

Staff does not support the use of evergreens for greater than 25% of the perimeter trees.
Staff does not support the location of parking lot perimeter trees along the southern
border of the property, much farther than 15’ from the edge of the storage lot. The
purpose of parking lot perimeter trees is to help shade the lot and they cannot do that
where they are located.

Please add deciduous canopy trees along the periphery of the storage lot on the east,
south and west sections of the storage lot. They should be placed no further than 15 feet
from the edge, and be spaced an average of 30-35’ from each other.

Please reduce the number of evergreen trees to less than 25% of the requirement (25% of
51 trees = 13 trees).



PRO Concept Landscape Plan September 11, 2018
J718-0032: KEFORD TOWING Page 4 of 5

Loading Zone screening (Zoning Sec. 3.14, 3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)

1.

An eight-foot screening fence with opacity greater than 90% is proposed around the
entire storage area of the site. This, along with the evergreen trees planted along the
west side of the site, is acceptable.

Additional screening beyond the opaque fencing is not required along the east side of
the site as it fronts on a regional detention pond zoned I-1, which has a large berm on
the eastern end that screens the historic home from the site.

Building Foundation Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.)

1.

2.

A total of 6064 sf of foundation landscaping is required for the main building. Only 3094sf
are provided. Staff does not support this variation.

A total of 2016 sf of foundation landscaping is required for the outbuilding and 2385 sf is
provided.

Neither building meets the 75% minimum requirement of building perimeter with at least
4’ strip of landscaping, which is a variation. This variation is supported by staff as they are
improving existing conditions.

54% of the main building’s frontage facing Grand River is landscaped, which is less than
the 60% requirement. This variation is supported as the existing condition is being
significantly improved by the applicant and the variation is not significant.

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

1.
2.

Please add a plant list to the plans.
Please add a cost table to the plans.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM)

Provided.

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

1.
2.
3.

The required shrubs are shown on the plan.
Please specify the shrub species and counts.
Please add the seed mix(es) for all seeded areas.

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

The proposed landscaping must be provided with sufficient water to become established

and survive over the long term. Please note how this will be accomplished if an irrigation

plan is not provided.

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

Provided.

Snow Deposit (LDM.2.9.)

Provided.

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))

1.
2.

Provided.
Please hide all trees to be removed on Landscape Plan.

Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9)

Provided.

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

Rick Meader - Landscape Architect




LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART - PRO Concept

Review Date: September 11, 2018

Project Name: JZ18 - 0032: Keford Collision & Towing

Plan Date: August 30, 2018

Prepared by: Rick Meader, Landscape Architect E-mail: rmeader@cityofnovi.org;

Phone: (248) 735-5621

ltems in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant before approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.
Underlined items need to be addressed for Final Site Plan.

Landscape Deviations Required for the Proposed Plan are:

1.

5.5.3.A - A 10-15’ landscaped berm is required between residentially zoned property and industrial. A
berm approximately 7’ tall is provided for just the eastern 230 If of the southern frontage. No berm is
provided along the western frontage).

e No berm in the central section of the property is a deviation that is supported by staff due to the
small berm and existing trees to remain.

o The lack of screening trees in that area is a deviation that is not supported by staff.

o The lack of berm and landscaping along the south frontage in the area of the existing woods to
remain is a deviation that is supported by staff in order to protect the woods.

e The deviation from the required berm height is supported by staff as the berm was extended to the
east as requested, and the section drawing provided indicates that the proposed berm and
vegetation will provide sufficient buffering for the residential property to the southeast.

5.5.3.C.ii and iii. — A lack of endcap and interior islands, and interior canopy trees, in the southern portion

of the vehicular storage area due to business’ operations. This deviation is not supported by staff.

5.5.3.C.iv — Parking lot perimeter trees are not provided along 400’ of eastern edge of property due to
lack of room between drive and adjacent property. This deviation is supported by staff.

5.5.3.C.iv — 26 required parking lot perimeter trees are not provided around the southern vehicular

storage area. This deviation is not supported by staff.

5.5.3.D - Less than 75% of each building’s perimeter is landscaped. This variation is supported by staff as

the existing conditions for each are being significantly improved.

5.5.3.D - A shortage of building foundation area is provided (8080sf required, 7282sf provided). The

location of some of the area in the large landscape island is a deviation that is supported, but the

shortage of area (10%) is not supported by staff.

5.5.3.D - A shortage of landscaped building frontage facing Grand River is proposed (54% vs 60%). This

deviation is supported by staff as they are otherwise improving the condition of an existing site.

Discussions for the support, or lack thereof, of the different waivers are provided below.

NOTE: The revised set only included landscape and woodland plans so the sheet numbers for other
information referred to here are based on a prior review.

Item

. Meets
Required Proposed Code Comments

Landscape Plan Requirements (LDM (2)

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

= New commercial or
residential
developments

= Addition to existing
building greater than
25% increase in overall
footage or 400 SF
whichever is less.

Scale 1”=50’ Yes
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
= 17=20" minimum with
proper North.
Variations from this
scale can be
approved by LA
= Consistent with plans
throughout set
Project Information
(LDM 2.d.) Name and Address Yes Yes
Name, address and Yes — the address is
Owner/Developer telephone number of
. on the cover sheet
Contact Information the owner and Yes
but not the
(LDM 2.a.) developer or
o Landscape plan.
association
Landscape Architect | Name, Address and
contact information telephone number of Yes Yes
(LDM 2.b.) RLA/LLA
Sealed by LA. R_equwes original Yes Yes Need for Final Site Plans
(LDM 2.9.) signature
Miss Dig Note
(800) 482-7171 Show on all plan sheets | Yes Yes
(LDM.3.a.(8))
Parcel: I-1
. proposed rezone to
Zoning (LDM 2.f.) 'Zr(‘)‘;'i‘;de all adjacent -2, Yes
9 North, East, West: I-1
South: RA, R-4
= Description on
. . = Legal description or Sheet 1
Survey information . o
(LDM 2.c.) boundary line survey = Existing Yes
T = Existing topography conditions Sheet
L-2
= Existing trees and
trees proposed
= Show location type to be removed
Existing plant material . yp shown on Sheet See ECT review for more
o and size. Label to be . . .
Existing woodlands or L-3. detailed discussion of
saved or removed. Yes
wetlands . » Tree chart and woodlands and
= Plan shall state if none
(LDM 2.e.(2)) : removal wetlands.
exists. ,
calculations also
shown on Sheet
L-3.
= As determined by Soils | = Sheet 6
survey of Oakland *= Boundaries not
Soil types (LDM.2.r.) county shown, only Yes
= Show types, Marlette
boundaries mentioned.
Existing and Existing and proposed
proposed buﬂdmgs, easements, Yes Yes
improvements parking spaces,

(LDM 2.e.(4))

vehicular use areas, and
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(LDM.2.q.)

areas on plan

ltem Required Proposed '\C/lsg: Comments
R.O.W
Existing and Overhead and
proposed utilities underground utilities, Yes Yes
(LDM 2.e.(4)) including hydrants
= 7 foot tall berm is
provided at
southeast corner
of property. It
has been
. , extended to the
Proposed grading. 2 .
contour minimum Provide prop?§ed east as Yes
(LDM 2.e.(1)) contours at 2’ interval requested to
better screen the
home southeast
of the site.
= Section views of
the property are
provided.
Snow deposit Show snow deposit Yes Yes

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS

Parking Area Landscape Requirements LDM 1.c. & Calculations (LDM 2.0.)

General requirements

= Clear sight distance

limit (i)

contiguous spaces

bay length

(LDM 1.c) within parking islands Yes Yes
= No evergreen trees
Name, type and As proposed on planting Lawn is indicated on
number of ground islands Yes Yes islands
cover (LDM 1.c.(5)) '
General (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.ii)
1. Please provide
curbed islands and
= A minimum of 200 SF trees in the islands in
to qualify the south section.
= A minimum of 200sf . . 2. Alandscape waiver
All new islands in . )
. unpaved area per . is required for the
Parking lot Islands . south section are . T
; tree planted in an . . No interior islands that
(a, b.i) . just painted (on . .
island ravel) are not provided in
= 6” curbs 9 ' the south venhicular
= |slands minimum width storage area due to
10’ BOC to BOC their operations. This
is not supported by
staff.
Parking stall can be
Curbs and Parking reducedfo 1.7 and the Islands are not Please dimension all
. curb to 4” adjacentto a . . No .
stall reduction (c) ; - dimensioned. islands.
sidewalk of minimum 7
ft.
Contiguous space Maximum of 25 = 31is maximum No 1. Endcap islands and

islands used to break
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ltem Required Proposed '\C/lc?g;s Comments
= The applicantis up bays must be
not proposing landscaped with a
the required deciduous canopy
islands in the tree and must be
south section in distributed evenly
order to make it throughout the
easier for their vehicular use area.
tow vehicles to 2. Alandscape
maneuver deviation must be
around the site. approved if the
required islands are
not provided. This
deviation is not
supported by staff.
3. Please move a tree
from the central
island to the endcap
island at the
northwestern corner
of the building.
= No plantings with
matured height
greater than 12’
Plantings around Fire within 10 ft. of fire None Ves
Hydrant (d) hydrants
= Trees should also be
at least 5 feet from
underground lines.
Areas not dedicated to
parking use or driveways
Landscaped area (g) exceeding 100 sq. ft. Yes Yes
shall be landscaped
1. No street trees are
« RCOC clear required dug to the
L RCOC requirements.
25 ft corner clearance vision zones are . :
Clear Zones (LDM . . 2. This does not require
required. Referto provided. Yes

2.3.(5))

Zoning Section 5.5.9

= They occupy all
of the frontage.

a deviation as there
is no room for the
trees that would be
required.

Category 1: For OS-1, OS-2, OSC, OST, B-1, B-2, B-3, NCC, EXPO, FS, TC, TC-1, RC, Special Land Use or non-

residential use in any R district (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.iii)
A =Total square

footage of vehicular | e A=xsf *7.5% = Asf NA
use areas up to ¢ 50,000 * 7.5% = 3750 sf
50,000sf x 7.5%

B = Total square

footage of additional | e B= xsf* 1% = B sf

paved vehicular use | e (xxx—50000) * 1% = xx NA

areas (not including
A or B) over 50,000 SF)

sf
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ltem Required Proposed '\C/lsg: Comments
x1%

Category 2: For: I-1 and I-2 (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.iii)

A. = Total square

footage of vehicular | e A=xsf*5%=A sf NA
use area up to 50,000 | ¢ 50000 * 5% = 2500 sf

sf x 5%

B = Total square

footage of additional | = B=0.5% x0sf=B SF

paved vehicular use | = (153824-50000)*0.5% = | NA
areas over 50,000 SF x 519 sf

0.5%

All Categories

1. Landscape islands
are to be distributed
evenly throughout
the parking areas,
not concentrated in
one area. Please

o andscaped

Total square footage 2500 + 519 = 3019 SF 3049 sf Yes/No :

of landscaped islands parkmg. area,
proportionately.

2. Alandscape
deviation is required
for the proposed
configuration.

3. This deviation is not
supported by staff.

= 3019/200 = 15 Trees 1. See above
= NOTE: The applicant 2. Interior parking lot
cites the unique trees are to be in
nature of their business islands within the
as a justification for not bounds of the
providing the required parking lot.
interior or perimeter 3. Parking lot interior
trees. While a previous trees should also be
auto towing business proposed within the
R vl
Number of canopy 15 trees Yes/No

trees required

islands for tow vehicle
maneuvering, they still
needed to provide
perimeter canopy
trees around the
periphery of the
vehicle storage area.
New auto dealerships
have also been
required to provide
interior and perimeter

storage area, in the
corner and interior
island west of the
rear building and in
the endcap island at
the northwest corner
of the main building.
Some of the trees
proposed in the large
interior island can be
used for the above-
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

canopy trees within
their vehicle display
lots.

mentioned locations.

4. The proposed
distribution of trees is
not consistent with
the ordinance so the
deviation is not
supported by staff.

5. Please add trees as
necessary and
enlarge island
planting areas if
necessary to
accommodate them.

Perimeter Green
space

= 1 Canopy tree per 35 If

= (2203)/35 = 63 trees

= - 12 trees deviation =
51 canopy trees
required

= Maximum of 25%
evergreens can be
used for parking lot
perimeter trees.

= 8 canopy trees

= 7 subcanopy
trees (4.7 canopy
equivalent)

= 20 evergreen
trees

No

1. Perimeter trees need
to be planted within
15 feet of the
pavement edge,
spread evenly
around the
perimeter, to shade
the parking lot and
reduce the heat
island effect.

2. Please reduce the
number of evergreen
perimeter trees to
25% (12) or less.

3. 26 canopy trees
should be spread
equally around the
perimeter of the
southern lot, to bring
the total number of
trees up to the
required 51. The
shortage is a
landscape deviation
that is not supported
by staff.

4. A landscape waiver
to not provide
perimeter trees along
the 412 If of access
drive east of the
building (12 trees) is
supported because
there is no room for
those trees on the

property.

Accessway perimeter

= 1 canopy tree per 35 If
on each side of road,

The accessway
calculation was

Yes




Revised PRO Concept Plan Review
Landscape Review Summary Chart

September 11, 2018

Page 7 of 13

JZ18-0032: KEFORD COLLISION & TOWING

Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

less widths of access
drives.

included in the
overall parking lot

= (xx If)/35 = xx trees perimeter
calculation.
Parking land banked | = NA No

Berms, Walls and ROW Planting Requirements

Berms

= All berms shall have a maximum slope of 33%. Gradual slopes are encouraged. Show 1ft. contours
= Berm should be located on Iot line except in conflict with utilities.
= Berms should be constructed with 6” of top soil.

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

Berm requirements
(Zoning Sec 5.5.A)

Landscaped berm 10-15
feet high required along
south property line
facing residential

property.

= A7 foot tall berm

is proposed for
approximately
210 If of the
southern
frontage.

= No berm is

provided for the
150 If west of the
berm and east of
the woods.

= A wetland, at

least 500 If and
existing trees
separate the
houses to the
south from the
property line.

1. The proposed berm
height with
landscaping and
screening fence
appears to provide
sufficient screening
from the south,
based on the section
views. Provided the
berm is landscaped
similarly along the
entire southern
frontage, the lower
height is a deviation
that is supported by
staff.

2. The lack of a berm
for 150 If of southern
frontage requires a
landscape deviation.
That deviation is
supported by staff if
the required
vegetative buffer is
provided in that
section.

3. Please provide the
evergreen screening
in the central section,
where a berm is not
provided, that was
included in the
previous submittal. A
deviation to not
include that
vegetation is not
supported by staff.

4. The lack of a berm at
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Iltem Required Proposed '\C/lsg: Comments
the southwest corner
of the lotis a
landscape deviation.
This deviation is
supported by staff to
preserve the existing
woods. The woods,
proposed evergreen
vegetation and
opaque fence
appear to provide
sufficient screening
for the residential
property to the
southwest.
(P!gr'l;qg.:]arsquwements LDM Novi Street Tree List | NA
Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way (Sec 5.5.B) and (LDM 1.b)
An undulating berm a
Berm requirements minimum of 3 feet high
: . ) Proposed berms
(Zoning Sec with a 3 foot wide crest are provided Yes
5.5.3.A.(5)) is required along Grand '
River.
Cross-Section of Berms (LDM 2.j)
= Label contour lines
= Maximum 33%
= Min. 3 feet flat
Slope, height and horizontal area Yes Yes
width = Minimum 3 feet high
= Constructed of loam
with 6’ top layer of
topsoil.
Type of Ground Lawn
Cover
Overhead utility lines
and 15 ft. setback from
Setbacks from Utilities | edge of utility or 20 ft. NA

setback from closest
pole

Walls (LDM 2.k & Zoning

Sec 5.5.3.vi)

Material, height and
type of construction

Freestanding walls
should have brick or
stone exterior with

No walls are

footing masonry or concrete proposed.
interior

Walls greater than 3

1

1> ft. should be NA

designed and sealed
by an Engineer
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sidewalk and curb
(Novi Street Tree List)

= xx/45 = x trees

. Meets
Iltem Required Proposed Code Comments
ROW Landscape Screening Requirements(Sec 5.5.3.B. ii)
Greenbelt width Parking: 25 ft.
2)@3) (5) No Pkg: 25 ft 1021t ves
Min. berm crest width | None No No
Minimum berm height None No No
9)
3’ wall @ No
Canopy deciduous or | = Adjacent to Parking: 1 | 6 trees — 4 existing
large evergreen trees tree per 40 If and 2 perimeter Yes
Notes (1) (10) = (294-54)/40 = 6 trees trees.
Sub-canopy = Adjacent to Parking: 1
deciduous trees tree per 35 If 7 trees Yes
Notes (2)(10) = (294-54)/35=7 trees
. The widths of the RCOC
Canopy deciduous . . o
; = Parking & No Parking: clear vision zones leave
trees in area between
1 tree per 45 If 0 trees Yes no room for any street

trees along Grand River.
No deviation is required.

Non-Residential Zoning

Sec 5.5.3.E.iii & LDM 1.d (2)
Refer to Planting in ROW, building foundation land

scape, parking lot landscaping and LDM

Interior Street to

= 1 canopy deciduous
or 1 large evergreen
per 35 L.f. along ROW

= No evergreen trees
closer than 20 ft.

Screening of outdoor
storage,
loading/unloading
(Zoning Sec. 3.14,
3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)

Storage area shall be
completely screened
from view of adjacent
residential or
commercial districts.

Industrial subdivision = 3 sub canopy trees per NA
(LDM 1.d.(2)) 40 1f. of total linear
frontage
= Plant massing for 25%
of ROW
e 8 foot tall

screening fence is
provided around
entire southern
portion of
vehicular use
area.

e Evergreen trees or
existing woods
are provided
along most of
south boundary.

e Evergreen trees

are provided

along west
property line to
screen lot from

adjacent I-1

properties.

A 7 foot tall berm

No

1. The central section of
the south frontage
should also have
screening trees
providing 80-90%
year-round opacity.

2. Please restore the
evergreens shown in
that area on the
previous submittal.

3. The lack of that
screening is a
landscape deviation
that is not supported
by staff.
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(Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv)

75% of the basin rim

rim is

. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
is provided along
eastern 210’ of
southern frontage
= A minimum of 2ft. While no
separation between transformers are
- box and the plants shown, a note
Transformers/Utility .
= Ground cover below stating that
boxes »
4” is allowed up to transformers must Yes
(LDM 1.e from 1
through 5) pad. be screened per
= No plant materials the detail provided
within 8 ft. from the on L-3 has been
doors added.
Building Foundation Landscape Requirements (Sec 5.5.3.D)

1. Please provide
required area for
main building. It can
be away from the
building if necessary.

. The area deficitis a

. landscape deviation
= Equals to entire X
. that is not supported
perimeter of the
- by staff.
building, less paved
. . . The area of shrubs
access points, x 8 with | = 4897 sf front
L L . o along the front
Interior site a minimum width of 4 building
. No/Yes greenbelt could be
landscaping SF ft. = 2385 sf ) )
. ) _ - included in the count
= Main bldg.: 758 * 8 ft = outbuilding .
of area provided. If
6064 sf the required area
» Outbldg: 252 * 8 ft = quir !
2016 sf was provided, it
would still be a
deviation but it
would be supported
by staff.

. Foundation plantings
are to be included in
cost estimate.

Despite the shortage,

the deviation is

- . supported as the
Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.ii. If visible fr‘?”.‘ public It appears that 54% landscaping provided is
. street a minimum of 60% oo -

All items from (b) to . . of the building a significant

of the exterior building . . No ;
(e) . facing Grand River improvement over the

perimeter should be . s "

. is landscaped. existing condition and

covered in green space )

there doesn’t appear to

be room to reach the

60% threshold.

Detention/Retention Basin Requirements (Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv)
Planting requirements. | - Clusters of large native | = 73% of the 1. Please use large
gred shrubs shall cover 70- detention pond Yes shrubs native to

Michigan for the
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
area landscaped with plantings.
= 10” to 14" tall grass shrubs 2. Please include the
along sides of basin = The pond is seed mix for the
= Refer to wetland for shown as being proposed seedings.
basin mix seeded.
= Any and all
populations of
thagmltes gustralls On | A hote has been
site shall be included )
. added stating that
Phragmites Control on tree survey. )
. there is no TBD
(Sec 5.5.6.C) = Treat populations per .
o Phragmites on the
MDEQ guidelines and .
; site.
requirements to
eradicate the weed
from the site.
LANDSCAPING NOTES, DETAILS AND GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
Landscape Notes - Utilize City of Novi Standard Notes
Installation date .
(LDM 2.l. & Zoning Provide intended date 'ig” or Spring 2018- Yes
Sec 5.5.5.B)
= Include statement of
intent to install and
Maintenance & guara'ntee all
. materials for 2 years.
Statement of intent L
) * Include a minimum Yes Yes
(LDM 2.m & Zoning o
Sec 5.5.6) one cultivation in
e June, July and August
for the 2-year warranty
period.
Plant source
(LDM 2.n & LDM S?g\'/'\/geNr‘oofhfg:jg“rsery Yes Yes
3.a.(2)) grown, No.. grade.
1. Please add irrigation
plan or information
A fully automatic as to how plants will
irrigation system or a be watered
Imigation blan method of providing sufficiently for
9 P sufficient water for plant | No establishment and
(LDM 2.s.) . ,
establishment and long- term survival.
survival is required on 2. If xeriscaping is used,
Final Site Plans. please provide
information about
plantings included.
Other information Required by Planning NA
(LDM 2.u) Commission
Establishment period
(Zoning Sec 5.5.6.8) 2 yr. Guarantee Yes Yes
Approval of City must approve any
substitutions. substitutions in writing Yes Yes

(Zoning Sec 5.5.5.E)

prior to installation.
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. Meets
Iltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Plant List (LDM 2.h.) — Include all cost estimates
Quantities and sizes No No Please -prpwde plant list
on Preliminary Site Plans
Root t_ype Refer to LDM suggested No No
Botanical and plant list No No
common names
Type and amount of Please add areas of
No No .
lawn each in cost table.
Cost estimate For all new plantlngs, Please add to final site
(LDM 2.1) mulch and sod as listed | No No lan
' on the plan pan.
Planting Details/Info (LDM 2.i) — Utilize City of Novi Standard Details
Canopy Deciduous Yes Yes
Tree
Evergreen Tree Yes Yes
Multi-stem Tree No No Please add if necessary
Shrub Referlto LDM for detall Yes Yes
: drawings
Perennial/ Yes Yes
Ground Cover
Tree stakes and guys.
(Wood stakes, fabric Yes Yes
guys)
Tree protection Located at Critical Root | Provided on Please show all tree
P Zone (1’ outside of landscape plan but | Yes/No fencing on grading plan
fencing o :
dripline) not grading plan (Sheet 3).
Other Plant Material Requirements (LDM 3)
General Conditions Plant materials shall not
be planted within 4 ft. of | Yes Yes
(LDM 3.a) .
property line
Plant Materials & Clearly show trees to be
Existing Plant Material | removed and trees to Sheet L-3 Yes
(LDM 3.b) be saved.
Substitutions to
landscape standards for
preserved canopy trees
Landscape tree outside woodlands/ No
credit (LDM3.b.(d)) wetlands should be
approved by LA. Refer
to Landscape tree
Credit Chart in LDM
Plant Sizes for ROW,
Woodland ”
2.5” canopy trees
replacement and , TBD
6’ evergreen trees
others
(LDM 3.0)
Plant size credit NA No

(LDM3.c.(2))
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Iltem Required Proposed '\C/lsg: Comments
Prohibited Plants No plants on City 8D
(LDM 3.d) Invasive Species List
» Overhead lines
Recommended trees are clearly
. . indicated.
for planting under Label the distance from | _ Subcanopy trees | Yes
overhead utilities the overhead utilities are proposed
(LDM 3.€) beneath the
lines.

Collected or
Transplanted trees None
(LDM 3.)
Nonliving Durable = Trees shall be mulched
Material: Mulch (LDM to 3”’depth and shrubs,
4) groundcovers to 2”

depth

= Specify natural color,
finely shredded Yes Yes

hardwood bark mulch.

Include in cost
estimate.

= Refer to section for
additional information

NOTES:

1. This table is a working summary chart and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance or City of Novi
requirements or standards.
2. The section of the applicable ordinance or standard is indicated in parenthesis. For the landscape
requirements, please see the Zoning Ordinance landscape section 5.5 and the Landscape Design
Manual for the appropriate items under the applicable zoning classification.
3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals.
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2200 Commonwealth
Blvd., Suite 300

Ann Arbor, MI

48105

(734)
769-3004

FAX (734)
769-3164

ECT Project No. 180465-0100
August 7, 2018

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re: Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)
Wetland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised PRO Concept Plan for the
proposed Keford Collision & Towing project prepared by Alpine Engineering, Inc. dated July 12, 2018 and
stamped “Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 18, 2018 (Plan).
The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection
Ordinance and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands. The Applicant shall
address the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

Item Required/Not Required/Not Applicable

Wetland Permit (specify Non-Minor or Minor) | Required (Non-Minor)

Wetland Mitigation Not Required

Wetland Buffer Authorization Required

To Be Determined. It is the applicant’s responsibility to

MDEQ Permit contact the MDEQ in order to determine the need for
a wetland use permit.
Wetland Conservation Easement Not Required

The proposed project is located south of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road in Section 15. The
Plan proposes the construction of proposed pavement and asphalt improvements around two (2) existing
buildings to remain, associated storm sewer, and a stormwater detention basin.

Based on our review of the application, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, the City of Novi Official Wetlands
and Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached), and our wetland verification site inspection conducted on
July 25, 2018 it appears as if this proposed project site contains three (3) areas of on-site wetlands.

Wetland Evaluation
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) conducted a wetland evaluation for the proposed
project site on July 25, 2018. ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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Regulated Wetland and Watercourse map (see Figure 1), USGS topographic quadrangle map, NRCS soils
map, USFWS National Wetland Inventory map, and historical aerial photographs (from Oakland County).
The applicant has also provided a Wetland Delineation map (Figure 2) prepared by King & MacGregor
Environmental, Inc. dated July 16, 2018. As noted, three (3) wetlands have been delineated, but not all of
these wetland areas are indicated on the City’s Regulated Wetlands Map. Based on our review of this
information the overall proposed project parcel contains areas mapped as City-Regulated
Wetlands/Watercourses. The site appears to contain wetland/watercourse areas that are regulated by the
City of Novi as well as the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).

The focus of the site inspection was to review site conditions in order to determine whether City-regulated
wetlands are found on-site. King & MacGregor Environmental, Inc. (KME) completed a wetland
delineation for this site. The Wetland Delineation map (Figure 2) is dated July 16, 2018. Pink wetland
boundary flagging was in place at the time of this site inspection. ECT reviewed the flagging and agrees
that the wetland boundaries were accurately flagged in the field. It should be noted that the applicant has
provided a wetland flagging map that indicates the approximate locations of the wetland flagging/staking
on site, however this wetland boundary information does not appear to have been included on the Plan as
the wetland locations currently shown on the Plan are indicated as approximate. Future plan submittals
shall provide surveyed wetland boundaries. Based on the existing vegetation and topography, it is ECT’s
assessment that the on-site wetlands have been accurately delineated at this time.

The following is a brief description of the on-site wetland features (see Figure 2 provided by KME):

Wetland A — Scrub shrub wetland located in the southwest portion of the site. Wetland A is listed as less
than 0.01-acre. The dominant wetland vegetation includes common buckthorn (Rbhamnus cathartica), green
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinguefolia). This wetland is a small, isolated
wetland.

Wetland B — Scrub-shrub and emergent wetland located on the eastern and southern portions of the site.
This wetland extends off-site to the east and south, however the on-site portion is listed as 0.32-acres. The
dominant wetland vegetation includes sedges (Carex spp.), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), cattails
(Typha spp.), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), and box eldet (Acer negundo).

Wetland C — Scrub shrub wetland located in the western portion of the site but extends off-site to the west.
Wetland C is listed as less than 0.01-acre. The dominant wetland vegetation is similar to that of Wetland A.

Wetland Impact Review

As noted above, several areas of wetland have been confirmed on the subject property by the applicant’s
wetland consultant (KME) and ECT. Currently, the Plan indicates two (2) direct impacts to on-site
wetlands. The Plan quantifies the areas of the proposed wetland impacts on Sheet 1 (PRO Concept Plan),
however these wetland impacts are noted as being “approximate”. The total amount of direct (i.e., fill or
excavation) impact to on-site wetlands currently indicated is 0.11-acre (approximate). The current impact
to Wetland A in the southwest portion of the site is for the purpose of parking lot construction. The impact
to Wetland B on the east side of the site is for the purpose of constructing parking area/loading ramp. The
Plan also proposes the discharge of pre-treated stormwater runoff to Wetland B from the proposed pre-
treatment detention basin.
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The following table summarizes the proposed wetland impacts as listed on the PRO Concept Plan (Sheet 1):
Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts

Estimated
Iszngjea City Regulated? Rglflft S - I’”f;zg e‘j’ 2 | Impact Volume

P g ’ (cubic yards)

A Yes City Regulated Likely (0.05-acre) Not Indicated
/Essential

B Yes City Regulated Likely (0.06-acre) Not Indicated
/Essential

Yes City Regulated . None .
c /Essential Likely Indicated Not Applicable
TOTAL -- -- (0.11-acre) Not Indicated

It should be noted that the wetland and wetland buffer boundaries indicated on the Plan appear to be
approximate. Subsequent site plan submittals shall include the actual, surveyed wetland boundary
information that appears to be included on the Wetland Delineation map provided by KME (Figure 2). The
wetland flag numbers shall also be provided on the Plan.

As such it is unclear if the proposed site work will impact Wetland C, however it does not appear likely.
The boundatries of Wetland C are not currently shown on Sheet 1. This information should be
provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.

In addition to the proposed wetland impacts, the Plan proposes disturbance to on-site 25-foot wetland
buffer areas. These impacts appear to be to the entire setback of Wetland A and a portion of the Wetland
B buffer.

The existing area of the 25-foot wetland buffers and the proposed impacts to 25-foot wetland buffers have
yet to be quantified on the Plan. The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly
indicates the areas of all existing wetland buffers as well as the area (square feet or acreage) of the proposed
impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers (both permanent and temporary, if applicable). This information is
required before any necessary City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Permits or Authorization to Encroach
Upon the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback letters can be issued.

The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to all wetlands and 25-foot wetland setback areas to the greatest
extent practicable. The City regulates wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks. Article 24, Schedule of
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that:

“There shall be maintained in all districts a wetland and waterconrse sethack, as provided berein,
unless and to the exctent, it is determined to be in the public interest not to maintain such a setback.
The intent of this provision is to require a minimum sethack_from wetlands and watercourses”.

Regulatory Status - MDEQ

ECT has evaluated the on-site wetlands and believes that they are all considered to be essential/regulated
by the City of Novi as they meet one or more of the essentiality criteria (i.e., functions and values) outlined
in the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance and regulated by the MDEQ . As
noted, the wetlands appear to accurately flagged in the field and appear to be generally indicated accurately
on the Wetland Delineation Map provided by KME (Figure 2, attached).
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The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) generally regulates wetlands that are within
500 feet of an inland lake, pond, or stream, or within 1,000 feet of a Great Lake, Lake St. Clair, the St. Clair
River, or the Detroit River. Isolated wetlands five (5) acres in size or greater are also regulated. The MDEQ
may also exert regulatory control over isolated wetlands less than five acres in size “...if the department
determines that protection of the area is essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the state
from pollution, impairment, or destruction and the department has notified the owner”. It appears as if a
tributary to the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River may be enclosed and flow through this site
within an existing 30-inch stormsewer (appears to connect Wetlands B and C). It is the applicant’s
responsibility to contact MDEQ in order to confirm the regulatory authority with respect to the on-site
wetland areas.

Regulatory Status — City of Novi

The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part
11, Chapter 12, Article V.; Division 2.) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards
for wetland permit applications. The City of Novi regulates wetlands that are: (1) contiguous to a lake,
pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2) acres in size or greater; or (3)
less than two (2) acres in size but deemed essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the city
under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b). Wetlands deemed regulated by the City of Novi require
the approval of a use permit for any proposed impacts to the wetland.

ECT has evaluated the areas of on-site wetland and believes that each wetland is regulated by the City’s
Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance because all on-site wetlands appear to be either located
within 500-feet of a regulating stream/drain or extend offsite and are 2 acres in size or greatet.

The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly indicates the areas (square feet
and/or actes) of all of the existing on-site wetlands and their 25-foot setbacks/buffers. Cutrently, the areas
of the wetlands and buffers only appear to be approximate. Areas based on the delineated and surveyed
wetland boundaries shall be provided on the Plan. The Plan shall indicate and quantify the wetland buffer
impacts (both permanent and temporary, if applicable) and the volume (cubic yards) of all wetland impacts.

It should be noted that in those cases where an activity results in the impact to wetland areas of 0.25-acre
or greater that are deemed essential under City of Novi Ordinance subsection 12-174(b) mitigation shall be
required. The applicant shall submit a mitigation plan which provides for the establishment of replacement
wetlands at a ratio of 1:1 through 2:1 times the area of the natural wetland impaired or destroyed, if impacts
meet or exceed the 0.25-acre threshold. In general, the MDEQ’s threshold for the requirement of wetland
mitigation is 0.3-acre of wetland impacts. Wetland mitigation does not appear to be a requirement of the
current Plan.

As noted above, any proposed use of the wetlands will require a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit as well as
an Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot
wetland buffers. The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to
the greatest extent practicable. The City regulates wetland buffers/setbacks. Article 24, Schedule of
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that:
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“There shall be maintained in all districts a wetland and waterconrse sethack, as
provided herein, unless and to the extent, it is determined to be in the public interest not to maintain such a sethack.
The intent of this provision is to require a minimum sethack from wetlands and waterconrses”.

Finally, as proposed, the project will require a City of Novi Non-Minor Use wetland permit. The granting
or denying of nonresidential minor use permits shall be the responsibility of the Community Development
Department. A nonresidential minor use permit is a permit for activities consisting of no more than one (1)
of the following activities which have a minimal environmental effect:

a.  Minor fills of three hundred (300) cubic yards or less and not exceeding ten thousand (10,000)
square feet in a wetland area, providing the fill consists of clean, nonpolluting materials which will
not cause siltation and do not contain soluble chemicals or organic matter which is biodegradable,
and providing that any upland on the property is utilized to the greatest degree possible. All fills
shall be stabilized with sod, or seeded, fertilized and mulched, or planted with other native
vegetation, or riprapped as necessary to prevent soil erosion.

b. Installation of a single water outfall provided that the outlet is riprapped or otherwise stabilized to
prevent soil erosion.

c.  Watercourse crossings by utilities, pipelines, cables and sewer lines which meet all of the following
design criteria:

i.  The method of construction proposed is the least disturbing to the environment employable
at the given site;

ii. The diameter of pipe, cable or encasement does not exceed twenty (20) inches;

ili. A minimum of thirty (30) inches of cover will be maintained between the top of the cable or
pipe and the bed of the stream or other watercourse on buried crossings; and

iv. Any necessary backfilling will be of washed gravel.

d. Extension of a wetland/watercourse permit previously approved by the Planning Commission.

e. Replacement of a culvert of an identical length and size, and at the same elevation. If the
proposed culvert is of a greater length or size than the existing culvert, or is a new culvert
altogether, it must meet the conditions of subpart c., above, to qualify for a nonresidential minor
use permit.

f.  Temporary impacts where the encroachment into protected areas is less than five hundred (500)
feet.

Because the project contains a proposed stormwater outfall as well as two (2) direct impacts to
wetlands, a Non-Minor Wetland Permit (and approval of Planning Commission) shall be
required.
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Wetland and Watercourse Comiments
ECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan submittals:

1.

10.

The wetland and wetland buffer boundaries indicated on the Plan appear to be approximate.
Subsequent site plan submittals shall include the actual, surveyed wetland boundary information that
appears to be included on the Wetland Delineation map provided by KME (Figure 2). The wetland
flag numbers shall also be provided on the Plan.

It is unclear if the proposed site work will impact Wetland C, however it does not appear likely. The
boundaries of Wetland C are not currently shown on Sheet 1. This information should be
provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all existing areas of wetland and 25-foot wetland buffers
(square feet or acres) on the Plan.

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the wetlands (squate feet or
acres) including proposed volume of cut/fill (cubic feet or cubic yatds).

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland setbacks
(square feet or acres).

It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Non-Minor Wetland Use Permit would
be required for any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands, if applicable. A City of Novi Authorization to
Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-
foot wetland or watercourse buffers.

It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the
MDEQ for any proposed wetland or floodplain impacts. Final determination as to the regulatory status
of any on-site wetlands (if applicable) shall be made by MDEQ. The Applicant should provide a copy
of the MDEQ Wetland Use Permit application to the City (and our office) for review and a copy of the
approved permit upon issuance. A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving
this information.

The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland or 25-foot wetland buffers shall be
restored, if applicable. Subsequent Plan submittals shall include specifications for any proposed seed
mixes proposed for use within these areas. Sod or common grass seed will not be acceptable to restore
temporary impacts to wetlands or 25-foot wetland buffers.

The applicant should ensure that any proposed snow storage areas are located such that any runoff will
not directly affect any on-site wetlands, or the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (if
applicable).

ECT suggests that any proposed stormwater management plan be reviewed by the City of Novi
Engineering Department to ensure that they meet the City of Novi design requirements.
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Wetland Conclusion

The project site appeats to contain wetlands/watercourse that are regulated by both the City of Novi and
the MDEQ. Any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands will require a permit from the MDEQ, a City of
Novi Wetland and Waterconrse Use Permit, and an Aunthorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback
for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers. Subsequent site plan submittals shall cleatly
indicate all proposed impacts (permanent or temporary) to the existing wetlands and associated 25-foot
wetland setbacks.

Recommendation

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands. The Applicant shall address
the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland approval of the
Preliminary Site Plan.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.

Respectfully submitted,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Pete Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect
Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant

Attachments:  Figure 1 — City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map
Figure 2 — Wetland Delineation Map
Site Photos
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in red).
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue.
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Figure 2. Wetland Delineation Map (provided by King & MacGregor Environmental, Inc., dated July 16,
2018).
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Site Photos

Photo 1. Looking south at Wetland B (near flag B-12) along the eastern portion of the site (ECT, July 25,
2018).

Photo 2. Looking southeast at open water area of Wetland B located off-site to the south (ECT, July 25,
2018).
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Photo 3. Looking west at scrub-shrub Wetland B located in the southwest portion of the site (ECT, July
25, 2018).

Photo 4. Looking north towards Wetland C located in the western portion of the site (ECT, July 25, 2018).
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2200 Commonwealth
Blvd., Suite 300

Ann Arbor, MI

48105

(734)
769-3004

FAX (734)
769-3164

ECT Project No. 180465-0200
August 7, 2018

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re: Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)
Woodland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the PRO Concept Plan for the proposed
Keford Collision & Towing project prepared by Alpine Engineering, Inc. dated July 12, 2018 and stamped
“Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 18, 2018 (Plan). The Plan
was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.

The purpose of the Woodlands Protection Ordinance is to:

1) Provide for the protection, preservation, replacement, proper maintenance and use of trees and woodlands located in
the city in order to minimize disturbance to them and to prevent damage from erosion and siltation, a loss of wildlife
and vegetation, and/ or from the destruction of the natural habitat. In this regard, it is the intent of this chapter to
protect the integrity of woodland areas as a whole, in recognition that woodlands serve as part of an ecosystens, and to
Place priority on the preservation of woodlands, trees, similar woody vegetation, and related natural resources over
development when there are no location alternatives;

2)  Protect the woodlands, including trees and other forms of vegetation, of the city for their economic support of local
property values when allowed to remain uncleared and/ or unharvested and for their natural beanty, wilderness
character of geological, ecological, or bistorical significance; and

3)  Provide for the paramount public concern for these natural resources in the interest of bealth, safety and general welfare
of the residents of the city.

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands. No further
woodland review of the proposed project is necessary.

The proposed project is located south of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road in Section 15. The
Plan proposes the construction of proposed pavement and asphalt improvements around two (2) existing
buildings to remain, associated storm sewer, and a stormwater detention basin.

Based on our review of the application, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, the City of Novi Official Wetlands
and Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached), and our woodland verification site inspection conducted on
July 25, 2018 it appears as if this proposed project site contains two (2) small areas that are mapped as City-
Regulated Woodlands but no regulated, healthy trees are located within the proposed limits of disturbance.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com



Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)

Woodland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)
August 7, 2018

Page 2 of 5

The existing areas of regulated woodlands are located along the eastern edge of the project site and in the
southwest corner of the site.

The City of Novi regulates trees that are 8-inch diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) or greater and are located
within areas designated as regulated on the City Regulated Woodland map. In addition, any tree 36-inches
DBH or greater are also regulated.

Woodland Impact Review & Woodland Replacement Credits

Portions of the subject parcel contain areas that are mapped as City of Novi Regulated Woodlands (see
Figure 1), however no regulated, healthy trees or woodland understory will be affected by the proposed
project.

The Woodland Plan (Sheet L-3) indicates that a total of 71 trees were surveyed on the subject site. Of the
trees surveyed, thirty-seven (37) trees are located outside of the areas mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands.
Thirty-four (34) of the surveyed trees are located within the City-Regulated Woodland Area.

The Plan proposes to remove one (1) tree (Tree No. 3126, 17 Siberian elm) located near the edge of a City-
Regulated Woodland in the southwestern section of the site. This tree is noted as being in very poor
condition (i.e., 70% dead). As such, the removal of this tree will not require Woodland Replacement credits.

A total of forty-two (42) of the surveyed trees are to be preserved and twenty-nine (29) trees are proposed
for removal. It should be noted that the trees proposed for preservation within the current limits of
disturbance are not located within area mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands. As noted above, one (1)
regulated trees is proposed for removal (in the southwest portion of the site), however this tree is in very
poor condition and will not require Woodland Replacement credits.

As noted above, a Woodland Summary list has been included on the Woodland Plan (Sheet L-3). The Applicant
has noted the following:

e Total Surveyed Trees 71

e Non-Regulated Trees 37

e Total Regulated Trees 34

e Regulated Trees Removed: 1 (2.9% Removal)

e Regulated Trees Preserved: 33 (97.1% Preservation)

Regulated Tree Removals
e Stems to be Removed 8” to 117 0 x 1 replacement (Requiring 43 Replacements)

e Stems to be Removed 117 to 20 1 x 2 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements, due to
poor tree condition)

e Stems to be Removed 20” to 30 0 x 3 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements)
e Stems to be Removed 307+: 0 x 4 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements)
e Multi-Stemmed Trees (0 trees): (Requires 0 Replacements)

e Total Replacement Trees Required: 0



Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)

Woodland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)
August 7, 2018

Page 3 of 5

Recommendation
ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands. No further woodland
review of the proposed project is necessary.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.
Respectfully submitted,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Pete Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner (Ibell@cityofnovi.org)
Sti Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner (skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org)
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect (tmeader(@cityofnovi.org)
Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant (hsmith@cityofnovi.org)

Attachments: Figure 1 — City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map
Site Photos
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in red).
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue.
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Site Photos

Photo 1. Looking west towards area of Regulated Woodland in the southwest portion of the project site
(ECT, June 25, 2018).

Photo 2. Looking north towards Grand River Avenue. Several large trees are being preserved within the
northern section of the site. Tree No. 3101 (19/20” silver maple) and Tree No. 3102 (35” Norway spruce)
are to be preserved (ECT, June 25, 2018).
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ASCOM
27777 Franklin Road
Southfield
MI, 48034
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP18-0031 Keford Towing and Collision PRO
Concept Traffic Review

To: From:
Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 August 14, 2018
CC:

Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, George Melistas,
Theresa Bridges, Darcy Rechtien, Hannah Smith

Memo

Subject: JSP18-0031 Keford Towing and Collision Pre-Application Traffic Review

The PRO concept site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends approval for the
applicant to move forward with the condition that the comments provided below are adequately addressed to the satisfaction
of the City.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The applicant, Keford Collision and Towing, is proposing to utilize the existing 23,493 SF building and the existing
5,703 SF building on the 7.61 acres parcel on the south side of Grand River Avenue, east of Taft Road for the operation
of a towing and automobile collision service.

2. Grand River Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC).

The site is currently zoned I-1, Light Industrial, and the applicant is requesting an I-2 planned rezoning overlay.

4.  Summary of traffic-related waivers/variances:

a. The applicant is seeking a waiver to install painted end islands in lieu of raised end islands.
b. The applicant is seeking a waiver for the lack of landscape islands every 15 consecutive spaces.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition, as
follows. The ITE Code (Automobile Care Center) is the most closely-related land use available in the ITE Trip
Generation Manual, even though it does not match the use of Keford Towing specifically. Note that the 5,703 SF
building is not included in the trip generation since the land use for that building has not yet been confirmed.

w

ITE Code: 942 — Automobile Care Center
Development-specific Quantity: 23,493 GSF
Zoning Change: N/A

1/4
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Trip Generation Summary ‘

Estimated Peak-

. . . : : City of Novi Above
Estimated Trips Direction Trips Threshold Threshold?
AM Peak-Hour 53 35 100 No
Trips
R PEE R Ioy 73 38 100 No
Trips
Daily (One- Not Available N/A 750 Yes

Directional) Trips

2. The number of trips does not exceeds the City’s threshold of 100 trips per either the AM or PM peak hour. AECOM
recommends performing the following traffic impact study in accordance with the City’s requirements.

Trip Impact Study Recommendation ‘

Type of Study: Justification
As part of the PRO process, the applicant is required to submit a rezoning
Rezoning Traffic Impact traffic impact study. The applicant submitted a rezoning traffic impact study on
Statement July 16, 2018. AECOM review of the traffic impact study is discussed in a
separate letter.

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

The following comments relate to the external interface between the proposed development and the surrounding roadway(s).

1. The applicant is not proposing any modifications to the external site access points at this time.

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS

The following comments relate to the on-site design and traffic flow operations.

1. General Traffic Flow

a. The applicant has generally indicated 24 foot aisles throughout the site.

b. The applicant is proposing an 18 foot wide, one-way emergency access drive along the east side of the
building. The applicant should provide further detail regarding the gate and signing requirements, and
should work with the Fire Marshal regarding the need for gates at either end of the drive.

c. The applicant is seeking a waiver to install painted end islands in lieu of raised end islands.

d. The applicant should include dimensions for the widths of the proposed painted end islands throughout the
site to review accessibility and compliance with City requirements as stated in Section 5.3.12 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

i. Note that all end islands shall be constructed three (3) feet shorter than the adjacent parking
space.
ii. The radii of the painted end islands are generally in compliance with City standards, with the
exception of the following.
1. The applicant should provide justification for the irregular raised end island near the
building canopy on the south side of the site, or update to meet City standards.

AECOM
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2. Additionally, there is a painted end island proposed near the south side of the auxiliary
building within the gated area that has an outside radius of 10 feet. This should be
updated to a minimum of 15 feet.

e. The applicant has proposed a trash receptacle in the rear yard. The trash receptacle is located in a position
that, while during pick-up, periods, may diminish the ability for vehicles to exit the nearest parking space;
however, it is not expected to diminish accessibility beyond acceptable levels.

f.  The applicant has indicated a loading ramp location and a 10’ by 25’ loading zone on the site plan.

i. The applicant provided truck travel patterns throughout the site and confirmed accessibility to/from
the loading zone.

g. There are proposed parking bays that have more than 15 consecutive parking spaces. The applicant will
be seeking a deviation for the lack of landscape islands every 15 spaces in accordance with the
City's Zoning Ordinance, section 5.5.3.C.ii.i.

2. Parking Facilities

a. Refer to the Planning Letter for information about parking requirements and calculations.

b. The applicant has indicated 17 foot long parking spaces abutting four inch curbs, and 19 foot long parking
spaces in all other areas.

c. The applicant has provided the width of the barrier-free parking spaces and aisles, which are in compliance
with City standards.

d. The applicant should review the curb heights throughout the site to generally provide 6” curbs for all
landscape areas, except when placed directly in front of a 17’ parking space where the curb should be 4”.

i. The grading plan and details are generally in compliance with this; however, there are locations
throughout the site where further clarification is needed. Additional curb height grades on the
grading plan would be helpful to ensure 17’ parking spaces are abutting 4” curb and 6” curbs are
provided in all other areas.

ii. Note that when a 17’ space is provided, there must be a clear 2’ area to accommodate the vehicle
overhang. The applicant should review this requirement and remove any
signing/posts/fixtures/gates to be located outside of the 2’ overhang as necessary. The applicant
has provided a detail showing the 2’ overhang.

e. The applicant has proposed a barrier-free parking space along the western side of the property, and should
strongly consider relocating this parking space to be closer to the building entrance which it is serving. The
applicant indicated that the grading of the site limits the ability to move this space.

i. The applicant should provide a ramp to the sidewalk next to this accessible parking space

f.  The applicant has provided six (6) bicycle parking spaces.

i. The bicycle parking layout details are in conformance with Section 5.16.5 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

ii. The sidewalk in front of the bicycle parking is 8 feet, which is in compliance with City standards.

3. Sidewalk Requirements

a. The applicant should dimension the width of all proposed sidewalks.

i. Sidewalks throughout the site are required to be a minimum of 5’ wide.

ii. Note that when a 17’ parking space abuts a sidewalk, the sidewalk shall be 4” in height and a
minimum of 7’ wide to accommodate a 2’ vehicle overhand and provide 5’ of unobstructed travel
way for non-motorized users.

b. The applicant should label sidewalk ramps on the plans and include the latest Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) detail.

c. The applicant should provide a sidewalk ramp at the north bay of parking that connects the sidewalk from
Grand River Avenue to the site.

AECOM
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SIGNING AND STRIPING

1. All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping.
2. The applicant has included a sign quantity table.
a. The total of R7-8 signs should be listed as 4 and not 3.
3. The applicant should provide the following notes related to proposed signing.
a. Traffic control signs shall use the FHWA Standard Alphabet series.
4. The applicant should provide notes and details related to proposed pavement markings.
a. Detail the pavement markings for the end islands and other hatched areas, including color, striping width,
etc.
b. Detail the pavement markings for crosswalks, including color and striping width.
i. The applicant should consider adding crosswalk markings at the northeast sidewalk ramp to the
sidewalk that leads to Grand River Avenue.
c. Adetail has been provided for the international symbol for accessibility.

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

AECOM

Maureen N. Peters, PE
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer

Paula K. Johnson, PE
Senior Traffic Engineer

AECOM
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ASCOM
27777 Franklin Road
Southfield
MI, 48034
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP18-0031 Keford Towing and Collision PRO
Concept Traffic Review

To: From:
Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 August 14, 2018
CC:

Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, George Melistas,
Theresa Bridges, Darcy Rechtien, Hannah Smith

Memo

Subject: JSP18-0031 Keford Towing and Collision Pre-Application Traffic Review

The PRO concept site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends approval for the
applicant to move forward with the condition that the comments provided below are adequately addressed to the satisfaction
of the City.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The applicant, Keford Collision and Towing, is proposing to utilize the existing 23,493 SF building and the existing
5,703 SF building on the 7.61 acres parcel on the south side of Grand River Avenue, east of Taft Road for the operation
of a towing and automobile collision service.

2. Grand River Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC).

The site is currently zoned I-1, Light Industrial, and the applicant is requesting an I-2 planned rezoning overlay.

4.  Summary of traffic-related waivers/variances:

a. The applicant is seeking a waiver to install painted end islands in lieu of raised end islands.
b. The applicant is seeking a waiver for the lack of landscape islands every 15 consecutive spaces.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition, as
follows. The ITE Code (Automobile Care Center) is the most closely-related land use available in the ITE Trip
Generation Manual, even though it does not match the use of Keford Towing specifically. Note that the 5,703 SF
building is not included in the trip generation since the land use for that building has not yet been confirmed.

w

ITE Code: 942 — Automobile Care Center
Development-specific Quantity: 23,493 GSF
Zoning Change: N/A
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Trip Generation Summary ‘

Estimated Peak-

. . . : : City of Novi Above
Estimated Trips Direction Trips Threshold Threshold?
AM Peak-Hour 53 35 100 No
Trips
R PEE R Ioy 73 38 100 No
Trips
Daily (One- Not Available N/A 750 Yes

Directional) Trips

2. The number of trips does not exceeds the City’s threshold of 100 trips per either the AM or PM peak hour. AECOM
recommends performing the following traffic impact study in accordance with the City’s requirements.

Trip Impact Study Recommendation ‘

Type of Study: Justification
As part of the PRO process, the applicant is required to submit a rezoning
Rezoning Traffic Impact traffic impact study. The applicant submitted a rezoning traffic impact study on
Statement July 16, 2018. AECOM review of the traffic impact study is discussed in a
separate letter.

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

The following comments relate to the external interface between the proposed development and the surrounding roadway(s).

1. The applicant is not proposing any modifications to the external site access points at this time.

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS

The following comments relate to the on-site design and traffic flow operations.

1. General Traffic Flow

a. The applicant has generally indicated 24 foot aisles throughout the site.

b. The applicant is proposing an 18 foot wide, one-way emergency access drive along the east side of the
building. The applicant should provide further detail regarding the gate and signing requirements, and
should work with the Fire Marshal regarding the need for gates at either end of the drive.

c. The applicant is seeking a waiver to install painted end islands in lieu of raised end islands.

d. The applicant should include dimensions for the widths of the proposed painted end islands throughout the
site to review accessibility and compliance with City requirements as stated in Section 5.3.12 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

i. Note that all end islands shall be constructed three (3) feet shorter than the adjacent parking
space.
ii. The radii of the painted end islands are generally in compliance with City standards, with the
exception of the following.
1. The applicant should provide justification for the irregular raised end island near the
building canopy on the south side of the site, or update to meet City standards.

AECOM
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2. Additionally, there is a painted end island proposed near the south side of the auxiliary
building within the gated area that has an outside radius of 10 feet. This should be
updated to a minimum of 15 feet.

e. The applicant has proposed a trash receptacle in the rear yard. The trash receptacle is located in a position
that, while during pick-up, periods, may diminish the ability for vehicles to exit the nearest parking space;
however, it is not expected to diminish accessibility beyond acceptable levels.

f.  The applicant has indicated a loading ramp location and a 10’ by 25’ loading zone on the site plan.

i. The applicant provided truck travel patterns throughout the site and confirmed accessibility to/from
the loading zone.

g. There are proposed parking bays that have more than 15 consecutive parking spaces. The applicant will
be seeking a deviation for the lack of landscape islands every 15 spaces in accordance with the
City's Zoning Ordinance, section 5.5.3.C.ii.i.

2. Parking Facilities

a. Refer to the Planning Letter for information about parking requirements and calculations.

b. The applicant has indicated 17 foot long parking spaces abutting four inch curbs, and 19 foot long parking
spaces in all other areas.

c. The applicant has provided the width of the barrier-free parking spaces and aisles, which are in compliance
with City standards.

d. The applicant should review the curb heights throughout the site to generally provide 6” curbs for all
landscape areas, except when placed directly in front of a 17’ parking space where the curb should be 4”.

i. The grading plan and details are generally in compliance with this; however, there are locations
throughout the site where further clarification is needed. Additional curb height grades on the
grading plan would be helpful to ensure 17’ parking spaces are abutting 4” curb and 6” curbs are
provided in all other areas.

ii. Note that when a 17’ space is provided, there must be a clear 2’ area to accommodate the vehicle
overhang. The applicant should review this requirement and remove any
signing/posts/fixtures/gates to be located outside of the 2’ overhang as necessary. The applicant
has provided a detail showing the 2’ overhang.

e. The applicant has proposed a barrier-free parking space along the western side of the property, and should
strongly consider relocating this parking space to be closer to the building entrance which it is serving. The
applicant indicated that the grading of the site limits the ability to move this space.

i. The applicant should provide a ramp to the sidewalk next to this accessible parking space

f.  The applicant has provided six (6) bicycle parking spaces.

i. The bicycle parking layout details are in conformance with Section 5.16.5 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

ii. The sidewalk in front of the bicycle parking is 8 feet, which is in compliance with City standards.

3. Sidewalk Requirements

a. The applicant should dimension the width of all proposed sidewalks.

i. Sidewalks throughout the site are required to be a minimum of 5’ wide.

ii. Note that when a 17’ parking space abuts a sidewalk, the sidewalk shall be 4” in height and a
minimum of 7’ wide to accommodate a 2’ vehicle overhand and provide 5’ of unobstructed travel
way for non-motorized users.

b. The applicant should label sidewalk ramps on the plans and include the latest Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) detail.

c. The applicant should provide a sidewalk ramp at the north bay of parking that connects the sidewalk from
Grand River Avenue to the site.

AECOM
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SIGNING AND STRIPING

1. All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping.
2. The applicant has included a sign quantity table.
a. The total of R7-8 signs should be listed as 4 and not 3.
3. The applicant should provide the following notes related to proposed signing.
a. Traffic control signs shall use the FHWA Standard Alphabet series.
4. The applicant should provide notes and details related to proposed pavement markings.
a. Detail the pavement markings for the end islands and other hatched areas, including color, striping width,
etc.
b. Detail the pavement markings for crosswalks, including color and striping width.
i. The applicant should consider adding crosswalk markings at the northeast sidewalk ramp to the
sidewalk that leads to Grand River Avenue.
c. Adetail has been provided for the international symbol for accessibility.

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

AECOM

Maureen N. Peters, PE
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer

Paula K. Johnson, PE
Senior Traffic Engineer

AECOM
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Project name:
JSP18-0031 Keford Towing and Collision
Rezoning Traffic Impact Study Review

To: From:
Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 August 14, 2018
CC:

Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, George Melistas,
Theresa Bridges, Darcy Rechtien, Hannah Smith

Memo

Subject:

Keford Towing and Collision Rezoning Traffic Impact Study (RTIS) Review

The rezoning traffic impact study was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends denial for the RTIS
until additional information is provided and under the condition that the comments provided below are adequately addressed
to the satisfaction of the City; however, the AECOM recommends approval for the applicant to move forward with the site
plan, based upon traffic review comments under a separate letter.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

The applicant consulted Fleis and VandenBrink to perform a rezoning traffic impact study for the proposed
Keford Towing and Collision site located on the south side of Grand River Avenue, east of Taft Road.

Grand River Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC) and
experiences an average traffic volume of 15,900 vehicles per day.

The site is currently zoned I-1, Light Industrial, and the applicant is requesting an I-2 planned rezoning overlay.

The rezoning study focuses on the 23,493 square foot (SF) main building, but does not discuss the 5,703 SF
auxiliary building toward the south side of the site. The RTIS should be updated to include ALL proposed
facilities and land uses within the site.

TRIP GENERATION

The study examines the trip generation under both existing and proposed zoning classifications.

The City of Novi Zoning Ordinance allows office buildings, sales and service activities, publicly owned and
operated parks, parkway and outdoor recreational facilities, public or private health and fitness facilities,
medical offices including laboratories and clinics under I-1 zoning. Heating and electric power generating
plants, outdoor storage yards, commercial sale of new and used heavy trucks and heavy off-road construction
equipment, auto engine and body repair shops, and other similar uses are permitted under I-2 zoning.

The estimated maximum number of trips was calculated for existing zoning (I-1) using two land uses:
a. Health/Fitness Club (55,000 SF)
b.  Medical Office (61,000 SF)
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c. The preparer should provide additional information to confirm that these are the most conservative

estimates and details/calculations as to how the sizes of the Health/Fitness Club and Medical Office were

determined so that proper comparisons can be made.

Based on the assumed building sizes, the maximum number of trips that would result under I-1 zoning are:

a. 2,256 daily trips

b. 190 AM peak-hour trips

c. 209 PM peak-hour trips

The estimated maximum number of trips was calculated for proposed zoning (I-2) using two land uses:
a. Automobile Care Center (53,333 SF)

b. Intermodal Truck Terminal (28,000 SF)

c. The preparer should provide additional information to confirm that these are the most conservative
estimates and details/calculations as to how the sizes of the Automobile Care Center and Intermodal
Truck Terminal were determined so that proper comparisons can be made.

Based on the assumed building sizes, the maximum number of trips that would result under I-2 zoning are:

a. n/adaily trips

b. 119 AM peak-hour trips

c. 165 PM peak-hour trips

The estimated number of trips produced by the proposed Keford Towing and Collision are:
a. n/adaily trips

b. 53 AM peak-hour trips

c. 73 PM peak-hour trips

d. Note that this estimate does not include the 5,703 SF auxiliary building on the south side of the site in the

calculations and therefore is not complete.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

As indicated in the RTIS, the proposed rezoning from I-1 to I-2 is expected to result in a decrease in the
number of expected trips during the peak periods.

The proposed Keford Towing and Collision land use would be expected to generate fewer trips than what
could be built under the existing I-1 zoning as well as fewer trips than is allowable under I-2 zoning. Final
analysis is pending additional clarification on how the land use sizes were determined, and therefore the
comparisons and results may change as a result of the revised RTIS, as requested. Additionally, the trip
generation for the 5,703 SF auxiliary building should be included in the RTIS as part of the proposed
development.

The preparer should provide additional clarification on how land uses were determined and how land use sizes

were calculated in order for the reviewer to properly assess the traffic impacts of the rezoning. It is
recommended that a revised RTIS is prepared with the requested information.

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

Sincerely,

AECOM

AECOM
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Memo

Maureen N. Peters, PE
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer

Paula K. Johnson, PE
Senior Traffic Engineer

AECOM
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ECT Project No. 180465-0100
August 7, 2018

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re: Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)
Wetland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised PRO Concept Plan for the
proposed Keford Collision & Towing project prepared by Alpine Engineering, Inc. dated July 12, 2018 and
stamped “Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 18, 2018 (Plan).
The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection
Ordinance and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands. The Applicant shall
address the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

Item Required/Not Required/Not Applicable

Wetland Permit (specify Non-Minor or Minor) | Required (Non-Minor)

Wetland Mitigation Not Required

Wetland Buffer Authorization Required

To Be Determined. It is the applicant’s responsibility to

MDEQ Permit contact the MDEQ in order to determine the need for
a wetland use permit.
Wetland Conservation Easement Not Required

The proposed project is located south of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road in Section 15. The
Plan proposes the construction of proposed pavement and asphalt improvements around two (2) existing
buildings to remain, associated storm sewer, and a stormwater detention basin.

Based on our review of the application, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, the City of Novi Official Wetlands
and Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached), and our wetland verification site inspection conducted on
July 25, 2018 it appears as if this proposed project site contains three (3) areas of on-site wetlands.

Wetland Evaluation
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) conducted a wetland evaluation for the proposed
project site on July 25, 2018. ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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Regulated Wetland and Watercourse map (see Figure 1), USGS topographic quadrangle map, NRCS soils
map, USFWS National Wetland Inventory map, and historical aerial photographs (from Oakland County).
The applicant has also provided a Wetland Delineation map (Figure 2) prepared by King & MacGregor
Environmental, Inc. dated July 16, 2018. As noted, three (3) wetlands have been delineated, but not all of
these wetland areas are indicated on the City’s Regulated Wetlands Map. Based on our review of this
information the overall proposed project parcel contains areas mapped as City-Regulated
Wetlands/Watercourses. The site appears to contain wetland/watercourse areas that are regulated by the
City of Novi as well as the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).

The focus of the site inspection was to review site conditions in order to determine whether City-regulated
wetlands are found on-site. King & MacGregor Environmental, Inc. (KME) completed a wetland
delineation for this site. The Wetland Delineation map (Figure 2) is dated July 16, 2018. Pink wetland
boundary flagging was in place at the time of this site inspection. ECT reviewed the flagging and agrees
that the wetland boundaries were accurately flagged in the field. It should be noted that the applicant has
provided a wetland flagging map that indicates the approximate locations of the wetland flagging/staking
on site, however this wetland boundary information does not appear to have been included on the Plan as
the wetland locations currently shown on the Plan are indicated as approximate. Future plan submittals
shall provide surveyed wetland boundaries. Based on the existing vegetation and topography, it is ECT’s
assessment that the on-site wetlands have been accurately delineated at this time.

The following is a brief description of the on-site wetland features (see Figure 2 provided by KME):

Wetland A — Scrub shrub wetland located in the southwest portion of the site. Wetland A is listed as less
than 0.01-acre. The dominant wetland vegetation includes common buckthorn (Rbhamnus cathartica), green
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinguefolia). This wetland is a small, isolated
wetland.

Wetland B — Scrub-shrub and emergent wetland located on the eastern and southern portions of the site.
This wetland extends off-site to the east and south, however the on-site portion is listed as 0.32-acres. The
dominant wetland vegetation includes sedges (Carex spp.), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), cattails
(Typha spp.), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), and box eldet (Acer negundo).

Wetland C — Scrub shrub wetland located in the western portion of the site but extends off-site to the west.
Wetland C is listed as less than 0.01-acre. The dominant wetland vegetation is similar to that of Wetland A.

Wetland Impact Review

As noted above, several areas of wetland have been confirmed on the subject property by the applicant’s
wetland consultant (KME) and ECT. Currently, the Plan indicates two (2) direct impacts to on-site
wetlands. The Plan quantifies the areas of the proposed wetland impacts on Sheet 1 (PRO Concept Plan),
however these wetland impacts are noted as being “approximate”. The total amount of direct (i.e., fill or
excavation) impact to on-site wetlands currently indicated is 0.11-acre (approximate). The current impact
to Wetland A in the southwest portion of the site is for the purpose of parking lot construction. The impact
to Wetland B on the east side of the site is for the purpose of constructing parking area/loading ramp. The
Plan also proposes the discharge of pre-treated stormwater runoff to Wetland B from the proposed pre-
treatment detention basin.
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The following table summarizes the proposed wetland impacts as listed on the PRO Concept Plan (Sheet 1):
Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts

Estimated
Iszngjea City Regulated? Rglflft S - I’”f;zg e‘j’ 2 | Impact Volume

P g ’ (cubic yards)

A Yes City Regulated Likely (0.05-acre) Not Indicated
/Essential

B Yes City Regulated Likely (0.06-acre) Not Indicated
/Essential

Yes City Regulated . None .
c /Essential Likely Indicated Not Applicable
TOTAL -- -- (0.11-acre) Not Indicated

It should be noted that the wetland and wetland buffer boundaries indicated on the Plan appear to be
approximate. Subsequent site plan submittals shall include the actual, surveyed wetland boundary
information that appears to be included on the Wetland Delineation map provided by KME (Figure 2). The
wetland flag numbers shall also be provided on the Plan.

As such it is unclear if the proposed site work will impact Wetland C, however it does not appear likely.
The boundatries of Wetland C are not currently shown on Sheet 1. This information should be
provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.

In addition to the proposed wetland impacts, the Plan proposes disturbance to on-site 25-foot wetland
buffer areas. These impacts appear to be to the entire setback of Wetland A and a portion of the Wetland
B buffer.

The existing area of the 25-foot wetland buffers and the proposed impacts to 25-foot wetland buffers have
yet to be quantified on the Plan. The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly
indicates the areas of all existing wetland buffers as well as the area (square feet or acreage) of the proposed
impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers (both permanent and temporary, if applicable). This information is
required before any necessary City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Permits or Authorization to Encroach
Upon the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback letters can be issued.

The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to all wetlands and 25-foot wetland setback areas to the greatest
extent practicable. The City regulates wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks. Article 24, Schedule of
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that:

“There shall be maintained in all districts a wetland and waterconrse sethack, as provided berein,
unless and to the exctent, it is determined to be in the public interest not to maintain such a setback.
The intent of this provision is to require a minimum sethack_from wetlands and watercourses”.

Regulatory Status - MDEQ

ECT has evaluated the on-site wetlands and believes that they are all considered to be essential/regulated
by the City of Novi as they meet one or more of the essentiality criteria (i.e., functions and values) outlined
in the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance and regulated by the MDEQ . As
noted, the wetlands appear to accurately flagged in the field and appear to be generally indicated accurately
on the Wetland Delineation Map provided by KME (Figure 2, attached).
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The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) generally regulates wetlands that are within
500 feet of an inland lake, pond, or stream, or within 1,000 feet of a Great Lake, Lake St. Clair, the St. Clair
River, or the Detroit River. Isolated wetlands five (5) acres in size or greater are also regulated. The MDEQ
may also exert regulatory control over isolated wetlands less than five acres in size “...if the department
determines that protection of the area is essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the state
from pollution, impairment, or destruction and the department has notified the owner”. It appears as if a
tributary to the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River may be enclosed and flow through this site
within an existing 30-inch stormsewer (appears to connect Wetlands B and C). It is the applicant’s
responsibility to contact MDEQ in order to confirm the regulatory authority with respect to the on-site
wetland areas.

Regulatory Status — City of Novi

The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part
11, Chapter 12, Article V.; Division 2.) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards
for wetland permit applications. The City of Novi regulates wetlands that are: (1) contiguous to a lake,
pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2) acres in size or greater; or (3)
less than two (2) acres in size but deemed essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the city
under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b). Wetlands deemed regulated by the City of Novi require
the approval of a use permit for any proposed impacts to the wetland.

ECT has evaluated the areas of on-site wetland and believes that each wetland is regulated by the City’s
Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance because all on-site wetlands appear to be either located
within 500-feet of a regulating stream/drain or extend offsite and are 2 acres in size or greatet.

The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly indicates the areas (square feet
and/or actes) of all of the existing on-site wetlands and their 25-foot setbacks/buffers. Cutrently, the areas
of the wetlands and buffers only appear to be approximate. Areas based on the delineated and surveyed
wetland boundaries shall be provided on the Plan. The Plan shall indicate and quantify the wetland buffer
impacts (both permanent and temporary, if applicable) and the volume (cubic yards) of all wetland impacts.

It should be noted that in those cases where an activity results in the impact to wetland areas of 0.25-acre
or greater that are deemed essential under City of Novi Ordinance subsection 12-174(b) mitigation shall be
required. The applicant shall submit a mitigation plan which provides for the establishment of replacement
wetlands at a ratio of 1:1 through 2:1 times the area of the natural wetland impaired or destroyed, if impacts
meet or exceed the 0.25-acre threshold. In general, the MDEQ’s threshold for the requirement of wetland
mitigation is 0.3-acre of wetland impacts. Wetland mitigation does not appear to be a requirement of the
current Plan.

As noted above, any proposed use of the wetlands will require a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit as well as
an Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot
wetland buffers. The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to
the greatest extent practicable. The City regulates wetland buffers/setbacks. Article 24, Schedule of
Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that:
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“There shall be maintained in all districts a wetland and waterconrse sethack, as
provided herein, unless and to the extent, it is determined to be in the public interest not to maintain such a sethack.
The intent of this provision is to require a minimum sethack from wetlands and waterconrses”.

Finally, as proposed, the project will require a City of Novi Non-Minor Use wetland permit. The granting
or denying of nonresidential minor use permits shall be the responsibility of the Community Development
Department. A nonresidential minor use permit is a permit for activities consisting of no more than one (1)
of the following activities which have a minimal environmental effect:

a.  Minor fills of three hundred (300) cubic yards or less and not exceeding ten thousand (10,000)
square feet in a wetland area, providing the fill consists of clean, nonpolluting materials which will
not cause siltation and do not contain soluble chemicals or organic matter which is biodegradable,
and providing that any upland on the property is utilized to the greatest degree possible. All fills
shall be stabilized with sod, or seeded, fertilized and mulched, or planted with other native
vegetation, or riprapped as necessary to prevent soil erosion.

b. Installation of a single water outfall provided that the outlet is riprapped or otherwise stabilized to
prevent soil erosion.

c.  Watercourse crossings by utilities, pipelines, cables and sewer lines which meet all of the following
design criteria:

i.  The method of construction proposed is the least disturbing to the environment employable
at the given site;

ii. The diameter of pipe, cable or encasement does not exceed twenty (20) inches;

ili. A minimum of thirty (30) inches of cover will be maintained between the top of the cable or
pipe and the bed of the stream or other watercourse on buried crossings; and

iv. Any necessary backfilling will be of washed gravel.

d. Extension of a wetland/watercourse permit previously approved by the Planning Commission.

e. Replacement of a culvert of an identical length and size, and at the same elevation. If the
proposed culvert is of a greater length or size than the existing culvert, or is a new culvert
altogether, it must meet the conditions of subpart c., above, to qualify for a nonresidential minor
use permit.

f.  Temporary impacts where the encroachment into protected areas is less than five hundred (500)
feet.

Because the project contains a proposed stormwater outfall as well as two (2) direct impacts to
wetlands, a Non-Minor Wetland Permit (and approval of Planning Commission) shall be
required.
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Wetland and Watercourse Comiments
ECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan submittals:

1.

10.

The wetland and wetland buffer boundaries indicated on the Plan appear to be approximate.
Subsequent site plan submittals shall include the actual, surveyed wetland boundary information that
appears to be included on the Wetland Delineation map provided by KME (Figure 2). The wetland
flag numbers shall also be provided on the Plan.

It is unclear if the proposed site work will impact Wetland C, however it does not appear likely. The
boundaries of Wetland C are not currently shown on Sheet 1. This information should be
provided/clarified on subsequent site plan submittals.

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all existing areas of wetland and 25-foot wetland buffers
(square feet or acres) on the Plan.

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the wetlands (squate feet or
acres) including proposed volume of cut/fill (cubic feet or cubic yatds).

The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland setbacks
(square feet or acres).

It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Non-Minor Wetland Use Permit would
be required for any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands, if applicable. A City of Novi Authorization to
Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-
foot wetland or watercourse buffers.

It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the
MDEQ for any proposed wetland or floodplain impacts. Final determination as to the regulatory status
of any on-site wetlands (if applicable) shall be made by MDEQ. The Applicant should provide a copy
of the MDEQ Wetland Use Permit application to the City (and our office) for review and a copy of the
approved permit upon issuance. A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving
this information.

The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland or 25-foot wetland buffers shall be
restored, if applicable. Subsequent Plan submittals shall include specifications for any proposed seed
mixes proposed for use within these areas. Sod or common grass seed will not be acceptable to restore
temporary impacts to wetlands or 25-foot wetland buffers.

The applicant should ensure that any proposed snow storage areas are located such that any runoff will
not directly affect any on-site wetlands, or the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (if
applicable).

ECT suggests that any proposed stormwater management plan be reviewed by the City of Novi
Engineering Department to ensure that they meet the City of Novi design requirements.
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Wetland Conclusion

The project site appeats to contain wetlands/watercourse that are regulated by both the City of Novi and
the MDEQ. Any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands will require a permit from the MDEQ, a City of
Novi Wetland and Waterconrse Use Permit, and an Aunthorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback
for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland buffers. Subsequent site plan submittals shall cleatly
indicate all proposed impacts (permanent or temporary) to the existing wetlands and associated 25-foot
wetland setbacks.

Recommendation

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands. The Applicant shall address
the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland approval of the
Preliminary Site Plan.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.

Respectfully submitted,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Pete Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect
Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant

Attachments:  Figure 1 — City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map
Figure 2 — Wetland Delineation Map
Site Photos
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in red).
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue.
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Figure 2. Wetland Delineation Map (provided by King & MacGregor Environmental, Inc., dated July 16,
2018).
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Site Photos

Photo 1. Looking south at Wetland B (near flag B-12) along the eastern portion of the site (ECT, July 25,
2018).

Photo 2. Looking southeast at open water area of Wetland B located off-site to the south (ECT, July 25,
2018).
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Photo 3. Looking west at scrub-shrub Wetland B located in the southwest portion of the site (ECT, July
25, 2018).

Photo 4. Looking north towards Wetland C located in the western portion of the site (ECT, July 25, 2018).
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August 7, 2018

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re: Keford Collision & Towing (JZ18-0032)
Woodland Review of the PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0107)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the PRO Concept Plan for the proposed
Keford Collision & Towing project prepared by Alpine Engineering, Inc. dated July 12, 2018 and stamped
“Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department on July 18, 2018 (Plan). The Plan
was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.

The purpose of the Woodlands Protection Ordinance is to:

1) Provide for the protection, preservation, replacement, proper maintenance and use of trees and woodlands located in
the city in order to minimize disturbance to them and to prevent damage from erosion and siltation, a loss of wildlife
and vegetation, and/ or from the destruction of the natural habitat. In this regard, it is the intent of this chapter to
protect the integrity of woodland areas as a whole, in recognition that woodlands serve as part of an ecosystens, and to
Place priority on the preservation of woodlands, trees, similar woody vegetation, and related natural resources over
development when there are no location alternatives;

2)  Protect the woodlands, including trees and other forms of vegetation, of the city for their economic support of local
property values when allowed to remain uncleared and/ or unharvested and for their natural beanty, wilderness
character of geological, ecological, or bistorical significance; and

3)  Provide for the paramount public concern for these natural resources in the interest of bealth, safety and general welfare
of the residents of the city.

ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands. No further
woodland review of the proposed project is necessary.

The proposed project is located south of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road in Section 15. The
Plan proposes the construction of proposed pavement and asphalt improvements around two (2) existing
buildings to remain, associated storm sewer, and a stormwater detention basin.

Based on our review of the application, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, the City of Novi Official Wetlands
and Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached), and our woodland verification site inspection conducted on
July 25, 2018 it appears as if this proposed project site contains two (2) small areas that are mapped as City-
Regulated Woodlands but no regulated, healthy trees are located within the proposed limits of disturbance.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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The existing areas of regulated woodlands are located along the eastern edge of the project site and in the
southwest corner of the site.

The City of Novi regulates trees that are 8-inch diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) or greater and are located
within areas designated as regulated on the City Regulated Woodland map. In addition, any tree 36-inches
DBH or greater are also regulated.

Woodland Impact Review & Woodland Replacement Credits

Portions of the subject parcel contain areas that are mapped as City of Novi Regulated Woodlands (see
Figure 1), however no regulated, healthy trees or woodland understory will be affected by the proposed
project.

The Woodland Plan (Sheet L-3) indicates that a total of 71 trees were surveyed on the subject site. Of the
trees surveyed, thirty-seven (37) trees are located outside of the areas mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands.
Thirty-four (34) of the surveyed trees are located within the City-Regulated Woodland Area.

The Plan proposes to remove one (1) tree (Tree No. 3126, 17 Siberian elm) located near the edge of a City-
Regulated Woodland in the southwestern section of the site. This tree is noted as being in very poor
condition (i.e., 70% dead). As such, the removal of this tree will not require Woodland Replacement credits.

A total of forty-two (42) of the surveyed trees are to be preserved and twenty-nine (29) trees are proposed
for removal. It should be noted that the trees proposed for preservation within the current limits of
disturbance are not located within area mapped as City-Regulated Woodlands. As noted above, one (1)
regulated trees is proposed for removal (in the southwest portion of the site), however this tree is in very
poor condition and will not require Woodland Replacement credits.

As noted above, a Woodland Summary list has been included on the Woodland Plan (Sheet L-3). The Applicant
has noted the following:

e Total Surveyed Trees 71

e Non-Regulated Trees 37

e Total Regulated Trees 34

e Regulated Trees Removed: 1 (2.9% Removal)

e Regulated Trees Preserved: 33 (97.1% Preservation)

Regulated Tree Removals
e Stems to be Removed 8” to 117 0 x 1 replacement (Requiring 43 Replacements)

e Stems to be Removed 117 to 20 1 x 2 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements, due to
poor tree condition)

e Stems to be Removed 20” to 30 0 x 3 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements)
e Stems to be Removed 307+: 0 x 4 replacements (Requiring 0 Replacements)
e Multi-Stemmed Trees (0 trees): (Requires 0 Replacements)

e Total Replacement Trees Required: 0
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Recommendation
ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands. No further woodland
review of the proposed project is necessary.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.
Respectfully submitted,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Pete Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner (Ibell@cityofnovi.org)
Sti Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner (skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org)
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect (tmeader(@cityofnovi.org)
Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant (hsmith@cityofnovi.org)

Attachments: Figure 1 — City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map
Site Photos
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate parcel boundary shown in red).
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue.
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Site Photos

Photo 1. Looking west towards area of Regulated Woodland in the southwest portion of the project site
(ECT, June 25, 2018).

Photo 2. Looking north towards Grand River Avenue. Several large trees are being preserved within the
northern section of the site. Tree No. 3101 (19/20” silver maple) and Tree No. 3102 (35” Norway spruce)
are to be preserved (ECT, June 25, 2018).
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August 7, 2018 Facade Review Status Summary:
Full Compliance, Section 9 Waiver Not Required

City of Novi Planning Department

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

Re: FACADE ORDINANCE REVIEW - Revised Facade
Keford Collision & Towing, PSP18-0107
Facade Region: 1, Zoning District: I-1,

Dear Ms. McBeth;

The following is the Facade Review for the PRO Concept Plan of the above referenced
project. This review is based on the drawings dated 7/13/18, prepared Cityscape
Architects of Novi, Michigan. A sample board with renderings and proposed colors was
also provided. The percentages of materials proposed for each facade are as shown on the
table below. The maximum percentages of materials allowed by Facade Ordinance are
shown in the right hand column. Note that the fagade materials on the side and rear
elevations are not proposed to be changed.

North Ordinance

Front East | West |South Maximum

(Front) (Minimum)
Brick (existing 8" x 8" natural fired clay tile) 47% UN | UN | UN | 30% Minimum
Tile (Proposed 8" x 8", blue color) 25% UN [ UN | UN 25%
Flat Metal (Canopy fascia) 3% UN [ UN | UN 50%
Flat Metal (horizontal louver feature, yellow) 25% UN [ UN | UN 50%
UN - Unaltered

Recommendation — This project is considered a facade alteration as regulated by Section
5.15.6 of the Ordinance. The existing 8” x 8” tile is a natural fired clay product. This
material may be considered brick with respect to the Ordinance, providing that it is not
painted. The exception to this is the existing red band which is to be painted yellow. The
proposed colors; BM350 (yellow) and BM1064-10 (Blue) are somewhat subdued and are
consistent with Section 5.15.2 which prohibits intense colors. Although the side and rear
facades are not proposed to be altered it is assumed that these facades will be painted in a
manner that is harmonious with the front facade. Therefore, it is our recommendation that
the proposed alteration is in full compliance with the Facade Ordinance. This
recommendation is contingent upon the applicant clarifying that the side and rear
elevations will be painted or otherwise treated in a manner that is consistent with the
front fagade and that the existing natural fired clay tile will not be panted.
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Notes to the Applicant:

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

2. Inspections — The Facade Ordinance requires inspection(s) for all projects. Materials
displayed on the approved sample board (in this case the adjacent existing material) will
be compared to materials to be installed. It is the applicant’s responsibility to request the
inspection of each facade material at the appropriate time. Inspections may be requested
using the Novi Building Department’s Online Inspection Portal with the following link.
Please click on “Click here to Request an Inspection” under “Contractors”, then click
“Facade”.
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Services/CommbDev/OnlinelnspectionPortal.asp.

If you have any questions regarding this review, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
DRN & Architects PC

Douglas R. Necci, AIA
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FIRE REVIEW




July 25, 2018

TO: Barbara McBeth- City Planner
Sri Ravali Komaragiri- Plan Review Center
Lindsay Bell-Plan Review Center
Hannah Smith-Planning Assistant

RE: Keford Collision and Towing
PSP# 18-0076
PSP#18-0107 (Pro Concept Plan)

Project Description:
Building Rezoning

Comments:
1. The Fire Dept. will need emergency access to the gated area at
rear parking area. Knox Box access “gate switch” or Knox Box
“Pad lock” will need to be installed.
2. 18’ wide Emergency access drive to the west side of main building
is existing and prior approval was given.

Recommendation:
APPROVED - Pending Item #1 is addressed.

Sincerely,

Andrew Copeland - Acting Fire Marshal
City of Novi Fire Department

CC: file



APPLICANTS RESPONSE LETTER




46892 West Road, Suite 109

Novi, Michigan 48377

Phone: (248) 926-3701
N Fax: (248) 926-3765
Web: www.alpine-inc.net

Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors

August 30, 2018 via Hand Delivery
Sri Ravali Komaragiri
City of Novi Community Development Department Beey B s =
45175 West 10 Mile Road re E ! “WE’; L
Novi, Ml 48375
LIS DN SN
Re:  Keford Towing AL 30 28
Pre-Application Response to Review Comments ———
Alpine Engineering Inc. Project #17-504 . CITY OF NOvI
JSP18-31 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Sri

On behalf of our client, Keford Towing, please find the following information for your distribution and review:

Two (2) copies of the revised Landscape Plans (dated 08-30-2018)
Two (2) copies of the revised RTA (dated 08-26-2018)

One (1) copy of the revised Architectural Plans (dated 08-29-2018)
Response letter prepared by Allen Design (dated 08-30-2018)
Signed Site Plan Revision Submittal form

Note that the PDFs will be emailed to you.

Please find the following responses to the reviews received on August 21, 2018 via email for the above referenced

project:

PLANNING REVIEW CHART (DATED AUGUST 19, 2018)

1.

Comment: The current request is not supported by Future Land Use Map. Consideration by Master Planning
and Zoning Committee is required prior to Planning Commission Public hearing

Response: No comment.

Comment: Plans for phasing, if any, should be discussed with the PRO review

Response: It is our understanding that there is only 1 phase proposed.

Comment: Please refer to Planning Review letter for more details and comments on the narrative.
Response: Additional information will be provided in the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: Planning Commission meeting is to be determined.

Response: No comment.

Comment: Indicate the square footage of building footprint.

Response: The sq. ft. of the first floor building footprint has been added on the previous submittal. Refer to the
PRO Concept Plan.

Comment: Setbacks do not conform fo the code, but they are considered legal non-conforming

Response: No comment.

Comment: Parking setbacks in the side yard. This is considered a deviation

Response: No comment.

Comment: Refer to landscape review for comments on the berm design

Response: Refer to the landscape comments.

Comment: Provide the ratio of area of parking bays (excluding driveways) and the area between 100 feet
setback line and building fagade line. It cannot exceed 50%

Response: The calculations for parking in the front yard have been added on the previous submittal. Refer to
the Site Data on the PRO Concept Plan.



Keford Towing

Pre-Application Meeting Response to Review
JSP18-31

August 30, 2018
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10. Comment: Provide calculations for parking in the rear yard excluding the outside storage.

Response: The calculations for parking in the rear yard have been added to the previous submittal. Refer to
the Site Data on the PRO Concept Plan.

11. Comment: Refer to wetland review for more details.

Response: Refer to the comments under the Wetland review.

12. Comment: Parking setback in the western side yard; This is considered a deviation.
Response: No comment.

13. Comment: The applicant should note if the outbuilding is leased for any use other than listed, such as an office
use, it would most likely increase the minimum parking requirement and the proposed parking would not
conform.

Response: The comment will need to be addressed by the Applicant if necessary.

14. Comment: Clearly label rental car parking on the plan.

Response: Additional labelling will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

15. Comment: The applicant also referred to parking for vehicles prior to moving them inside for repair. Please
clearly label dedicated spaces used for staging.

Response: Additional labelling will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

16. Comment: Parking for rental cars and staging should not be included in the minimum required parking of 76
spaces.

Response: Additional labelling will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

17. Comment: End islands; this would require a deviation
Response: No comment,

18. Comment: The applicant should consider relocating this parking space to be closer to the building entrance
which it is serving.

Response: The ADA parking space cannot be relocated closer to the building entrance because of grading
restrictions.

19. Comment: ADA barrier free sign; Refer to Traffic comments with regards to location.

Response: Refer to the Traffic comments.

20. Comment: Please propose the minimum required bike spaces
Response: After discussion with your office, four (4) bike spaces are now proposed. Refer to the PRO Concept
Plan.

21. Comment: More than 4 bike spaces in a single location; this is considered a deviation, or the applicant can
revise the layout to meet the minimum 4 spaces required.

Response: The number of bicycle spaces has been revised. Refer to comment #20 above. It is our

22. Comment: Refer to Traffic review for more comments
Response: Refer to Traffic review for additional responses.

23. Comment: Elevations can be provided at the time of site plan review that conforms to the code.

Response: No comment.

24. Comment: Photometrics Plan; Refer to comments provided later in the chart.
Response: Refer to comments #26 thru #28 below.

25. Comment: Refer to Traffic review for more comments
Response: Refer to Traffic review for additional comments.

26. Comment: Photometrics Plan; Hours of operation not provided.

Response: The hours of operation will be provided on the next submittal.

27. Comment: Please add these notes fo the photometric sheet P-1
Response: The notes indicated will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.

28. Comment: Indicate what lights will be turned on past hours of operation for security reasons. A separate

photometric plan is required for security lights only.
Response: Additional information, as necessary, will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Comment: A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi for work in the Grand River Avenue right-
of-way.

Response: No comment,

Comment: A right-of-way permit will also be required from the Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC)
for work in the Grand River Avenue right-of-way.

Response: No comment.

Comment: Any traffic signs to be placed in the RCOC right-of-way will be instailed by RCOC.

Response: No comment.

Comment: Provide a note that compacted sand backfill shall be provided for all utilities within the influence of
paved areas and illustrate on the profiles.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

Comment: Provide a construction materials table on the Utility Plan listing the quantity and material type for
each utility (sanitary and storm) being proposed.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

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

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan. )

Comment: The Non-domestic User Survey form shall be submitted to the City so it can be forwarded to Qakland
County.

Response: The Non-domestic User Survey will be provided in a subsequent submittal.

Comment: A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be submitted with the Preliminary
Site Plan submittal highlighting the changes made to the plans addressing each of the comments in this review.
Response: No comment.

Comment: Indicate the size and slope of proposed sanitary sewer lead at the existing building on the south
portion of the site.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

Comment: A sanitary sewer monitoring manhole within a dedicated 20-foot access easement may be required
on the sewer lead.

Response: Additional design information will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.

Comment: A license agreement will be required for fencing proposed within existing sanitary sewer easement.
Response: No comment.

Comment: Verify the slopes along the ingress/egress routing to the building from the barrier-free stalls comply
with Michigan Barrier-Free regulations.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

Comment: Accessible parking spaces should be located at the building if grading allows. Provide additional
fop of curb and top of pavement grades.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

Comment: Provide grades along proposed sidewalk from Grand River. An accessible route from the street to
the building must be provided.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

Comment: A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewer.

Response: Additional design information will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.

Comment: Provide a four-foot deep sump and an oil/gas separator in the last storm structure prior to discharge
to the storm water basin.

Response: Additional design information will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.

Comment: Provide a schedule listing the casting type and other relevant information for each proposed storm
structure on the utility plan. Round castings shall be provided on all catch basins except curb inlet structures.
Response: Additional design information will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Comment: Provide a drainage area map

a) Quantify the area draining to Grand River right-of-way.

b) Delineate the area proposed fo sheet flow to the detention basin.
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.
Comment: The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) shall comply with the Storm Water Ordinance and
Chapter 5 of the Engineering Design Manual (refer to the runoff coefficients, 1V:.4H allowable basin slopes,
elc.).
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.
Comment: Provide supporting calculations for the runoff coefficient determination
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.
Comment: The storm water management plan proposes to maintain an existing condition of site drainage going
into the Grand River right-of-way. Review and approval by the Road Commission for Oakland County will be
required, and a vaniance from the Design and Construction Standards is required in any case where all drainage
is not captured on-site.
Response: No comment.
Comment: A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the storm water basin where any pavement
runoff is directed toward the basin.
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.
Comment: An adequate maintenance access route to the basin outlet structure and any other pretreatment
structures shall be provided (15 feet wide, maximum slope of 1V:5H and able to withstand the passage of heavy
equipment). Verify the access route does not conflict with proposed landscaping.
Response: Additional design information will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.
Comment: Restricted discharge to an off-site regional detention basin is proposed. Bankfull storage will be
provided on-site. Any applicable storm water detention tap fees will be pro-rated for bankfull detentjon storage
provided on the site.
Response: No comment.
Comment: Any required off-site easements must be executed prior to final approval of the plans. Drafts shall
be submitted at the time of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.
Response: No comment.
Comment: A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be submitted with the Preliminary
Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans addressing each of the comments listed above and
indicating the revised sheefs involved.
Response: No comment.
Comment: An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Community Development
Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the determination of plan review and construction
inspection fees. This estimate should only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with
construction of the building or any demolition work.
Response: An itemized construction cost estimate will be submitted at the time of the Final Site Plan submittal.
Comment: Draft copies of any off-site utility easements, a recent title search, and legal escrow funds must be
submitted to the Community Development Department for review and approved by the Engineering Division
and the City Attorney prior to being executed.
Response: No comment.
Comment: A draft copy of the maintenance agreement for the storm water facilities, as outlined in the Storm
Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to the Community Development Department. Once the form
of the agreement is approved, this agreement must be approved by City Council and shall be recorded in the
office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.
Response: No comment.
Comment: Draft copy of the access easement to sanitary sewer monitoring manhole, if applicable.
Response: No comment.
Comment: Executed copies of reviewed and approved off-site easements, if applicable
Response: No comment.
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Wetland Review Comments

1.

Comment: The wetland and wetland buffer boundaries indicated on the Plan appear to be approximate.
Subsequent site plan submittals shall include the actual, surveyed wetland boundary information that appears
to be included on the Weltland Delineation map provided by KME (figure 2). The wetland flag numbers shall
also be provided on the plans

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: It is unclear if the proposed site work will impact Wetland C, however it does not appear likely. The
boundaries of Wetland C are not currently shown on sheet 1. This information should be provided/clarified on
subsequent site plan submittals.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: The applicant shall indicate, quantity and label all existing areas of wetland and 25-foot wetland
buffers (square feet or acres) on the Plan.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the wetlands (square feet or
acres) including proposed volume of cutfill (cubic feet or cubic yards).

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: The applicant shall indicate, quantify and label all proposed impacts to the 25-foot wetland setbacks
(square feet or acres).

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Non-Minor Wetland Use Permit
would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site wetlands, if applicable. A City of Novi Authorization to
encroach the 25-foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-foot
wetland or watercourse buffers.

Response: Wetland permitting is currently in process.

Comment: It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the
MDEQ for any proposed wetland impact. Final determination as to the regulatory status of each of the on-site
wetlands shall be made by MDEQ. The Applicant should provide a copy of the MDEQ Wetland Use Permit
application to the City (and our office) for review and a copy of the approved permit upon issuance. A City of
Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving this information.

Response: This information is currently being investigated and will be submitted under separate cover.
Comment: The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland or 25-foot wetland buffers shall be
restored, if applicable. Subsequent Plan submittals shall include specifications for any proposed seed mixes
proposed for use within these areas. Sod or common grass seed will be acceptable to restore temporary
impacts to wetlands or 25-foot wetland buffers.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: The applicant should ensure that any proposed snow storage areas are located such that any runoff
will not directly affect any on-site wetlands or the Walled Lake Branch of the Middle Rouge River (if applicable)
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: ECT suggests that any proposed stormwater management plan be reviewed by the City of Novi
Engineering Department to ensure that they meet the City of Novi design requirements.

Response: No comment.

Woodland Review Comments

1.

Comment: ECT currently recommends approval of the PRO Concept Plan for Woodlands. No further woodland
review of the proposed project is necessary.
Response: No comment.

AECOM - TRAFFIC REVIE
Internal Site Operations



Keford Towing

Pre-Application Meeting Response to Review

JSP18-31
August 30, 2018
Page 6

1. General Traffic Flow

a.

b.

Comment: The applicant has generally indicated 24 foot aisles throughout the site.

Response: No comment.

Comment: The applicant is proposing an 18 foot wide, one-way emergency access drive along the
east side of the building. The applicant should provide further detail regarding the gate and signing
requirements, and should work with the Fire Marshal regarding the need for gates at either end of the
drive.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Pian submittal

Comment: The applicant is seeking a waiver to install painted end islands in lieu of raised end islands
Response: No comment.

Comment: The applicant should include dimensions for the widths of the proposed painted end islands
throughout the site to review accessibility and compliance with City requirements as stated in Section
5.3.12 of the Zoning Ordinance. Note that all end islands shall be constructed three (3) feet shorter
than the adjacent parking spaces.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.

Comment: The applicant has proposed a trash receptacle in the rear yard. The trash receptacle is
located in a position that, while during pick-up, periods, may diminish the ability for vehicles to exit the
nearest parking space; however, it is not expected to diminish accessibility beyond acceptable levels.

Response: No comment.

Comment: The applicant has indicated a loading ramp location and a 10°x25’ loading zoning on the
site plan.

Response: No comment.

Comment: There are proposed “parking bays” that have more than 15 consecutive parking spaces.
The applicant will be seeking a deviation for the lack of landscape islands every 15 spaces in
accordance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, section 5.5.3.C.ii.i.

Response: No comment.

2. Parking Facilities

a.

Comment: The applicant should refer to the Planning Review Letter for bicycle and vehicle parking
quantity requirements.

Response: Refer to responses under the Planning Review.

Comment: The applicant has indicated 17 foot long parking spaces abutting four inch curbs, and 19
foot long parking spaces in all other areas.

Response: No comment.

Comment: The applicant has provided the width of the barrier free parking spaces and aisles, which
are in compliance with City standards.

Response: No comment.

Comment: The applicant should review the curb heights throughout the site to generally provide 6”
curbs for all landscape areas, except when placed directly in front of a 17’ parking space where the
curb should be 4”. The grading plan and details are generally in compliance with this; however, there
are locations throughout the site where further clarification is needed.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

Comment: The applicant has proposed a barrier-free parking space along the western side of the
property and should consider relocating this parking space to be closer to the building entrance which
it is serving.

Response: Grading of the site is limiting the ability to move the barrier-free parking space closer to the
entrance.

Comment: The applicant has provided six (6) bicycle parking spaces.

Response: Note that the number of provided bicycle parking spaces has been revised to four (4) per
discussion with the Planning Department.

3. Sidewalk Requirements

a.

Comment: The applicant should dimension the width of all proposed sidewalks.
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Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.

b. Comment: The applicant should label sidewalk ramps on the plans and include the latest Michigan
Department of Transportation (MDOT) detail.
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. The MDOT
details will be provided on the Final Site Plan drawings.

c. Comment: The applicant should provide a sidewalk ramp at the north bay of parking that connects the
sidewalk from Grand River Avenue to the site.
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.

Signing and Striping

1. Comment: All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping.
Response: No comment.

2. The applicant has included a sign quantity table

a. Comment: The total of R7-8 signs should be listed as 4 and not 3.
Response: Sign quantities will be corrected on the Preliminary Site Plan.

3. The applicant should provide notes and details related to proposed signing.

a. Comment: Traffic control signs shall use the FHWA Standard Alphabet series
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

4. The applicant should provide notes and details related to proposed pavement markings.

a. Comment: Detail the pavement markings for the end islands and other haiched areas, including color,
striping width, efc.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan,

b. Comment: Detail the pavement markings for crosswalks, including color and striping width. The
applicant should consider adding crosswalk markings at the northeast sidewalk ramp to the sidewalk
that leads to Grand River Avenue.

Response: Additional information will be provided on the Final Site Plan.

c. Comment: A detail has been provided for the international symbol for accessibility.

Response: No comment.

AECOM REZONING TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REVIEW LETT
Refer to the revised Rezoning Traffic Impact Study prepared by Fleis and VandenBrink.

1. Comment: The Fire Dept. will need emergency access to the gated area at rear parking area. Knox Box access
“gate switch” or Knox Box “Pad lock” will need to be installed.
Response: Additional information will be provided on the Preliminary Site Plan.

2. Comment: 18 wide Emergency access drive to the west side of main building is existing and prior approval
was given
Response: No comment.

1. Comment: This recommendation is contingent upon the applicant clarifying that the side and rear elevations
will be painted or otherwise treated in a manner that is consistent with the front fagade and that the existing
natural fired clay tile will not be painted.

Response: A note clarifying this has been provided.

2. Comment: It should be noted that all roof top equipment must be screened from view from all vantage points
both on-site and off-site using materials in compliance with the Fagade Ordinance
Response: A note indicating roof top equipment screening will be provided has been added.

3. Comment: Inspections — The Fagade Ordinance requires inspection(s) for all projects.
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Response: No comment.

LANDSCAPE REVIEW LETTER (DATED AUGUST 6, 2018)
Refer to the response fo review letter prepared by Allen Design.

If you have any questions/comments, please feel free to contact me at (248) 926-3701 or shiloh@alpine-inc.net.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Alpine Engineering, Inc.

G~

Shiloh Dahlin
Senior Project Engineer
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August 30, 2018

Mr. Rick Meader, Landscape Architect
City of Novi Community Development
45175 West 10 Mile

Novi, Ml 48375

RE:

Keford Collison and Towing

Dear Mr. Meader:

Below are our responses to your review of plans dated July 12, 2018.

Landscape Waivers:

1.

_Section 4.55 — The storage yard is screening with an 8 screened fence.
Evergreens have been added to the westerly property line to provide additional
screening. The yard is currently screened to the south and east by existing
vegetation, wetlands and a regional detention pond.

Section 5.5.3.A — A 10'-15 berm is required between this property and a
residential zoning. This site is not visible from adjacent properties with the
exception of 2 homes. A 5 berm as measured from the north and 16’ as
measured from the south has been extended to screen the easterly home. The
abutting home on Taft is currently screen by an existing woodland to remain.
Evergreens have been added in this area to provide additional screening.

Section 5.5.3.C.ii and iii — The applicant is requesting a waiver of this
requirement due to the type of proposed use.

Section 5.5.3.C.iv — Parking lot perimeter trees cannot be planted along the east
side of the drive due to lack of planting space caused by existing building and
drive location.

Section 5.5.3.c.iv — The applicant is requesting a waiver of this requirement as
they are concerned about potential damage to client's vehicles caused by the
trees and the fact that the parking lot will be screened from adjacent properties.
Section 5.5.3.D — Additional building foundation plantings has been added to the
northern parking lot island to make up for the deficiency around the building.
Section 5.5.3.D — No comment regarding the waiver.

Section 5.5.3.D — No comment regarding the building frontage landscaping.

Landscape Comments:

e & & @

Critical Root Zones have been added to the plans.

A plant list will be added for Preliminary Site Plan approval.

Trees to be removed have been removed from the landscape plan.

Trees have been relocated to avoid lighting conflicts.

The tree along the westerly entrance has been relocated to avoid the utility
conflict.

Parking lot trees have been moved to parking lot islands with the exception of 1
tree.

A higher percentage of evergreen perimeter trees are used to meet the parking
lot screening requirement.

Large shrubs native to Michigan will be utilized around the detention pond.

557 CARPENTER ® NORTHVILLE, Mi 48167

248.467.4668 *© Fax: 248.349.0559 ¢ jca@wideopenwest.com
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September 21, 2018

Mr. Rick Meader, Landscape Architect
City of Novi Community Development
45175 West 10 Mile

Novi, Ml 48375

RE:

Keford Collison and Towing

Dear Mr. Meader:

Below are our responses to your review of plans dated August 30, 2018.

Landscape Waivers:

1.
2.

3.

6.
7.

Section 5.5.3.A — No comment regarding the waiver.

Section 5.5.3.C.ii and iii — The applicant is requesting a waiver of this
requirement due to the type of proposed use.

Section 5.5.3.C.iv — Parking lot perimeter trees cannot be planted along the east
side of the drive due to lack of planting space caused by existing building and
drive location.

Section 5.5.3.C.iv — The applicant is requesting a waiver of this requirement as
they are concerned about potential damage to client’'s vehicles caused by the
trees and the fact that the parking lot will be screened from adjacent properties.
Section 5.5.3.D — Additional building foundation plantings has been added to the
northern parking lot island to make up for the deficiency around the building. The
foundation landscape requirement has been met.

Section 5.5.3.D — No comment regarding the waiver.

Section 5.5.3.D — No comment regarding the building frontage landscaping.

Landscape Comments:

Critical Root Zones have been added to the plans. Two trees in the southwest
woodland will have critical root zone impact and will be reflected on the woodland
list.

Additional evergreens will be added to the central portion of the residential buffer.
Sub-canopy and deciduous tree will be added to meet the I-2 screening
requirements.

A plant list will be provided for Preliminary Site Plan Approval.

Trees to be removed have been hidden on the landscape plan.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this response, please contact me at
your convenience.

Sincerely,

James C. Allen
Allen Design L.L.C.
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e No phragmites is present on the site.
e An irrigation plan will be provided at Final Site Plan.
e Tree fencing has been added to the grading plan.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this response, please contact me at
your cgnvenience.

Sincgrelyy,

JamesiC. Allen
Alle§ Design L.L.C.



SOIL BORING STUDY
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BORING LOG AKT-1

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
PEERLESS o
Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN Bill Fox BORING DEPTH 3 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW: Not encountered
DRILLING METHOD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
g 4
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E S I Z 9 ) g TEMPORARY WELL
8 £ = a 3 8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION s DIAGRAM
Topsoil/Grass
ML  Brown CLAY: medium stiff, with sand, trace gravel (FILL) M
100 <0.1
End of Boring (Refusal)
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BORING LOG AKT-2

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
PEERLESS R
Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN: Bill Fox BORING DEPTH: 3 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW: Not encountered
DRILLING METHOD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
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a S w«© = 9 8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION s DIAGRAM
rass
ML  Brown CLAY: medium stiff, with sand, trace gravel (FILL) M
100 <0.1
2
End of Boring (Refusal)
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PEERLESS

DRILLING COMPANY:
TECHNICIAN:
DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:
FIELD GEOLOGIST:

DEPTH FEET

10

18

20

SAMPLE INTERVAL

% RECOVERY

75

100

100

PID VALUE

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

USCS SOIL CLASS.

=
=

CL

SwW
CL

BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue

Novi, Michigan
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20
AKT Peerless WEATHER:
Bill Fox BORING DEPTH
12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW:
Geoprobe SCREEN INTERVAL:
Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:

COLOR

GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
Gravel
Brown CLAY: soft, with silt and sand, trace gravel

Brown/ CLAY: medium stiff, mottled, trace gravel
Gray

Brown SAND: medium grained
Gray  CLAY: stiff, trace silt

End of Boring

AK 3
Drawn By: K. Sayyae
Date: 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
16 Feet

Not encountered
Not applicable
Not applicable

w

[+

=

8 TEMPORARY WELL
b= DIAGRAM

M

M

M

M



PEERLESS

JRILLING COMPANY:
TECHNICIAN

DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:
FIELD GEOLOGIST:
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AKT Peerless WEATHER:
Bill Fox BORING DEPTH:
12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW:
Geoprobe SCREEN INTERVAL:
Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:
o
(@]
)
8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
Gravel
Brown CLAY: soft, with sand and gravel
Brown CLAY: soft, with sand
Brown/ CLAY: medium stiff, mottled, trace gravel
Gray
Gray  CLAY: stiff, trace silt

BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue

Novi, Michigan
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20

End of Boring

AKT-4
Drawn By: K. Sayyae
Date: 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
12 Feet

Not encountered
Not applicable
Not applicable

TEMPORARY WELL
DIAGRAM

MOISTURE

<



BORING LOG AKT-5

PEERLESS 45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 17
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN Bill Fox BORING DEPTH 8 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW 3 Feet
DRILLING METHOD: Geoprobe SCREEN INTERVAL: 2-7 Feet
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: PVC
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Topsoil/Grass
SW  Brown SAND: fine to medium grained (FILL) M
60 <0.1 RISER
AvA
SW  Brown SAND and GRAVEL: fine to medium grained (FILL) -
4 PVC
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60 <0.1 I ) . )
CL Brown CLAY: medium stiff, trace gravel, black discoloration M
8 .
End of Boring
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PEERLESS

DRILLING COMPANY:
TECHNICIAN:

DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:

FIELD GEOLOGIST:

DEPTH FEET

10

SAMPLE INTERVAL

% RECOVERY

10

10

P D VALUE

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

USCS SO L CLASS.

BORING LOG

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue

Novi, Michigan

AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20

AKT Peerless

Bill Fox

12/19/2017

Geoprobe

Kyle Sayyae

COLOR

Brown

Topsoil/Grass

WEATHER:

BORING DEPTH
DEPTH TO GW:
SCREEN INTERVAL:
SCREEN MATERIAL:

GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION

FILL: clay, sand, gravel, concrete, metal, black

discoloration

of Boring

AKT-6
Drawn By: K. Sayyae
Date: 17
Sunny, 40° F
12 Feet
5 Feet
3-8 Feet
PVC
w
o
2
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s DIAGRAM
M
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Y
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SCREEN
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BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue AKT-7

PEERLESS Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN: Bill Fox BORING DEPTH 2.5 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW Not encountered
DRILLING METHQD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
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E g i Z 9 o] 8 TEMPORARY WELL
8 & = = 35 8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION s DIAGRAM
Concrete
Brown FILL: clay, fine to medium grained sand, gravel, M
100 <0.1 large stone
2
End of Boring (Refusal-Stone)
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PEERLESS

DRILLING COMPANY:
TECHNICIAN:

DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:
FIELD GEOLOGIST:
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AKT Peerless WEATHER:
Bill Fox BORING DEPTH
12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW
Geoprobe SCREEN INTERVAL:
Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:
o«
o]
—_
8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
Gravel
Brown FILL: clay, sand, gravel, metal
Gray  CLAY: medium stiff, with sand and silt
Gray  SAND: fine to medium grained, with gravel
Green/ CLAY: stiff, mottled, trace gravel
Brown
Brown CLAY: stiff, trace gravel

BORING LOG

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
Novi, Michigan

AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20

End of Boring

AKT-8
Drawn By: K. Sayyae
Date: 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
12 Feet
5.5 Feet
3-8 Feet
PVC
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BORING LOG AKT-9

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
PEERLESS I
Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN: Bill Fox BORING DEPTH 4 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 17 DEPTH TO GW: Not encountered
DRILLING METHOD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
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8 $ = = 35 S GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION s DIAGRAM
Concrete
Brown FILL: neto medium grained sand D
2 100 <0.1

Brown FILL: with fine to medium
End of Boring (Refusal-Stone)



PEERLESS

DRILLING COMPANY:

TECHNICIAN:

DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:
FIELD GEOLOGIST:
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BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue

Novi, Michigan
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20

AKT Peerless WEATHER
Bill Fox BORING DEPTH:
12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW
Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL:
Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:

oz

o

|

8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION

Brown

Concrete
FILL: fine to medium grained sand, large stone

End of Boring (Refusal-Stone)

AKT-10
Drawn By: K. Sayyae
Date: 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
3 Feet

Not encountered
Not applicable
Not applicable
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<



PEERLESS

DRILLING COMPANY:

TECHNICIAN

DATE DRILLED:
DRILLING METHOD:
FIELD GEOLOGIST
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BORING LOG

45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue
Novi, Michigan

AKT Peeriess Project No: 12929F-2-20

AKT Peerless WEATHER:
Bill Fox BORING DEPTH
12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW:
Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL:
Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:

o

@]
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S GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION

Brown

Concrete
FILL: fine to medium grained sand, large stone

End of Boring (Refusal-Stone)

AKT-11
Drawn By: K. Sayvae
Date 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
3 Feet

Not encountered
Not applicable
Not applicable
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BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue AKT-12

PEERLESS Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN: Bill Fox BORING DEPTH 4 Feet
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW: 4 Feet
DRILLING METHOD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
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a & = & S5 8 GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION s DIAGRAM
Concrete
Brown FILL: clay and fine to medium grained sand, large M
stone
2 100 <0.1
4 AYA
End of Boring (Refusal-Stone)
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BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue AKT-13

Novi, Michigan Drawn By: K. Sayyae
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20 Date: 12/20/2017
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER: Sunny, 40° F
TECHNICIAN Bill Fox BORING DEPTH: 3 Feet
DATE DRILLED 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW: 3 Feet
DRILLING METHOD Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL: Not applicable
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL: Not applicable
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a £ = o B Q GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION b DIAGRAM
Concrete
Brown FILL: clay with fine to medium grained sand, large
100 <0.1 stone
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End of Boring (Refusal-Stone) -
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BORING LOG
45237 and 45241 Grand River Avenue

PEERLESS Novi, Michigan
AKT Peerless Project No: 12929F-2-20
DRILLING COMPANY: AKT Peerless WEATHER:
TECHNICIAN: Bill Fox BORING DEPTH:
DATE DRILLED: 12/19/2017 DEPTH TO GW:
DRILLING METHOD: Hand Auger SCREEN INTERVAL:
FIELD GEOLOGIST: Kyle Sayyae SCREEN MATERIAL:
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a & = & 3 o GEOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
Concrete
Brown FILL: clay with fine to medium grained sand, large
100 <0.1 stone
2
End of Boring {Refusal-Stone)
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AKT-14
Drawn By: K. Sayvae
Date: 12/20/2017
Sunny, 40° F
3 Feet
3 Feet

Not applicable
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1Y O MASTER PLAN AND ZONING COMMITTEE
- City of Novi Planning Commission
August 22, 2018 at 6:00 p.m.
Novi Civic Center — Mayor’s Conference Room
45175 W. Ten Mile, Novi, Ml 48375
(248) 347-0475
DRAFT MINUTES

L
NOV1

cityofnovi.org

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:01 p.m.

1. Roll Call

Present: Member Anthony, Member Avdoulos, Chair Pehrson
Not Present: None

Staff Present: Barb McBeth, Sri Komaragiri, Tom Schultz, Hannah Smith

2. Approval of Agenda
Motion to approve by Member Avdoulos, seconded by Member Anthony.

3. Audience Participation and Correspondence
There was no audience participation or correspondence.

4. Discussion Items

A. Rezoning Request from I-1 (Light Industrial) to 1-2 (General Industrial) with
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO)
Review and provide comments on the rezoning request for a 7.61-acre property
South of Grand River Avenue and east of Taft Road (Section 15)

Planner Komaragiri explained that the applicant, Keford Collision & Towing is seeking to
rezone the property from I-1 Light Industrial to I-2 General Industrial, which is not
supported by the Master Plan. Uses would include their auto body collision shop in the
large building (already existing on the site), an accessory use of car rental requiring
minimal space, a related but not yet determined use in the smaller building (already
existing on site), and an enclosed yard for storage of towed vehicles in the rear yard.

Planner Komaragiri indicated that there were no major comments from staff and
consultant reviews of the PRO Concept Plan, other than Planning. Most deviations are
relative to Landscaping on the site. Staff had a pre-application meeting with the
applicant in June 2018, where the applicant was proposing asphalt millings in the tow
yard as a form of alternative paving material. With this submittal of the PRO Concept
Plan, that has been eliminated. The plan also includes a face lift to the fagcade of the
front building.

Chair Pehrson asked if there are changes proposed to the photometrics of the site?

City Planner McBeth said the back part of the site is currently not paved, so the
applicant would be adding lights in the back.



David Landry, with Landry, Mazzeo & Dembinski PC and representing Keford Towing,
said one of the goals of the Master Plan is to maintain current businesses. Keford has
been in the City of Novi for years and are losing their lease at their Grand River space.
The City has a contract with Keford Towing and has for many years and it is required
that they have a main spot. In terms of screening, nothing can be seen in the rear from
Grand River. To the west and east is industrial and to the south, it is zoned residential but
is owned by the City and is used for detention. This is not a major zoning change, just
from I-1 to I-2 and they are proposing to use a PRO Agreement so that this is the only |-2
use that can be done here. They don’t need the office so will leave the building, and
plan to do a small car rental operation. The building in the back has very high electrical
power to it, so a small tool and die shop would be a perfect use for that building, as it is
not needed by Keford Collision & Towing.

Chair Pehrson asked the square footage that the business has now compared to what
it would be with this site?

Tom Herrington, with Keford Collision & Towing, said they currently have 16,000 square
feet. With this site, they would have 23,500 square feet.

Mr. Landry said the building on this site is currently jammed with machinery that will all
be cleaned up and there are no volatiles in the ground. They did find arsenic and
chromium in the soil at the level of DEQ residential standards.

Member Anthony said those can be broken down to be below standards.

Chair Pehrson said it is a great space and he sees no issue with modifying the zoning
because it’s not a big jump from I-1 to I-2. Keford Towing is a valued business in the City.
He asked for them to explain more about the car rental operation.

Mr. Herrington said they don’t do it currently, but it would be a possibility with this site.
They haven’t marketed it yet but it would be the perfect spot for it. It would only require
ten cars that are new cars that agencies have. Operations like this are usually run with
two or three people in the office, so it would not have a big impact on traffic or the
space that they need. It would be a natural fit.

Chair Pehrson asked if they will leave the rear building vacant for the time being? He
asked City Attorney Schultz how unlisted uses are written in PRO Agreements?

City Attorney Schultz said it depends on how much the applicant is willing to limit the
use. It may require that they have to come back and amend the PRO. The applicant
has to agree to the list of allowed uses.

Chair Pehrson said he appreciates that the applicant is coming to the Committee with
openness to amending the PRO. The view here is positive and he doesn’t think the
Planning Commission will have issues with the intent of this project. He suggested that
the applicant work with the Planning Staff as much as possible to limit and mitigate
deviations. He said he pictures this as being a lot better looking than what is there now.

Member Anthony said he agrees on a lot of this. It’s not a big change from the current
zoning. In terms of the car rental, compared to the operation of the towing company
that is a subtle use. In terms of the screening to the south with the residential there,
when it’s green it will be a good barrier but in the winter, it becomes more open and



the sound will travel. He agrees with staff that there needs to be some level of screening
there, and they will see that across the Planning Commission.

Mr. Herrington said on the storage itself, they have proposed to put screening on the
fence itself.

Mr. Landry said and that is a security thing, so that nothing can be seen through the
chain link.

Chair Pehrson recommended working with the staff.

Member Avdoulos said he agrees. There will probably be residents that come out to the
public hearing and there will be concern. He said he likes that the building itself will be
enhanced, as it is consistent with improvements that the Commission is always seeking
on Grand River. They have a good architect that he is sure will work in harmony with
Staff. They would like to keep good, solid businesses within the City limits. He thanked
the applicant for doing what they are doing.

Chair Pehrson asked if they have standard hours of operation right now?

Mr. Herrington said their general hours are 7:30am-6pm. Towing is 24 hours a day, but
those are the office hours.

Chair Pehrson asked so there are trucks coming in in the middle of the night?

Mr. Herrington said after midnight, there are usually only about two or three calls per
night.

Member Avdoulos said the PRO really helps with these decisions, the Committee and
Commission don’t like spot zoning to it’s helpful to have the PRO where things can be
written in to accommodate requests. It provides a lot of comfort in making decisions.

City Planner McBeth said on the noise issue, landscaping or a berm might help. With the
body shop, are the doors kept close while work is being done?

Mr. Herrington said it varies, but generally they are closed.
Member Anthony said the outbuilding may bring in other uses, so the noise might be
something that they’d want to consider there, too. For example, if it were a tool and die

shop.

Mr. Landry said they are not wedded to tool and die, it might just be a natural fit. They
could also use it for themselves.

Member Anthony said | think this will be a better location for the business than the
existing one.

Mr. Herrington agreed. It will be easier for the business to function there.

Member Avdoulos said it is also a bonus to get those types of businesses off of busy
intersections.



Chair Pehrson asked if notices were sent to the neighbors?

City Planner McBeth said Staff suggests that the applicant meet with the neighbors to
notify them. They might have suggestions that would help with the required conditions
portion of the Ordinance.

Chair Pehrson asked City Attorney Schultz about issues on the legal side?

City Attorney Schultz said he hasn’t heard a lot about legal conditions.

Mr. Landry said they have a placeholder PRO Agreement. They are offering to limit it to
this single I-2 use and will call out potential uses for the back building. If this I-2 use were
to ever cease, it would float back to the I-1 zoning.

Member Avdoulos asked about the timeline of needing the rezoning?

Planner Komaragiri said staff can get them on the September 26 Planning Commission
meeting.

Mr. Landry said they just need approval of the rezoning by October 30.

Planner Komaragiri said to confirm, tool and die falls within I-1. In terms of parking, if they
were to lease it to office space, the parking count would need to be higher.

City Planner McBeth said if the project does go rezoning to Planning Commission on
September 26, the signs need to be installed soon.

Planner Komaragiri said they need to be installed fifteen days prior to the public
hearing at the meeting.

Planner Komaragiri said everything else is pretty minor. The only thing is that Fire would
need access to the back lot.

Chair Pehrson said and it must allow trucks to get in past the gate after hours.

Mr. Herrington said yes, they have talked to the Fire Department about that.

B. Approval of June 27, 2018 Master Plan and Zoning Committee meeting minutes
Motion to approve made by Member Avdoulos, seconded by Member Anthony.

5. Adjourn
Motion to adjourn made by Member Avdoulos, seconded by Member Anthony.
Meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m.
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