


Overview of forested portion of Wetland A on-site
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City of Novi Mitigation Performance Standards

August 2024

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i. 60 percent for emergent wetland.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Vegetation

Invasive Species

Hydrology

Wildlife Observations

Topsoill

Pollutants

Signage

Wetland Recommendations (as applicable)
a. Financial Guarantee Release

©NoO GO WN =
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TRAFFIC REVIEW




A=COM
39575 Lewis Dr, Ste. 400

Novi

MI, 48377
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP25-02 — Camelot Parc Townhomes PSLR
Concept Plan Traffic Review

To: From:
Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 March 4, 2025
CC:

Lindsay Bell, Humna Anjum, Diana Shanahan, Dan
Commer, Milad Alesmail, Stacey Choi

Memo

Subject: JSP25-02 — Camelot Parc Townhomes PSLR Concept Plan Traffic Review

The PSLR concept site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM offers the following comments for the
applicant to consider as they move forward with site plan development.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The applicant, Avalon Park Development, LLC, is proposing a 24-unit residential development featuring two-story
townhomes.
2. The development is located east of Wixom Road and north of Stonebrook Drive. Wixom Road is under the jurisdiction
of the City of Novi and Stonebrook Drive is a private street.
The site is zoned R-1 (One Family Residential) with an existing PSLR overlay.
4. The following traffic related deviations will be required if plans are not revised:
a. Lack of offset between the back-of-curb and the sidewalk, where there are no parking spaces.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

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

w

ITE Code: 215 — Single-Family Attached Housing
Development-specific Quantity: 24 Dwelling Units
Zoning Change: N/A

. . . . Estimated Peak-  City of Novi Above
U D CRIEEHE SUmE) SEmEER e Direction Trips Threshold Threshold?
AM Peak-Hour Trips 7 5 100 No
PM Peak-Hour Trips 10 6 100 No
Daily (One-Directional) Trips 132 N/A 750 No

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

Trip Impact Study Recommendation ‘

Type of Study: Justification

The applicant submitted a Trip Generation Analysis memo that also concluded

None that no further traffic studies are required.

TRAFFIC REVIEW

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

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

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
1 Driveway Radii | O Figure 1X.3 25’ Met Within required range.
2 Driveway Width | O Figure IX.3 28’ Met No parking allowed on
Avalon Drive and Camelot
Drive.
3 Driveway Taper | O Figure 1X.11 - N/A
3a Taper length
3b Tangent
4 Emergency Access | O 11-194.a.19 A second Met
emergency
access road
with gate
located along
Wixom Road
5 Driveway sight distance | O Figure VIII-E = 260’ Met
6 Driveway spacing - N/A Proposed driveway not on a
major arterial.
6a Same-side | O 11.216.d.1.d
6b Opposite side | O 11.216.d.1.e
7 External coordination (Road agency) - N/A
8 External Sidewalk | Master Plan & EDM | Existing N/A
sidewalk
along Wixom
Road and
Stonebrook
Drive
AECOM
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Memo

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
9 Sidewalk Ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28-K Indicated at Met Update R-28-J detail
entrance included to the latest R-28-K
version.

10 | Any Other Comments:

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS

No. Item Proposed Compliance Remarks
11 | Loading zone | ZO 5.4 - N/A
12 | Trash receptacle | ZO 5.4.4 Trash Met
collection to
be provided
by individual
residential
waste
management
service
13 | Emergency Vehicle Access Fire truck Met
turning
movements
provided
14 | Maneuvering Lane | ZO 5.3.2 - N/A
15 Endislands | Z0 5.3.12 - N/A
15a Adjacent to a travel way
15b Internal to parking bays
16 | Parking spaces | ZO 5.2.12 16 proposed See Planning review letter.
17 | Adjacent parking spaces | ZO 5.5.3.C.ii.p = <15 spaces Met
in one row
18 | Parking space length | ZO 5.3.2 19’ Met
19 | Parking space Width | ZO 5.3.2 9 Met
20 | Parking space front curb height | ZO 4” shown in Not Met 6” curb required in front of
5.3.2 details 19’ parking spaces.
21  Accessible parking — number | ADA 1required, 2 = Met
proposed
22 | Accessible parking — size | ADA Not Inconclusive ' Dimension width of
dimensioned accessible aisle and spaces.
23  Number of Van-accessible space | ADA 1required,1 = Met
proposed
24 | Bicycle parking
24a Requirement | ZO 5.16.1 None N/A
required,
none
proposed
24b Location | ZO 5.16.1 - N/A
24c Clear path from Street | ZO 5.16.1 - N/A
24d Height of rack | ZO 5.16.5.B | - N/A
24e Other (Covered / Layout) | ZO 5.16.1, - N/A

Text Amendment 18.301

AECOM
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Memo

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS

No.
25

Item
Sidewalk — min 5’ wide | Master Plan

Sidewalk ramps | EDM 7.4 & R-28-K

Sidewalk — distance back of curb | EDM
74

Cul-De-Sac | O Figure VIII-F

EyeBrow | O Figure VIII-G

Turnaround | ZO 5.10

Any Other Comments:

SIGNING AND STRIPING

(\\[oR
32

33
34

40
41

42
43

AECOM

Item

Signing: Sizes | MMUTCD

Signing table: quantities and sizes

Signs 12” x 18” or smaller in size shall be
mounted on a galvanized 2 Ib. U-channel
post | MMUTCD

Signs greater than 12" x 18” shall be
mounted on a galvanized 3 Ib. or greater
U-channel post | MMUTCD

Sign bottom height of 7’ from final grade |
MMUTCD

Signing shall be placed 2’ from the face
of the curb or edge of the nearest
sidewalk to the near edge of the sign |
MMUTCD

FHWA Standard Alphabet series used for
all sign language | MMUTCD
High-Intensity Prismatic (HIP) sheeting to
meet FHWA retro-reflectivity | MMUTCD
Parking space striping notes

The international symbol for accessibility
pavement markings | ADA

Crosswalk pavement marking detail

Any Other Comments:

Proposed
5’ proposed

Indicated

No offset
provided

20’ radius,
20’ width

Proposed
Provided

Provided
Provided

Provided

Provided

Provided

Provided
Provided

Not provided
Not provided

Not provided

Compliance Remarks

Met The applicant could extend
the sidewalk for the full
length on the north side of
Avalon Drive.

Met Update R-28-J detail
included to the latest R-28-K
version.

Not Met A deviation will be
required for no offset.

N/A

N/A

Met

Compliance Remarks

Met

Met

Met

Met

Met

Met

Met

Met

Inconclusive Provide in future submittal.
Inconclusive @ Provide in future submittal.

Inconclusive Provide in future submittal.

Proposed “Do Not Block Sidewalk” signs shown on site plan
but not listed in sign quantities table.

Note: Hyperlinks to the standards and Ordinances are for reference purposes only, the applicant and City of Novi
to ensure referring to the latest standards and Ordinances in its entirety.
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Memo

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

Sincerely,
AECOM
f’?r)()”ﬂ" K. \)‘-‘ Ao & quamih Zlal
Paula K. Johnson, PE Saumil Shah, PMP
Senior Transportation Engineer Project Manager
AECOM
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FACADE REVIEW




Phone: (248) 880-6523
E-Mail: dnecci@drnarchitects.com
Web: drnarchitects.com

50850 Applebrooke Dr., Northville, MI 48167

March 4, 2025

Fagade Review Status Summary:

City of Novi Planning Department Approved, Section 9 Waiver Not Required
45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.
Novi, MI  48375- 3024

Re: FACADE ORDINANCE REVIEW
Camelot Parc Townhomes, PSLR, JSP25-02
Fagade Region: 1, Zoning District: RM-1,

Dear Ms. McBeth;

This facade review is based on the drawings by TRI Design Group, dated 1/7/25. The
maximum and minimum percentage of fagade materials required by the Facade Ordinance
is shown in the right-hand column. Materials in non-compliance, if any, are highlighted in
red. Colored renderings were provided. The Sample Board required by Section 5.15.4.D of
the Ordinance was not provided. The sample board should be provided prior to the Planning
Commission and/or City council meeting.

Horizontal Fiber Cement Siding is considered Wood Siding for the purpose of the Facade
Ordinance (Footnote 13). The Facade Ordinance allows up to 50% of this material on
buildings considered to be “residential style architecture” (Footnote 10). The proposed
buildings have sloped gable roofs, punched window openings, attached garages, and
individual entrances and are therefore considered residential style architecture with respect
to the Facade Ordinance.

Ordinance
3-Plex Front Left Right Rear Maximum
(Minimum)
Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% | 100% (30% Min)
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%
Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%
Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%
Ordinance
4-Plex Front Left Right Rear Maximum
(Minimum)
Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% | 100% (30% Min)
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%
Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%
Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%
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Ordinance
5-Plex Front Left Right Rear Maximum
(Minimum)
Brick & Stone 32% 87% 87% 35% | 100% (30% Min)
Fiber Cement Panels, Vertical Pattern 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Fiber Cement Panels - Horizontal Pattern 10% 5% 5% 17% 50%
Shake Siding 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Trim 3% 3% 3% 3% 10%
Asphalt shingles 44% 5% 5% 45% 50%

Facade Ordinance (Section 5.15) - As shown above all facades are in full compliance
with the Fagcade Ordinance. A sample board indicating the proposed colors and textures of
all facade materials should be provided prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

PSLR Ordinance (Section 3.21) ((;ZT?;?)

Ci Maximum Height 35', 2.5 Stories YES
C.11.a(1) |Front Fagade Offsets, 4' every 50' YES
C.11.a(2) |Pedestrain entrance on front and rear facade, not greater than 60' YES
C.11.a(3) |Pedestrain entracces recessed 4' min. w/ covered porch, YES
C.11.b(1) |Gable and hip roof lines YES
C.11.b(2) |Roofs feaures to reduce roofing material to 70% max. YES
C.11.b(3) |Minimum roof slope of 6:12 with gutters and downspouts YES
C.11.b(4) [Roof material; shingles, slate, metal, etc. YES
C.11.b(5) |Solar colercors allowed but not required. YES
C.11.c(1) [Windows divided lite, 6 SF max. YES
C.11.c(2) |Windows 15' max. width, 2' separation YES
C.11.c(3) [Window trim; moldings or shutters YES

Complies with the Facade Ordinance Section 5.15, except flat metal, standing
C.11.d |seam, spandrel glass, display glass, EIFS, granite, marble and C-brick are not YES

allowed.

Planned Suburban Low-Rise Ordinance (Section 3.21) — Section 3.21.C of the
Ordinance sets additional requirements for buildings in the PLSR District. As shown above
the proposed facades substantially comply with the PLSR Ordinance requirements.
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Notes to the Applicant:

1. Inspections — The Fagade Ordinance requires inspection(s) for all projects. Materials
displayed on the approved sample board will be compared to materials delivered to
the site. It is the applicant’s responsibility to request the inspection of each 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/CommDev/OnlinelnspectionPortal.asp.

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

Sincerely,

chitects PC

/
)

% /(/,Z&o

a:—R. Necci, AIA
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FIRE REVIEW




CITY COUNCIL

Mayor
Justin Fischer

Mayor Pro Tem
Laura Marie Casey

Dave Staudt
Brian Smith
Ericka Thomas
Matt Heintz

Priya Gurumurthy

Clty Manager
Victor Cardenas

Director of Public Safety
Chilef of Police
Erick W. Zinser

Fire Chief
John B. Martin

Asslstant Chlef of Police
Scott R. Baetens

Asslstant Fire Chlef
Todd Seog

Novi Public Safety Administration
45125 Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375
248.348.7100

248.347.0590 fax

cityofnovi.org

February 25, 2025

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

RE: Camelotf Parc Townhomes

PSP# 24-0004

Project Description:

Build a 6 multi-tenant building off Wixom Rd & Stonebrook.

Comments:

All fire hydrants MUST be installed and operational prior to
any combustible material is brought on site. IFC 2015 3312.1
For new buildings and existing buildings, you MUST comply
with the International Fire Code Section 510 for Emergency
Radio Coverage. This shall be completed by the time the
final inspection of the fire alarm and fire suppression
permits.

Fire apparatus access drives to and from buildings through
parking lots shall have a minimum fifty (50) feet outside
turning radius and designed to support a minimum of thirty-
five (35) tons. (D.C.S. Sec 11-239(b)(5))

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

(Fire Prevention Ord.)

The ability to serve at least two thousand (2,000) gallons per
minute in  single-family detached residential; three
thousand (3,000) gallons per school areas; and at least four
thousand (4,000) gallons per minute in office, industrial and
shopping centers is essential. (D.C.S. Sec.11-68(a))

Fire hydrant spacing shall be measured as “hose laying
distance” from fire apparatus. Hose laying distance is the
distance the fire apparatus travels along improved access
routes between hydrants or from a hydrant fo a structure.
Hydrants shall be spaced approximately three hundred
(300) feet apart online in commercial, industrial, and
multiple-residential areas. In cases where the buildings
within developments are fully fire suppressed, hydrants shall
be no more than five hundred (500) feet apart. The spacing
of hydrants around commercial and/or industrial
developments shall be considered as individual cases
where special circumstances exist upon consultation with
the fire chief. (D.C.S. Sec. 11-68 (f)(1)c)



Recommendation:
Approved with Conditions

Sincerely,

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

cc: file



APPLICANT RESPONSE LETTERS




¢S ATWELL
1 2

ONE COMPANY.
INFINITE SOLUTIONS.

August 6, 2025

Lindsay Bell, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile

Novi, MI 48375

Re:

Camelot Parc Townhomes — PSLR Review - JSP 25-02

Dear Ms. Bell:

Please accept the revised PLSR Submittal for the proposed Camelot Parc Townhomes development. This
package has been prepared to address the applicable City concerns as they pertain to the PSLR Concept
stage, with comment responses provided below. Items identified to be addressed during site plan will
be addressed at that time.

Planning Review Comments — Lindsay Bell, AICP —July 10, 2025

Ordinance Deviations

1.

For permanent lighting installations, the maximum Correlated Color Temperature shall be
3000 Kelvin. The lighting plan shows proposed fixtures are 4000K. The applicant should specify
3000K fixtures, or request a deviation with sufficient justification. (ZO Sec. 5.7.3.F)

Response: The photometric plan has now been revised to 3000K color temperature on the
photometric plan.

Lack of a 25-foot wetland buffer north of Avalon Drive. This is conditionally supported by
staff as the applicant has proposed signage as visual protection for the wetland between Avalon
Drive and the buildings is proposed. Wetland buffers are meant to remain in a natural, un-
mowed state in order to protect the wetland from surface water run-off and pollutants. The
applicant should also propose plantings in this wetland buffer, such as bushes, that would
discourage mowing. See Wetland Review for more specific comments. (Sec. 3.6.2.M)

Response: Shrubs have been added along the wetland boundary as added protection and
delineation of the wetland. See responses below for further detail.

ADDITIONAL REVIEW COMMENTS

3.

The applicant has included a proposed Road Maintenance Plan on Sheet 11 for Stonebrook Drive.
The plan calculates a contribution for the proposed Camelot Parc toward Stonebrook Drive
maintenance costs based on the length of the road, percentage of road used to access Camelot
Drive, and the total number of units for each development. As Stonebrook Drive is a private road
owned by Villas at Stonebrook HOA, the applicant should meet with them to discuss proposed



road maintenance agreement with them. Any cost sharing agreement would be a private
agreement between the two entities.

Response: Acknowledged. The developer has previously met with the HOA to discuss road
maintenance and plans to reconnect with them again prior to the Planning Commission
meeting, as suggested.

Planning Review Chart Comments
1. PSLR Agreement and Concept Plan must be approved by the City Council after recommendation
by Planning Commission.

Response: Acknowledged.
2. Special Land use permit required.
Response: Acknowledged.
3. Building north of the drive will be within remaining wetland buffer.

Response: It is not feasible to adjust the layout to provide the full 25’ buffer from existing
wetland locations. Instead, alternative visual signage has been provided on sheet 4 to
enhance protection of the existing natural features on site as well as shrub plantings on the
landscape plan.

4. Suggest additional benches around the walking path.

Response: Two benches have been added adjacent to the walking path. A detail is shown on
sheet L-1.

5. Could reduce spaces to 8 each with 8" access to recover a couple feet of pavement.

Response: The standard of spaces being 8’ wide with 8’ access is acknowledged. If the
reduction is beneficial to the design, it will be applied during engineering design.

6. Mounting height not found on photometric plan.
Response: The mounting height has been added to the photometric plan.
7. Provide information to verify compliance in fixture chart for each type.
Response: Each fixture has been changed to 3000K in the photometric plan table.

Landscape Review Comments — Rick Meader, LA —July 3, 2025

General Notes

1. A 25-foot wetland buffer is not provided in many cases as is required. This requires a landscape
deviation. It would not be supported by staff unless additional protection is provided for the
wetlands. Please add signage along the curbs and behind the building to protect the wetland.

Response: Signage is provided and the signs have been modified per the example provided.



2. Please also add a line of large wetland shrubs such as chokeberry along the edge of the wetland

behind and along the sides of the building with units 19-22 to provide a better buffer for the wetland.

Response: A row of shrubs has been added to the wetland edge adjacent to units 19-22.

LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART

The lack of a 25-foot wetland buffer between the interior drive/parking and Units 19-22 requires a
deviation. This is especially concerning along the drive where road salt could negatively impact the
wetland. It would not be supported by staff as currently shown.

Response: Wetland protection has been enhanced in the areas where the 25-foot wetland buffer
is being encroached. Protective fencing, signage, plant boarder, and native seed mix has been
added as described below.

Below is a list of items to address:

e Add protective fencing for the wetlands to the removal plans.

e Add signs such as the example shown below to protect the wetlands from encroachment and
unsupported activities. They should be placed every 100 feet behind the curbs and building.

e Plant a border of large wetland shrubs such as chokeberry along the edge of the wetland as a
buffer between the building and the wetland.

e Use a native seed mix on the slopes between the curb and wetland.

Response: Silt fence has been added around the limits of disturbance next to the wetlands on the
removal plans. The wetland protection area signs have been revised to include “no mowing, no
herbicides, no fertilizers”. The signs are placed behind buildings, curbs, and pathway at an interval
not greater than 100-ft. Shrubs have been added adjacent to units 19-22 and a native seed mix
will be provided between the curb and wetland north of Avalon Drive.

Please add soils boundaries and symbols to sheet 2.
Response: The soils boundaries and symbols have been added to the existing conditions plan.

Please move the clear vision zone for the Stonebrook Drive entrance back per the illustration below
(it should be at the ROW line, not the back of curb).

Response: The clear vision zone has been moved to the right-of-way. See the layout plan.

Multi-family Residential Landscaping

1

Sub-canopy deciduous trees — please correct the calculation per the ordinance requirement (1 tree
per 20-If, not 25-If) and add the extra subcanopy tree.

Response: An additional sub-canopy tree has been added.

Please indicate snow deposit areas.

Response: A snow deposit note is located in the “notes” on sheet L-1.



3. The proposed canopy street trees appear to be under the overhead lines. Please check this and use
subcanopy trees if necessary, and if there is room for them.

Response: The proposed Wixom Road canopy trees are planted no closer than 25’ to the existing
overhead lines.

Mergent, Inc Review Comments — Jason DeMoss, PWS — July 10, 2025

Woodland Review Comments

1. Either a separate sheet or details should be added to Sheet 3 showing the final development plans in
conjunction with trees that will remain on-site. Based on Davey Resource Group’s January 10, 2023
review, trees such as Tree 9688 are within the regulated woodland. Based on the location of the
woodland fence (see Comment 9), it is assumed the critical root zone of this and other trees will be
impacted and should be reflected in the count of trees to be impacted even if they remain. Therefore,
tree replacement calculations should be updated to reflect impacts to the critical root zone of
regulated woodland trees.

Response: The layout has been added to the removal plan and grayed out. The critical root zone
trees were looked at in detail. Trees 9596, 9603, 9676, and 9688 are within the influence of
proposed pavement or proposed building excavation zones and have been added to the woodland
replacement calculations. All other trees only have minor fills over a small portion of the root
zone and are not expected to be impacted by the activity.

2. Sheet L-1 should be updated to reflect the number of replacements listed on Sheet 10. Note that not
all removals of trees on-site are of regulated trees.

Response: L-1 has been updated to reflect 53 required replacement trees.
3. Proposed developments should be displayed in conjunction with trees to remain.

Response: The layout has been added to the removal plan and grayed out. Trees to remain can
also be clearly seen with the proposed development on the landscape plans.

4. Itisrequested that tree protection fence be added around and within the five-foot gravel path to the
maximum extent practicable to ensure trees will not be accidentally impacted by light machinery
when delivering and placing the gravel for the proposed path. Additionally, the footprint of the
proposed path should be displayed in conjunction with the trees to remain post-development.

Response: Tree protection fence has been added around the gravel path within the wooded area.

5. The wetland type (classification) should be added to the table on Sheet 7. An update to the previous
wetland delineation may affect the impact amounts listed.

Response: The wetland classification (emergent, scrub, forested) has been added to the table on
sheet 7.

6. The applicant will be impacting 4,483 square feet of forested wetland. It is requested that at least
8,966 square feet (0.21 acre) of the proposed mitigation on-site be a forested wetland and meet the
performance standards in Attachment B.

Response: Mitigation design will be coordinated with the city and EGLE during the permitting
process.

7. Due to the extensive proposed loss of wetland buffer along the southern remaining wetland area, it
is requested that the applicant perform environmental enhancement along the southern portion of
the remaining wetland (see screenshot below). The applicant should plant at least three different



species of wetland rated shrubs throughout the southern boundary of the wetland. This will allow a
small separation from the wetland and the proposed development. Additionally, it will deter any
accidental mowing of the wetlands and remaining buffer areas. Shrubs could include three of the
following species:

Buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis)

Swamp Rose (Rosa palustris)

Winterberry Holly (/lex verticillata)

Silky Dogwood (Cornus amomum)

Northern Spicebush (Lindera benzoin)

Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus sericea or C. stolonifera)
Black Chokeberry (Aronia melanocarpa)
Meadowsweet (Spiraea alba)

Common Elderberry (Sambucus canadensis)

Response: These shrubs are provided as requested in the review snippet. The area north of the
Avalon curb to the wetland edge will be planted with a native seed mix.

8. Portions of the wetland may become disconnected by the placement of fill throughout the site. It is
requested that wetland equalizer culverts or similar structures be placed beneath roads that allow
the wetlands on-site to remain connected. Specifically in the locations circled below.

Response: Hydraulic connections and flow routes will be reviewed during engineering design.

9. The Applicant is encouraged to provide wetland conservation easements for any areas of remaining
wetland and 25-foot wetland buffer. The Applicant shall provide wetland conservation easements as
directed by the City of Novi Community Development Department for any areas of proposed wetland
mitigation areas (if necessary). This language shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review. The
executed easement must be returned to the City Attorney within 60 days of the issuance of the City of
Novi Wetland Use Permit.

Response: The PSLR and Site Plan, along with the proposed development signage and enhanced
plantings, should be more than adequate documentation and identification for the preservation
of these natural areas without the need to create further conservation easement documentation.
No additional developments are proposed for the site nor are any connections to adjacent
properties that would impact these remaining features.

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation with respect to this project. Please feel free to contact
us with any questions or concerns at (248) 447-2000.

Sincerely,
ATWELL, LLC

/ /_\__'
é ,

Jared Kime, PE
Project Manager
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! Ti Assessment « Remediation « Compliance 10448 Citation Drive, Suite 100

Restoration * Incentives Brighton, MI 48116
EnviRoNMENTAL 800 395.ASTI
Fax: 810.225.3800
www.asti-env.com
Sent Via Email Only
May 2, 2025
Ashok Gudi

Avalon Investment Group LLC
1137 Prescott Drive
Rochester Hills, Ml 48309

RE: Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Assessment with GPS Survey,
Northeast of Wixom Road and Stonebrook (Parcel ID 22-17-300-019)
City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan
ASTI File No. A25-0628.00

Dear Ashok Gudi:

On April 30, 2025, ASTI Environmental (ASTI) conducted a site investigation to
delineate wetland boundaries on the above-referenced property located within
the City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan (Subject Property). One wetland
likely regulated by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and
Energy (EGLE) and the City of Novi (City) was found within the Subject Property
(Figure 1 — GPS-Surveyed Wetland Boundaries). Wetland and watercourse
boundaries, as depicted on Figure 1, were located using a professional grade,
hand-held Global Positioning System unit (GPS).

SUPPORTING DATA AND MAPPING

The USDA Web Soil Survey (WSS), the National Wetland Inventory Map (NWI),
EGLE Wetlands Map Viewer web site, and digital aerial photographs were all
used to support the wetland delineation and subsequent regulatory status
determination. The NWI and EGLE maps indicated the presence of wetland in
the northern and eastern portions of the Subject Property.

The WSS indicates the Subject Property is comprised of the soil complexes
shown in Table 1 below:



AT

ENvIRONMENTAL
Table 1 — Subject Property Soils
Hydric Soil
Subject Property Soil Complexes per the WSS
(YES or No)
Marlette sandy loam (1-6% slopes) No
Capac sandy loam (0-4% slopes) No
Brookston and Colwood loams YES
Houghton and Adrian mucks YES
FINDINGS

ASTI investigated the Subject Property for the presence of any lakes, ponds,
wetlands, and watercourses. This work is based on MCL 324 Part 301 (Inland
Lakes and Streams) and Part 303 (Wetland Protection), as well as the City of
Novi’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 12 — Drainage and Flood Damage
Prevention, Article V, Wetlands and Watercourse Protection (Article V). In
addition to those resources regulated by EGLE, the City also regulates isolated
(non-contiguous) wetlands from two to five acres in size and those wetlands less
than two acres in size if determined to be essential to the preservation of the
natural resources of the City. In some circumstances the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) may also have jurisdiction of wetlands or watercourses; this
is not the case with your site.

The delineation protocol used by ASTI for this delineation is based on the US
Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetland Delineation Manual, 1987, the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineer Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest
Region, and related guidance/documents, as appropriate. Wetland vegetation,
hydrology, and soils were used to locate the wetland boundaries.

One wetland was found on the Subject Property, as discussed below.

Wetland A

Wetland A is an emergent, scrub/shrub, and forested wetland located throughout
the Subject Property. Wetland A is 2.75 acres in size on-site and continues off-
site to the east (Figure 1). Vegetation within Wetland A was dominated by silver
maple (Acer saccharinum), swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor), green ash
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica), common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), sandbar
willow (Salix interior), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), common reed
(Phragmites australis), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), moneywort
(Lysimachia nummularia), and swamp agrimony (Agrimonia parviflora). Soils
within Wetland A were comprised of loams to loamy sands and are considered
hydric because the criteria for depleted below dark surface, depleted matrix,
redox dark surface, and redox depressions were met. Indicators of wetland

Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Assessment

Northeast of Wixom Road and Stonebrook (Parcel ID 22-17-300-019)

City of Novi, Oakland County, Michigan

ASTI File No. A25-0628.00 Page 2 of 4
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hydrology observed within Wetland A included surface water, a high-water table,
saturation, and oxidized rhizospheres on living roots.

Dominant vegetation observed within the upland adjacent to Wetland A included
sugar maple (Acer saccharum), black cherry (Prunus serotina), autumn olive
(Elaeagnus umbellata), Japanese rose (Rosa multiflora), gray dogwood (Cornus
racemosa), green ash, tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima), wild carrot (Daucus
carota), wild strawberry (Fragaria virginiana), Kentucky bluegrass (Poa
pratensis), yarrow (Achillea millefolium), and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus
guinquefolia). Upland soils were comprised of loam and sandy clay, and no
evidence of wetland hydrology was observed.

It is ASTI's opinion that Wetland A is regulated by EGLE under Part 303 and by
the City of Novi under Article V because it is a portion of a larger wetland
complex that extends off-site to the east that is greater than five acres in size.
Field observations and aerial photographs were used to estimate the size of the
off-site wetland complex contiguous with Wetland A.

Wetland Flagaging
Wetland boundaries were marked in the field with pink pin flags and/or day-glow
pink and black striped flagging with the following flagging numbers:

Wetland A:  A-1 through A-59

SUMMARY

Based upon the data, criteria, and evidence noted above, it is ASTI’s
professional opinion that the Subject Property includes one wetland (Wetland A)
regulated by EGLE under the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Act (1994 P.A. 451), Part 303 Wetland Protection and the City of Novi under
Article V. However, please note that EGLE has the final authority on the extent
of regulated wetlands, lakes, and streams in the State of Michigan, and the City
of Novi has the final authority of wetlands within the City limits. Any proposed
impact to the areas that ASTI has identified as regulated will require a permit
from EGLE and the City prior to any wetland impacts.

It should also be noted that the City requires a 25-foot setback from regulated
wetlands and watercourses. Additionally, the City has a woodland protection
ordinance that regulates trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 8 inches
or greater within regulated woodlands and all trees with a DBH of 36 inches or
greater within the City of Novi.

Attached are Figure 1, which shows the GPS-surveyed locations of wetland
flagging within the Subject Property and completed US Army Corps of Engineers

Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Assessment
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(USACE) Wetland Data Forms. Please note that the data sheet numbers match
the data collection sampling points shown on Figure 1.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project. Please let us know if

we can be of any further assistance in moving your project forward.

Cordially,

ASTI ENVIRONMENTAL

— \ B
4 / “\./
L/
Shane Jennings Kyle Hottinger
Wetland Ecologist Wetland Ecologist
Professional Wetland Scientist #2927
Attachments: Figure 1 — GPS-Surveyed Wetland Boundaries

Completed USACE Wetland Data Forms
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)

Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: UP1
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Slope Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex
Slope (%): 1-2  Lat: 42.486139 Long: -83.532924 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Capac sandy loam NWI classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation_ , Soil____, orHydrology ____significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_, Soil_____, orHydrology_____ naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

Remarks:

Upland adjacent to Wetland A. Located in the northeastern portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. None Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 8 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
=Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 25.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 151t )
1. Elaeagnus umbellata 25 Yes UPL Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Rosa multiflora 10 Yes FACU Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. Cornus foemina 10 Yes FAC OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. Malus pumila 5 No UPL FACW species 0 X2= 0
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

50 =Total Cover FACU species 45 x4 = 180
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 45 x5= 225
1. Solidago altissima 15 Yes FACU Column Totals: 110 (A) 465 (B)
2. Daucus carota 15 Yes UPL Prevalence Index = B/A = 4.23
3. Fragaria virginiana 10 Yes FACU
4. Poa pratensis 10 Yes FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. Achillea millefolium 10 Yes FACU ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. ___2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. ___3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ___Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

60 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes No X

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

ENG FORM 6116-7, JUL 2018 Midwest — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: UP1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 4/3 100 Loamy/Clayey loam
8-14 10YR 4/2 100 Loamy/Clayey loam
14-20 10YR 4/2 65 10YR 5/4 30 C M Loamy/Clayey Distinct redox concentrations
10YR 5/6 5 C M Prominent redox concentrations

sandy clay

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)
___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___ Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
—__2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

___Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)
____Stripped Matrix (S6)

___ Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___Depleted Matrix (F3)
___Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

___Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___ Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
___Saturation (A3)
____Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
____ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
___Iron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

____Aquatic Fauna (B13)

____True Aquatic Plants (B14)

____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ____ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Geomorphic Position (D2)
___FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

(includes capillary fringe)

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

ENG FORM 6116-7, JUL 2018

Midwest — Version 2.0



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET — Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)
Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: uP2
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Slope Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex
Slope (%): 3 Lat: 42.485834 Long: -83.534345 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Brookston and Colwood loams NWI classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation  , Soil __, orHydrology __significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_ , Soil_____, orHydrology____naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

Remarks:

Upland adjacent to Wetland A in the western portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Acer saccharum 60 Yes FACU Number of Dominant Species That
2. Prunus serotina 10 No FACU Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 6 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

70 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 16.7% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft )
1. Prunus serotina 10 Yes FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Ligustrum vulgare 5 Yes FACU Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 10 X2= 20
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

15 =Total Cover FACU species 105 x4 = 420
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Rosa multiflora 10 Yes FACU Column Totals: 115 (A) 440 (B)
2. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 3.83
3. Parthenocissus quinquefolia 10 Yes FACU
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. ____2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. ____3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

30 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. None Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes No X

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

ENG FORM 6116-7, JUL 2018 Midwest — Version 2.0




SOIL

Sampling Point: upP2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 3/3 100 Loamy/Clayey
14-20 10YR 3/4 95 10YR 5/4 5 C Loamy/Clayey Faint redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

___Histosol (A1) ___Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
___Histic Epipedon (A2) ____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Black Histic (A3) ____Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Dark Surface (S7)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___2cm Muck (A10) ___Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___Depleted Matrix (F3)

___Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

___Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,

___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) ___Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___ Surface Water (A1) ____Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
____High Water Table (A2) ____Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___Saturation (A3) ____True Aquatic Plants (B14) ____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

____Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
____ Drift Deposits (B3)

____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ____Geomorphic Position (D2)

___Iron Deposits (B5) ____Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ____ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)

Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: UP3
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave
Slope (%): 3-4  Lat: 42.485242 Long: -83.533451 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Capac sandy loam NWI classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation_ , Soil____, orHydrology ____significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_, Soil_____, orHydrology_____ naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

Remarks:

Upland located in the south-central portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Populus deltoides 20 Yes FAC Number of Dominant Species That
2. Juglans nigra 10 Yes FACU Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 7 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

30 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 28.6% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 151t )
1. Elaeagnus umbellata 30 Yes UPL Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Pyrus calleryana 10 Yes UPL Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. Lonicera tatarica 10 Yes FACU OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 40 X2= 80
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

50 =Total Cover FACU species 30 x4 = 120
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 40 x5= 200
1. Phragmites australis 40 Yes FACW Column Totals: 130 (A) 460 (B)
2. Solidago altissima 10 Yes FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.54
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. ___2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. ___3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ___Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

50 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes No X

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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SOIL Sampling Point: UP3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 4/4 100 Loamy/Clayey
6-13 10YR 4/3 95 10YR 4/6 5 C M Loamy/Clayey Distinct redox concentrations
13-20 10YR 4/2 90 10YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2| ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Histosol (A1) ____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___Histic Epipedon (A2) ____Sandy Redox (S5) ____Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___Stripped Matrix (S6) ___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___Dark Surface (S7) ___Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___Stratified Layers (A5) ____Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___Other (Explain in Remarks)

___2cm Muck (A10) ___Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___Depleted Matrix (F3)

___Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___Redox Dark Surface (F6) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present,
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) ____Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes  No_ X

Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___Surface Water (A1) ____Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

____High Water Table (A2) ____Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___Drainage Patterns (B10)

____Saturation (A3) ____True Aquatic Plants (B14) ____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Water Marks (B1) ____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Sediment Deposits (B2) ____Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____ Drift Deposits (B3) ____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ____Geomorphic Position (D2)

___Iron Deposits (B5) ___Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) __ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ____ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET — Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)
Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: WT1
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave
Slope (%): 1-2  Lat: 42.486555 Long: -83.533121 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Capac sandy loam NWI classification: PEM1A
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation  , Soil __, orHydrology __significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_ , Soil_____, orHydrology____naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

Associated with scrub/shrub portion of Wetland A in the northern portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. None Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 4 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
=Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft )
1. Salix interior 60 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Cephalanthus occidentalis 10 No OBL Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 20 x1= 20
4. FACW species 95 X2= 190
5 FAC species 0 x3= 0

70 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Phalaris arundinacea 25 Yes FACW Column Totals: 115 (A) 210 (B)
2. Phragmites australis 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.83
3. Lythrum salicaria 10 Yes OBL
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2 - Dominance Test is >50%
7. _X_3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

45 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. None Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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SOIL

Sampling Point: WT1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-20 10YR 3/1 85 10YR 4/6 15 C PL/M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)
___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___ Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
—__2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

___Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)
____Stripped Matrix (S6)

___ Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_X_Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

___Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_X_Surface Water (A1)
_X_High Water Table (A2)
_X_Saturation (A3)
____Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
____ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
___Iron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

____Aquatic Fauna (B13)

____True Aquatic Plants (B14)

____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

_X_Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

___Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Geomorphic Position (D2)
_X_FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes X
Water Table Present? Yes X
Saturation Present? Yes X

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No Depth (inches): 10
No Depth (inches): 8

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET — Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)

Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: WT2
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave
Slope (%): 1-2  Lat: 42.485761 Long: -83.534121 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Brookston and Colwood loams NWI classification: NAD 83
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation  , Soil __, orHydrology __significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_ , Soil_____, orHydrology____naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

Associated with forested portion of Wetland A in the southwestern portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Acer saccharinum 40 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Quercus bicolor 30 Yes FACW Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 7 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 7 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

70 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Quercus bicolor 10 Yes FACW Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. Rhamnus cathartica 10 Yes FAC OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 140 X2= 280
5 FAC species 10 x3= 30

40 =Total Cover FACU species 5 x4 = 20
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Lysimachia nummularia 30 Yes FACW Column Totals: 155 (A) 330 (B)
2. Agrimonia parviflora 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 213
3. Parthenocissus quinquefolia 5 No FACU
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2 - Dominance Test is >50%
7. _X_3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

45 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. None Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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SOIL

Sampling Point: WT2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 3/2 90 10YR 5/4 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Distinct redox concentrations
8-14 10YR 4/2 80 10YR 3/6 20 C PL/M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations
14-20 10YR 5/2 70 10YR 5/6 20 C M Sandy Prominent redox concentrations
10YR 3/2 10 MS M loamy sand

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
_ Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
" 2 cm Muck (A10)
“X_Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
~__Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7)

: Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)

X Redox Dark Surface (F6)
: Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_X_Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
____Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes X No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required

. check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___Surface Water (A1)

____High Water Table (A2)

_X_Saturation (A3)

____Water Marks (B1)

___Sediment Deposits (B2)

____ Drift Deposits (B3)

____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

___Iron Deposits (B5)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

____Aquatic Fauna (B13)

____True Aquatic Plants (B14)

____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

_X_Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
___Thin Muck Surface (C7)

____Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___Drainage Patterns (B10)
____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Geomorphic Position (D2)
_X_FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes X

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 12

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes X

No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers OMB Control #: 0710-0024, Exp:11/30/2024
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET — Midwest Region Requirement Control Symbol EXEMPT:
See ERDC/EL TR-10-16; the proponent agency is CECW-CO-R (Authority: AR 335-15, paragraph 5-2a)

Project/Site: Northeast of Wixom Rd and Stonebrook Dr. City/County: Novi, Oakland Co. Sampling Date:  4/30/2025
Applicant/Owner: Avalon Investment Group LLC State: Ml Sampling Point: WT3
Investigator(s): ASTI - SPJ Section, Township, Range: Sec. 17, TO1N, RO8E
Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave
Slope (%): 1-2  Lat: 42.485825 Long: -83.532571 Datum: NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Water NWI classification: PEM1Ad
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation  , Soil __, orHydrology __significantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X  No__
Are Vegetation_ , Soil_____, orHydrology____naturally problematic?  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

Associated with emergent portion of Wetland A in the southeastern portion of the property.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. None Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 2 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
=Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft )
1. Salix interior 20 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 65 X2= 130
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

20 =Total Cover FACU species 10 x4 = 40
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5ft ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Phragmites australis 35 Yes FACW Column Totals: 75 (A) 170 (B)
2. Phalaris arundinacea 10 No FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.27
3. Solidago altissima 10 No FACU
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2 - Dominance Test is >50%
7. _X_3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. ____4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

55 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. None Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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SOIL Sampling Point: ~ WT3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc? Texture Remarks
0-11 10YR 5/2 85 10YR 5/6 15 C PL/M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations
11-20 10YR 5/2 70 10YR 5/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

10YR 3/6 10 C PL/M Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___Histosol (A1) ___Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___Histic Epipedon (A2) ____Sandy Redox (S5) ___Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

___ Black Histic (A3) ____Stripped Matrix (S6) ___Red Parent Material (F21)

____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Dark Surface (S7) ___Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___2cm Muck (A10) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

|| |

___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)

___Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present,
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) _X_Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ X  No__

Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ____Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

____High Water Table (A2) ____Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

_X_Saturation (A3) ____True Aquatic Plants (B14) ____Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

____Water Marks (B1) ____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Sediment Deposits (B2) _X_ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
____ Drift Deposits (B3) ____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

____Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ____Geomorphic Position (D2)

___Iron Deposits (B5) ____Thin Muck Surface (C7) _X_FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

____Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No X Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes X No Depth (inches): 9 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

SEPTEMBER 10, 2025 EXCERPT




PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
September 10, 2025 7:00 PM

Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center
45175 Ten Mile Road, Novi, M| 48375 (248) 347-0475

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.

ROLL CALL

Present: Chair Pehrson, Member Lynch, Member Dismondy, Member Avdoulos, Member
Roney

Absent Excused: Member Verma

Staff: Elizabeth Saarela, City Atftorney; Lindsay Bell, Senior Planner; Rick Meader,
Landscape Architect; Humna Anjum, Project Engineer

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

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Motion made by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Avdoulos to approve the September 10,
2025 Planning Commission Agenda.

VOICE VOTE ON MOTION TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 10, 2025 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MOVED
BY MEMBER LYNCH AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS. Motion carried 5-0.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Chair Pehrson invited members of the audience who wished to address the Planning Commission during
the first audience participation to come forward. Seeing no one, Chair Pehrson closed the first public
audience participation.

CORRESPONDENCE
There was not any correspondence.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
There were no Committee reports.

CITY PLANNER REPORT
There was no City Planner report.

CONSENT AGENDA - REMOVALS AND APPROVALS
There were no consent agenda removals or approvals.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. JSP25-02 CAMELOT PARC TOWNHOMES
Public hearing at the request of Avalon Park Development, LLC, for recommendation to the City
Council for Concept Plan approval under the Planned Suburban Low Rise Overlay provisions. The




subject property is located on the east side of Wixom Road, north of Eleven Mile Road (Section
17). The applicant is proposing 22 townhome units in five two-story buildings.

Senior Planner Lindsay Bell stated the subject property is located east of Wixom Road, south of Grand
River Avenue and the Novi Promenade shopping center, and north of Stonebrook Drive in Section 17 of
the City. The site is currently zoned R-1 Single Family with a Planned Suburbban Low-Rise overlay. The overlay
is denoted by the blue boundary and angled hatch on the Zoning Map.

The property on the north-west is zoned the same, with |-1 light industrial on the northeast, -2 General
Industrial with PSLR to the east and south, and R-1 Single-family residential on the west side of Wixom Road.

The Future Land Use map shows Suburban Low Rise for this property and those adjacent to the north and
east. Community Commercial is shown to the north for the Novi Promenade retail center. Wildlife Woods
Park is south of Stonebrook Drive. Single family uses are shown west of Wixom Road.

Planner Bell stated the applicant is proposing Low-rise multiple family residential units utilizing the PSLR
overlay option which are otherwise not permitted under R-1. In the PSLR Overlay, low-rise multiple family
residential uses are permitted as a special land use up to 6.5 dwellings per acre. As stated in the
Ordinance: “The intent of the PSLR, Planned Suburban Low Rise Overlay district is to promote the
development of high-quality uses, such as low-density multiple family residential, office, quasi-public,
civic, educational, and public recreation facilities that can serve as transitional areas between low-
intensity detached one-family residential and higher intensity office and retail uses while protecting the
character of neighboring areas by encouraging high-quality development with single-family residential
design features that will promote residential character to the streetscape.” The PSLR district requires a
Development Agreement between the property owner and the City of Novi, which may be approved
by City Council following a recommendation from the Planning Commission. This is the same type of
development agreement that the Villas of Stonebrook was approved under.

The subject property has regulated woodlands and wetlands on the property. The applicant’'s wetland
report identified two other wetland areas that are not shown on the City's maps. A total area of 2.4 acres
are identified. Of those, 0.37 acre are being impacted. A mitigation area of 0.61 acre is proposed in the
northern portion of the site, which meets the City’'s wetland mitigation requirement. There are a total of
153 trees surveyed on site, 65 of which appear to be regulated woodland trees. 20 woodland trees,
approximately 30%, are proposed to be removed, with all required replacement tree credits to be paid
into the free fund. City of Novi wetland and woodland permits will be required for the proposed impacts.
Most of the trees along the existing berm on the southern property boundary are proposed to remain and
supplemented with additional plantings.

The applicant is proposing 22 for-sale townhome units in 5 two-story buildings. The subject property is
approximately 8.24 net acres, so the density is 2.7 dwelling units per acre. The concept plan indicates a
walking path through the preserved woodland area. The main enftry is through a driveway accessed from
Stonebrook Drive. A secondary emergency access is provided to the west connecting fo Wixom Road.
Sidewalk connections to Wixom Road and Stonebrook Drive are proposed.

Planner Bell stated the Planning Commission may recall that this property had previously been proposed
for a development a few years ago that included 46 apartment units in 3 buildings. One of the big
concerns at that time was the open parking areas. The current proposal eliminates much of the surface
parking by providing 2-car garages for each unif. The number of units has also been reduced by more
than half. The access easement to the property from Stonebrook Drive was a condition of approval in the
PSLR Agreement for the Villas at Stonebrook in order to limit the number of driveways with direct access
to Wixom Road, in the interest of safety.

Planning recommends approval as the plan is in general conformance with the Ordinance requirements
but would like to note that the design is deficient in active recreation areas to benefit future residents and
other benefits to the public. However, a significant area of the site is proposed to remain wetland and



woodland areas, which limits the ability to add more active recreation. Preservation of those areas in
conservation easements could be advised. Inclusion of benches for seating and a small trail loop are
provided, and proximity to off-site connections to the City’'s Wildlife Woods Park and trail networks make
up for passive and active recreation to some extent. The proposed layout minimizes the impact on natural
features compared to previous layouts that proposed more units.

Two landscape waivers are requested for the absence of a landscaped berm and street trees along
Wixom Road. These are supported by staff as providing the berm would require the removal of additional
woodland trees and wetland impacts, which already provide the infended screening. And the existing
pathway prevents planting of the street frees.

The City’'s facade consultant found the elevations provided are in conformance with the facade
ordinance. Fire does not have any objections and will review for conformance at the time of site plan
review.

All reviews are currently recommending approval with other items to be addressed with preliminary site
plan submittal. If the PSLR plan and Agreement is approved by City Council, the site plan would require
Planning Commission’s approval for special land Use, preliminary site plan, wetland permit, woodland
permit, and storm water management plan at a later fime.

The Planning Commission is asked tonight to recommend approval or denial of the Planned Suburban
Low-Rise (PSLR) Overlay Concept Plan to the City Council. The applicant Mr. Jim Polyzois and engineer
Jared Kime and their team would like to talk briefly about the project. As always, staff will be glad o
answer any questions you have for us, and our environmental consultant is also present.

Planner Bell stated the City Aftorney would like to say a few words.
City Attorney Beth Saarela requested through the Chair to give the background on the access drive.

Beth Saarela stated the access drive was a requirement of the Villas of Stonebrook and wiill also serve this
development. There is a public easement over the access drive to Wildlife Woods Park which allows
anyone in the general public to use it to access the park. It was stated there is an existing oil well to which
the owners of that site use the access drive to access therir site.

Beth Saarela stated the background on why this road exists is that the Villas of Stonebrook, like this
development, is a discretionary Planned Suburban Overlay Development. The Villas of Stonebrook is a
discrefionary development because it does not meet many of the standards of the City's Zoning
Ordinance. It was noted the development required ten deviations from the Zoning Ordinance in order to
be approved. Examples of the deviations include allowing buildings to front on approved private
driveway, modifications fo the front and side setbacks, reduction of the minimum distance between
buildings by five feet, allowance of full time access drives to be connected to a section line road, to allow
placement of street trees between the sidewalk and buildings, and several other deviations that do not
meet the standards of the Zoning Ordinance. If it doesn’t meet the standards of the Zoning Ordinance it
cannot be approved unless there is a discretionary opftion. Pulte was the developer of the Villas of
Stonebrook and utilized the Planned Suburban Overlay, which requires in exchange for deviations for the
development fo provide a public benefit. In order for there to be approval of a discretionary
development the developer must show a public benefit. For this development there was no public benefit
other than the granting of the public access road to the public park. The road is the only public benefit
of the development without which the development could not have been approved. It was also a
condition that the adjacent property would be required to use that same private driveway to access
Wixom Road so there would not be another cut ontfo Wixom Road for health, safety, and welfare
pPUrposes.

Chair Pehrson invited the applicant fo address the Planning Commission.



Jared Kime with Atwell stated approximately two years ago they came before the Planning Commission
for a recommendation of approval of a 46-unit apartment complex. Once that recommendation was
granted the project went before the City Council. Mr. Kime stated the City Council had different thoughts
on how this area of the City should be developed, primarily moving away from rental units and toward a
for sale product. He noted they listened to the City Council and retooled the layout. The project before
the Planning Commission this evening is a for-sale townhome product with private garages for each of
the residential units.

Mr. Kime stated the Villas of Stonebrook is to the east, Target borders the property to the north, and
Deerfield Elementary fo the south. He displayed a comparison of the existing and proposed conditions
and noted they have worked the development around existing conditions to preserve the natural
features as much as possible. The impacts to the woodlands and wetlands have been limited as much as
possible and all of the mitigation for the impacted wetlands is occurring on the site itself.

Next, Mr. Kime summarized several highlights of the plan features. He noted they are well below the
allowable density permitted on the site at 2.7 dwelling units per acre. The plan includes 22 units which is
less than half of where they were at previously with the rental unit layout. The proposal includes for sale
two-story townhomes with private garages. Addifionally, 2.69 acres of open space with walking paths
and trails along with bike racks is shown on the plan. From a fraffic standpoint, the number of peak hour
trips generated in both the A.M. and P.M. are well below the City’s thresholds to perform a formal traffic
study. He noted an update to the previous traffic study was completed to represent what those peak
hour trips would be. The study showed there are a total of seven trips in the A.M. peak hour and a total of
10 trips in the P.M. hour. With the recent completion of the Wixom Road project which installed the left
turn lane, there are no additional recommendations for the low amount of fraffic that will be generated
from the development.

Mr. Kime stated they recognize they are sharing and impacting a portion of the existing road that was
developed and belongs to the Villas of Stonebrook homeowners’' association. He stated they are
proposing a proportionate share confribution fowards the maintenance cost of Stonebrook Drive based
on length of road that is shared up to the Camelot Parc entrance and the proportionate share of units
that utilize the road. This equates to a 7% conftribution toward the maintenance cost of Stonebrook Drive,
which the developer is willing fo participate in an agreement with the Villas of Stonebrook homeowners'
association.

Mr. Kime touched on the architectural features of the buildings, noting four- and five-unit buildings are
shown on the site plan. The elevations reflect a range of architectural materials and textures utilizing
common residential products. He noted the fownhomes will be a typical two-story residential product.
Mr. Kime shared a rendering which illustrated the view of the townhomes that would be visible as you
drive down Stonebrook Drive. He noted the townhomes will not be towering and there is great screening.
A second overall view showed the connectivity to the ITC Corridor Trail through Wildlife Woods Park which
provides connectivity for active recreation. Mr. Kime thanked the Planning Commission and stated he
would be happy to answer any questions.

Chair Pehrson opened the public hearing and invited members of the audience who wished to speak fo
approach the podium.

Mr. Charles Bilyeu at 26548 Anchorage Court stated he is not opposed to development and was very
active in the prior proposal. He noted he would like to give the developer credit as they have made
significant improvements to what was proposed prior. However, there are still some significant
shortcomings. Firstly, at the last City Council meeting there was a lot of discussion regarding how much
involvement there was with Island Lake and Villas of Stonebrook. He stated there was not any involvement
with the surrounding communities. The developer has not reached out to either one of the associations.
Secondly, relating to the denisity, it was stated the density is sfill excessive for what the intent was of the
PSLR. If you look at what is being proposed with the buildings, there are still some things with the character
that do not match up with Island Lake or the Villas of Stonebrook. In particular the five-unit buildings are



not seen at Island Lake or Villas of Stonebrook. Island Lake is a combination of two-, three-, and four-unit
buildings. Villas of Stonebrook consists of two-unit buildings. This creates a lot more density in the area as
it is only five useable acres. They are trying to push as much as they can in there. This creates a lot of the
deviations they are asking the Planning Commission to approve. If they were to narrow this down and
simply make it four- and three-unit buildings, it would fit most of the code requirements and most of the
deviations would go away. He noted that is the direction that needs to be taken. Finally, it was stated
that this is being marketed as for sale fownhomes but there is no plan for what the governance or
oversight will be going forward. The neighboring communities all have strong oversight and governance.
Without a plan, do we have a series on townhomes where everyone is on their own to keep up with if,
what does this mean to the neighboring communities. In summary, Mr. Bilyeu stated this proposal is much
closer but is not where it needs to be. He stated the developer needs to come back and talk to the
neighboring communities, adjust the density, and fit the character of the PSLR.

Ms. Michelle Duprey at 48566 Windfall Road stated her presentation was done well in advance of the
developers’ comments this evening. At that fime the presentation was prepared it was not known that
the developer would be making a 7% confribution toward the road. With that being said, Mr. Duprey
stated that she has been a 40-year resident of the City of Novi and has seen many changes in the
development of the City. The Villas of Stonebrook offered a little bit of the idyllical setting that originally
was remembered as Novi being. It was stated this was a litfle piece of land that was peaceful without a
lot of fraffic. | oppose the Camelot Parc development as it stands today. While the changes made from
the previous submittal are appreciated the denisity is still too much for the lot size. However, the primary
concern is the use of the private road. History tells us that Pulte made an agreement with the City that
the road would provide the only entrance to Wildlife Park. Ms. Duprey stated the City took advantage of
Pulte’s offer. It was stated the pickleball courts have been so successful that the City has doubled the
number of courts and provided more parking spaces. There are also two baseball diamonds, two soccer
fields, and on any given weekend there is increased fraffic and a buzz of activity on Stonebrook Drive.
Traffic has increased threefold to the park with residents accessing the park through a private road that
is maintained by the Villas of Stonebrook. It was stated the residents are responsible for the wear, tear,
and maintenance of the private road. Asit is private, there is no police protection to enforce speed limits
or other safety issues. The lighting which paves the way to the park is paid for as well as maintenance of
the grassy areas and landscape which beautifies the road. Now the developers would like to use the
private road to accommodate the proposed Camelot Parc. There have been no formal talks to my
knowledge of shared responsibility. | believe it is only fair and right fo compensate the Villas of Stonebrook
for the use of the private road. The road is only 25 feet wide and can narrowly accommodate two cars
fraveling side by side. Earthmovers and constfruction traffic fraversing the narrow road will put an unfair
burden and responsibility on the residents of the Villas of Stonebrook. | would ask the developers to
consider the benefit of the private road and how they would like o be good neighbors in offering
assistance in the maintenance of the road. Mr. Duprey stated at this time she rejects the current proposal
due to the numerous road issues and the density on a small parcel of land.

Ms. Deborah Domke at 48801 Windfall Road stated there was an earlier version of this proposed
development in 2023/2024 called Avalon Park Apartments and the developer was Wixom Road
Development. The current 2025 version is called Camelot Parc Townhomes, and the developer is Avalon
Park Development. It was stated the foofprints of the two plans is identical. The area that was fo be
developed initially is the same area that is to be developed now. This means that the environmental
problems that we have been dealing with all along are still going to be there, such as frying to build in
the wetlands and woodlands. The reasons that the City Council denied essentially the same plan in
January of 2024 are the same reasons | believe you should deny the plan now. The PSLR Development
Agreement and the PSLR concept plan will not result in a substantial benefit to the ultimate users of the
project and to the community given the density and scope of improvements. In relation to the underlying
zoning the proposed type of density will place an undue burden upon the subject property, surrounding
land, nearby property owners, and the natural environment due to proposed impacts to existing
woodland and wetland natural features. In relation to the underlying zoning and the potential use as
contemplated in the City's Master Plan the proposed development will cause a negative impact upon
surrounding properties due to the proposed impacts on woodland and wetland natural features.



Ms. Domke stated there is an existing viable exit onto Wixom Road in the northwest corner of the property.
The white farmhouse to the north has two existing curb cuts onto Wixom Road, this southernmost curb cut
is not shown in the drawings. There is no need for an exit onto Stonebrook Drive that would involve cutting
a sixty-foot wide opening out of the ten-foot berm already present.

Mr. Marty Hannigan at 48744 Windfall Road stated he objects to the proposed concept plan. It was stated
the access easement dated August 7, 2023, was improperly created and wrongfully filed. Pulte was no
longer the developer of the Villas of Stonebrook as of March 1, 2023. Pulte’s construction and sales period
set forth in the Master Deed and condominium documents and the rights reserved to create an easement
expired on March 1, 2023. Therefore, Pulte could not have legally granted any access easement after
their rights had expired. It was stated the co-owners of the Villas of Stonebrook will now have to file a quiet
title action in circuit court if the property ftitle shall be cleared of this encumbrance. Additionally, the
location of Camelot Drive and the sixty-foot access easement for the road encroaches on the fifty-eight
feet of existing open space preservation easement that exists on our property. The preservation easement
was given to permanently protect the area from disturbance or destruction and shall be perpetually
preserved. The Camelot Drive access road must be moved fifty-eight feet to the east fo move it out of
the preservation area. It was stated there is no recorded utility easement. The concept plans point to a
sixty-foot access easement which is incorrectly labeled as a sixty-foot existing access and utility easement
thatisrecorded in the liber 58854 page 508. When you read that access easement which is dated August
7, 2023, Pulte chose to grant an access road easement area only for road purposes. There is no mention
of granting an easement for public or private utilities in that recorded easement or in the Master Deed.
Lastly, we did not negotiate or agree to any such Stonebrook Drive maintenance confribution agreement
or to a shared access plan as the developer has implied by including such language in the concept plan.
The developer, by including the maintenance contribution calculation and narrative and the shared
access on the concept plan, is simply attempting to accomplish access to Stonebrook Drive which
cannot be done through the August 7, 2023 access easement. Mr. Hannigan requested that the Planning
Commission reject the JSP25-02 concept plan.

Ms. Kelly Iguchi at 48674 Windfall Road stated she is in attendance tonight out of love for the community
and is deeply concerned about what the proposed townhome development will take away. It was
expressed when the home was purchased it was not just a financial decision. The home was a promise to
family of safety, peace, and a childhood for her daughter surrounded by nature and a strong sense of
community. It was stated a premium was paid for the location because of those values and now that
promise feels threatened. Ms. Iguchi said one of her greatest joys is watching deer wander through the
yard, hearing birds in the morning, and feeling connected to the natural world. If this land is cleared the
beauty and wildlife that make this place special would disappear. The development will also have an
impact on our schools. She stated families move to Novi for the quality of education, but overcrowding
will hurt every child’s experience. It was expressed that this is unfair fo families who have already invested
so much in being here. There will be disruption with the construction traffic and permanent loss of privacy
and peace. We chose this neighborhood because it is safe and quiet. Finally, it was noted that Novi has
plenty of open land. The question was posed as to why we are building in such a way that it destroys an
established community and its natural surroundings. Ms. Iguchi asked the Planning Commission to protect
what makes the neighborhood special and vote against this development.

Ann Nelke at 48646 Windfall Road stated to start she is not anti-development. She noted underneath the
photos of the Mayor and the City Council are several goals both short ferm and long term. The first of
those goals is fo review woodland and wetland ordinances and make any necessary revisions to ensure
we are balancing the protection of natural resources with development. Secondly, establish an
environmental sustainability committee to study all aspects of environmental sustainability in the City and
at a minimum develop an environmental sustainability action plan. Thirdly, review and update current
board and commission structure and add new boards and commissions as appropriate to maximize
opportunities for resident engagement and input to the City staff. It was stated that at times deviations
are warranted. An example is where an area of former industrial blight is mitigated to allow something of
value and enhancement to Novi and its residents, this is the Villas at Stonebrook. Ms. Nelke stated it is
understood that an easement was granted for the Wildlife Park which was for public benefit. Ms. Nelke



stated she would gladly help Novi achieve the City Council’s short- and long-term goals and serve as a
resident member of the stated board commission on its commitment to thoughtful, sustainable,
harmonious housing which ensures protection of our new residents as well as for future generations.

Ms. Grace Wilfong at 48672 Rockview Road stated she has been a resident of Novi for a long fime. She
expressed a few things that have been noticed which need to be addressed. First, there is no room for a
backyard. Secondly, one of the buildings is in the middle of a wetland. This building will separate the
wetlands and interfere with the existing wetlands. It was expressed there is no reason seen as to why one
of the two curb cuts on Wixom Road cannot be used as opposed to using Stonebrook Drive.

Mr. Steve Potocsky at 48849 Rockview Road stated he is currently serving as the president of the Villas of
Stonebrook homeowners association. First, he inquired if the units would have basements. It was
confirmed that the units will have basements. Mr. Potocsky stated that the issue of lack of communication
needs to be addressed. It was noted at the last meeting when Avalon Park was approved by the Planning
Commission that the City Attorney requested the developer contact the board of the Villas of Stonebrook
as well as Island Lake. Mr. Potocsky stated it has been two years, and no correspondence has been
received. The document which refers to a seven percent contribution toward the road should be
discussed if the development comes about. He expressed that they are not anfi-development but are in
support of safe and fair growth. This proposal as it stands fails that test.

Mr. Mike Kasnick at 26391 Fieldstone stated he is the Island Lake Arbors president. He inquired what the
price point of the fownhomes will be. He expressed that many HOA's do not have a rental cap built into
their documents. It was stated the Arbors is struggling with the number of rentals. There is concern that the
townhomes could be purchased by investors and turned into rentals which is not the intent of this property.
It was asked if consideration might be made in the original documentation of the by-laws to create a
rental cap as rentals are not treated the same as units in which the owners reside in.

Seeing no others, Chair Pehrson requested the correspondence received be read into the record.
Member Lynch stated there were 160 objections primarily from Island Lake and the Villas of Stonebrook.

Chair Pehrson closed the public hearing and furned the matter over to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

Member Lynch stated he voted against the original proposal due to the apartment buildings nof fitting
info the area. He noted he is glad to see when it went before the City Council that decision was
supported. It was stated the developer has come back with a much better project of fownhomes. Most
of the deviations are for the reason of protecting the wetlands and woodlands. Member Lynch expressed
he would like to see it encumbered by a conservation easement.

Member Lynch stated based on the renderings, the townhomes are about 1,800 to 1,900 square feet
above grade. He inquired if there will be a finished lower level.

Mr. Polyzois stated finishing of the lower level will be an option. Additionally, the units will have a covered
patio.

Member Lynch stated regarding the covered patio and associated deviation his preference is to see the
preservation of the wetlands over expansion. He expressed appreciation to the developer for going back
and modifying the proposal. It was inquired of the developer if frees could be planted on site as opposed
to a contribution to the tree fund.

Mr. Polyzois stated he is willing to work with the City's landscape architect regarding the planting of trees
on the site.

Member Dismondy inquired if the density of 2.7 dwelling units per acre includes the wetlands.



Planner Bell confirmed it does include wetlands.

Member Dismondy stated one aspect that was overlooked with the PSLR is the public benefit and inquired
what the public benefit is.

Planner Bell stated the public benefit was not a large part of this review and the offer of a conservation
easement could be considered.

Member Roney stated he was not in favor of the previous proposal. He expressed this plan makes more
sense and noted this is well within the scope of what could be built as it does conform to the PSLR. He
noted he appreciated Member Lynch’s comments regarding the conservation easement. There are a
good number of deviations but most of them are in order to preserve the wetlands and woodlands. He
stated he is in support.

Member Avdoulos stated he appreciates the residents coming forward and expressing their concerns. It
is not something that is negated, we listen and try to understand both sides. Asindicated, no one is against
development, but our charge is fo ensure the developers that come forward are following the ordinance.
The current property has a PSLR overlay which is existing, similar fo the Villas of Stonebrook. It was noted
the project has a limited amount of impact on the site and most of the development is planned to the
south with a large portion of the property left asis.

Member Avdoulos shared that he was on the board when the Villas of Stonebrook came forward and felt
that development was more dense than he personally would have expected but it was following the
ordinance. He noted having the lower density as mentioned is appropriate and positive. Looking at the
sketches, the architecture blends in with the aesthetics of the Villas of Stonebrook as well as the Island
Lake townhomes. It was asked of the developer what the price point will be.

Mr. Polyzois stated the price point will be north of $500,000.

Member Avdoulos conveyed that some have indicated that these developments may have an effect
on property values. From what has been observed, these developments next to other developments
actually help property values go up, especially if the quality is there. He expressed appreciation for what
they have done.

Chair Pehrson stated there was a comment made about property fitles.

City Attorney Beth Saarela stated she would like to clarify the requirements of the original PSLR agreement
and the private road. The original PSLR agreement for the Villas of Stonebrook not only required the public
road it also stated the developer shall provide an access easement on the north side of the proposed
entry drive as shown on the PSLR concept plan for future connection capability to neighboring properties
to eliminate multiple exits onto Wixom Road. Nof only was the public access required, private access for
this property was also a requirement of that development. The development would not have been
approved without it. There was a question about not being in the property title which is also not accurate.
When all the units were sold, the property owners would have been given the Master Deed. It is the
document that confrols all of the title restrictions on the property. The Master Deed incorporated by
reference the PSLR agreement that is being discussed with all the requirements. Owners of the units in the
Villas of Stonebrook may go back to the Master Deed document and reference sections 4.6, 4.8, and 6.5
to see that the PSLR development agreement is incorporated into the Master Deed. This nofifies that all
the easements will be granted by the developer. If there was a quiet title action that cleared an
easement what the City would then have to do is go back and get the same easement from the
condominium association because it is a requirement of the development agreement and the site plan.
If it wasn't granted there would then we a site plan violation that could be taken to court.

Chair Pehrson stated there was mention of a rental cap.



City Attorney Beth Saarela stated that the rental cap would be discretionary with the developer.
Chair Pehrson inquired of the developer if a rental cap had been considered.

Mr. Polyzois stated he had not considered a rental cap due to the price point of the units. When the unit
is freated as a non-homestead the taxes will be considerably higher. He stated it is something that can
be looked into further, but it is not something he is looking to impose.

Chair Pehrson stated he agrees with the additional tree planting on the property and the record will
reflect the desire for those additional plantings as well as the conservation easement. He noted the other
point that was brought up several times is the lack of communication between the developer and the
neighboring communities.

Mr. Polyzois stated when the journey with this property began three to four years ago the Planning
Department provided Mr. Potocsky’s contact information. Mr. Polyzois expressed he reached out to Mr.
Potocsky and a meeting was coordinated. Several residents from both the Villas of Stonebrook and Island
Lake aftended the meeting. Mr. Polyzois stated he told them what the vision was for the property. There
was communication up to and through the approval at the Planning Commission meeting for the
apartment complex and rejection at City Council. After which there was not a need to engage until
earlier this year when it was communicated that the plan had been changed to twenty-four for sale
townhome units. Mr. Potocsky expressed he was still not in favor and would prefer duplex units similar to
the Villas at Stonebrook. Many months later the plan was revised down to twenty-two units, and a text
was sent notifying Mr. Potocsky that the plans had been revised.

Chair Pehrson stated he appreciates the ability fo reach out. He noted in a case like this we could always
do a beftter job communicating. He is in agreement that the revised plan fits the area with much less
density and believes this is a viable plan.

Motion to recommend approval of the Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) Overlay Development
Agreement Application and Concept Plan to the City Council made by Member Avdoulos and
seconded by Member Lynch.

In the matter of Camelot Parc Townhomes JSP25-02, motion to recommend approval of the
Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) Overlay Development Agreement Application and Concept
Plan based on the following findings, City Council deviations, and conditions:

1. The PSLR Overlay Development Agreement and PSLR Overlay Concept Plan will result in a
recognizable and substantial benefit to the ultimate users of the project and to the
community. [The applicant proposes a walking trail through a 0.77acre area of woodland
to be preserved, which is 0.05 acre short of the 10% site area requirement. There is also a
requirement for 200 square feet of private open space per unit that is not fully provided,
but each unit will have a covered porch of about 125 square feet. There are benches in
separate locations as enhancements of the common open spaces shown on the site. Since
so much of the property is wetland area and wetland mitigation to be preserved in
Conservation Easements, it is difficult to achieve some of the “active” open space
requirements. The site would have a connection to Wildlife Woods Park, the extensive
pathway system within Ascension Providence Park hospital campus to the east and ITC
Trail.]

2. Inrelation to the underlying zoning or the potential uses contemplated in the City of Novi
Master Plan, the proposed type and density of use(s) will not result in an unreasonable
increase in the use of public services, facilities and utilities, and will not place an
unreasonable burden upon the subject property, surrounding land, nearby property
owners and occupants, or the natural environment. [The estimated number of daily vehicle
trips is 132, which is less than the 750 trip threshold for a Traffic Study. Peak hour trips also
do not reach the threshold of 100 trips (Estimated: 5 peak hour AM trips, 10 peak hour PM
trips). The proposed use is expected to have minimal impacts on the use of public services,



facilities, and utilities over what the underlying zoning would allow. The proposed concept
plan impacts about 0.37 acres of existing 2.41 acres of wetlands and proposes removal of
approximately 20 of the regulated woodland trees. The plan indicates appropriate
mitigation measures on-site and payment into the Tree Fund for the replacement credits.]
In relation to the underlying zoning or the potential uses contemplated in the City of Novi
Master Plan, the proposed development will not cause a negative impact upon
surrounding properties. [The proposed buildings are buffered by landscaping and
preserved natural features. The multi-family residential use is a reasonable transition from
the two-family and one-family developments to the west, east and south and the
commercial shopping center to the north.]

The proposed development will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the City of
Novi Master Plan, and will be consistent with the requirements of this Article [Article 3.1.27].
[The proposed development could help provide for missing middle housing needs that are
walkable to the commercial areas to the north, which is recommended in the City’s Master
Plan for Land Use. The area was included in the PSLR overlay in the Master Plan and Zoning
Ordinance, which permits multiple-family uses as a special land use. The proposed
arrangement of buildings and site layout minimizes the impact on existing natural features.]
City Council deviations for the following (as the Concept Plan provides substitute
safeguards for each of the regulations and there are specific, identified features or
planning mechanisms deemed beneficial to the City by the City Council which are
designed into the project for the purpose of achieving the objectives for the District as
stated in the planning review letter):

a. Deviationfrom Sec. 3.21.2.A.i to allow development to front on an approved private
drive, which does not conform to the City standards with respect to required sixty
foot right-of-way, as the road was previously approved for the Villas at Stonebrook
development, and because the shared access reduces the number of curb cuts
on Wixom Road;

b. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii.d. to allow two buildings to be a minimum of 25 feet
apart (minimum 30 feet required) as the remaining buildings are properly spaced,
and the 5-foot deviation is relatively minor;

c. Devidation from Sec. 3.21.2 A.iii.c. to allow parking spaces to be within 8 feet of a
building (15 feet minimum required), as they are no closer than the driveway
parking permitted;

d. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow a reduction in the minimum required private
open space (4,400 square feet total required, 2,750 square feet provided), as
constructing additional private open space would cause greater wetland and
woodland impacts;

e. Devidation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow reduction of minimum percentage of active
recreation areas (50% of open spaces required, approximately 29% provided), and
less than 10% of the total site (9.4% proposed), as the development proposes
connection to Wildlife Woods Park, which contains connections to the Providence
and the ITC tail systems, and providing additional active recreation would cause
greater wetland and woodland impacts;

f. Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii and Sec. 5.5.3 to allow absence of required
landscaped berm along Wixom Road north of the emergency access drive due to
resulting woodland impacts and there is no development proposed in that area. In
addition, the berm south of the access drive is not long enough to provide
undulation.

g. Devidation from Sec. 3.6.2.M to allow deficiencies in the required 25-foot wetland
buffers north of Avalon Drive, with the condition that the developer install signage
and plantings to prevent mowing and other disturbance.

h. Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B(10) to allow a deficiency in street trees along Wixom
Road, as the existing utility easements and pathway do not provide room for them.

i. Deviation from Sec. 5.10.1.B.ii to allow a minor drive to exceed 600 feet, because
the anticipated traffic for 22 units is low and a major drive would require wider road
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width and not permit perpendicular visitor parking, and would be unnecessary for
this small site and cause greater impacts to natural features.

j. Deviation from Sec. 4.04, Article IV, Appendix C-Subdivision ordinance of City
Code of Ordinances for absence of a stub street required at 1,300 feet intervals
along the property boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property
boundary, due to conflict with existing wetlands and woodlands.

k. Deviation from Design and Construction Standards to allow sidewalks to be placed
adjacent to the curbed roadway, as to locate them further from the road would
cause greater impacts to natural features, and traffic volume and speeds are low.

. Deviation from Code of Ordinances, Section 11-256, to allow an absence of
sidewalks in some areas north of Avalon Drive, as there are no buildings adjacent
to those areas, and building the sidewalks would cause greater impacts to
wetlands.

m. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant
review letters and the conditions and the items listed in those letters being
addressed on the Preliminary Site Plan.

This motion is made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Article 3, Article 4 and
Article 5 of the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance.

ROLL CALL VOICE VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PLANNED SUBURBAN LOW-RISE
(PSLR) OVERLAY DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT APPLICATION AND CONCEPT PLAN TO THE CITY COUNCIL
MOVED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS AND SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH. Motion carried 4-1 (Dismondy).

2. TEXT AMENDMENT 18.306 — PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CAR WASH STANDARDS
Public hearing for Text Amendment 18.306 to reclassify auto washes from Principal Permitted Uses
to Special Land Uses in the B-3 District subject to new conditions, and to amend various additional
sections of the ordinance as determined necessary.

Senior Planner Lindsay Bell stated earlier this year, the Ordinance Review Committee (ORC) requested
Staff look into the current Zoning Ordinance standards for Car Wash facilities.

In recent years, the City has received many inquiries to develop car wash facilities. The proliferation of
this use is a nation-wide frend. Today about 80% of car washes are done at a commercial facility
compared to about 50% in the 1990s. In addition, the car wash model is very atftractive to investors
because the low labor requirements and convenient membership models bring in big annual returns.
Some forecasts predict that the number of car washes in the U.S. will double by 2030.

The risk of continuing the frend to build more car washes is oversaturation of the market, with the revenue
of existing car washes decreasing with each new one that opens as they compete for customers. Due
to the specific design of a car wash building, if the business closes, it could be difficult to repurpose the
structure for another use.

In the City of Novi, Auto Washes are a principal permitted use only in the B-3 General Business District.
There are no specific use standards except for the requirement that they are completely enclosed in
a building. Otherwise, they are expected to comply with the requirements of the B-3 District for
building and parking setbacks, and building height (Section 3.1.12).

Section 3.10 contains Required Conditions for the B-1, B-2 and B-3 Districts, and states that
overhead/service bay doors shall not face a major thoroughfare nor an abutting residential district.
Car washes often must seek a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals for this condition because
of the long tunnel design typical of car wash buildings with an entrance and exit door make it difficult
to avoid having one overhead door facing the road. Modern car washes often have outdoor vacuum
stations as an accessory use, which does require an outdoor component.
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