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PSLR OVERLAY CONCEPT PLAN
(Full plan set available for viewing at the Community Development Department.)













OPEN SPACE EXHIBIT
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PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
February 7, 2018 7:00 PM
Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center
45175 W. Ten Mile (248) 347-0475

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

ROLL CALL

Present: Member Avdoulos, Member Howard, Member Lynch, Chair Pehrson

Absent: Member Anthony (excused), Member Greco (excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, City Planner; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Lindsay Bell,
Planner; Rick Meader, Landscape Architect; Darcy Rechtien, Staff
Engineer; Thomas Schultz, City Attorney; Doug Necci, City Facade
Consultant

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Pehrson led the meeting attendees in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Avdoulos.

VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 7, 2018 AGENDA MOTION MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH
AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULQOS.

Motion to approve the February 7, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda. Motion
carried 4-0.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
No one in the audience wished to speak.

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
There were no Committee Reports.

CITY PLANNER REPORT

City Planner Barb McBeth said that on Monday, February 5, 2018 City Council approved
two items that the Planning Commission had also recently considered. One is the Planned
Rezoning Overlay agreement for Emerson Park, a 120-unit multiple-family attached
condominium developing proposed on the west side of Novi Rd just south of the Post
Office. The preliminary site plan is being presented to the Planning Commission this evening,
as this is the next step in the development review process.

Also approved on Monday was the first reading of the rezoning request for Providence Park
Hospital, for land on the south side of the campus to change the zoning to OSC, Office



Service Commercial, and R-3 with Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay. We expect the
applicant to return to Planning Commission in the near future with plans for a medical office
building.

CONSENT AGENDA

1. EBERSPAECHER WAREHOUSE INFILL PROJECT JSP17-69
Approval at the request of Eberspaecher North America for Preliminary Site Plan and
Stormwater Management Plan. The subject property is located in Section 12, South of
Thirteen Mile Road and west of Haggerty Road in Office Service and Technology
district. The subject property currently has an approximately 63, 957 square feet
building with a courtyard. The applicant is proposing to add 7,702 square feet to fill the
courtyard gap. A bay door is being added to the south of the proposed building infill.

Motion to approve by Member Lynch seconded by Member Avdoulos.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS.

Motion to approve Preliminary Site Plan and Stormwater Management Plan. Motion
carried 4-0.

2. OROTEX BUILDING ADDITION JSP17-85
Approval at the request of Orotex for Preliminary Site Plan, Landbank Parking and
Stormwater Management Plan. The subject property (22475 Venture Drive) contains
5.96 acres and is located in Section 26, on the west side of Venture Drive and north of
Nine Mile Road, in the I-1, Light Industrial District. The applicant is proposing a 60,000
square foot addition to the north end of the existing building with associated site
improvements.

Motion to approve by Member Lynch seconded by Member Avdoulos.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN, LANDBANK PARKING, AND
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH AND SECONDED BY MEMBER
AVDOULOS.

Motion to approve Preliminary Site Plan, Landbank Parking, and Stormwater
Management Plan. Motion carried 4-0.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. VILLAS AT STONEBROOK JSP17-62
Public hearing at the request of Pulte Home of Michigan, LLC for recommendation to
the City Council for Concept Plan approval under the Planned Suburban Low Rise
Overlay District. The subject property is located on the east side of Wixom Road, north
of Eleven Mile Road (Section 17). The applicant is proposing a 43 duplex (86 total
units) “age-targeted” ranch style housing units. The subject property is currently zoned
I-2, General Industrial with a Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay.

Planner Komaragiri said that the subject property is located west of Providence Park
Hospital and north of Wildlife Wood Park. ITC Corridor abuts the property to the east. The
site is currently zoned I-2, General Industrial with a Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay.
The subject property is surrounded by I-1 Light Industrial on the north, Single Family



Residential R-1 on the east and south, ITC Corridor to the east and Office Service and
Commercial across the ITC Corridor.

The applicant is proposing Low-Rise Multiple Family residential units utilizing the PSLR
Overlay option which are otherwise not permitted under I-2. The Future Land Use Map
indicates PSLR Overlay for the subject property, Office Research Development and
Technology and Community Commercial on the north, Office Commercial across ITC
Corridor on the east and Public Park on the south.

The subject property has regulated woodlands and wetlands on the property. There are a
total of 11 areas of wetland that add up to 1.97 acres. Of those, 0.54 acres of wetlands
(about 6 of the 11 on-site wetlands) are being impacted and 23, 000 cubic feet of
wetland fill is being proposed. There are a total of 357 woodland trees on site. 193 trees,
approximately 54% of regulated trees are proposed to be removed. The concept plan
would require a City of Novi wetland and woodland permits for the proposed impacts.

Planner Komaragiri continued that Pulte Homes of Michigan is proposing 43 two-family
attached units that are targeted for active senior adults of ages 55 and older. The subject
property is approximately 26 acres. The applicant is proposing 3.6 dwelling units per acre
density. The concept plan indicates a central courtyard, a couple of pocket parks and
sidewalks within the community. A secondary emergency access is provided to the east
connecting to Providence Parkway. Access to the existing natural gas well site will be
maintained as shown on the plans.

The applicant is also proposing a connection to the trail system within Providence Park
Hospital campus via ITC corridor to the east. The applicant is currently moving forward
with Brownfield remediation efforts as the property was contaminated by the previous
usage by Profile Steel. Low-Rise Multiple-Family residential uses are considered a Special
Land Use under PSLR Overlay. The applicant has prepared a presentation that talks more
about the development and its proximity to other uses.

Planning recommends approval as the plan is in general conformance with the
Ordinance requirements, but would like to note that the design is generic and lacks a
sense of community. Inclusion of pocket parks and connection to the trail system makes
up for passive and active recreation. There are also no provisions for guest parking or
common mailbox location, which the applicant noted in the response letter that they will
address at the time of Preliminary Site Plan. The proposed layout maximizes the
development on site.

Facade was unable to provide a recommendation as the submittal package did not
include building elevations. The City’s fagade consultant has looked into multiple
elevations as part of the Pre-Application meeting and provided some preliminary
comments. The applicant should provide elevations that conform to the requirements
prior to Council approval of PSLR concept plan. Our Facade consultant Doug Necci is
here with us tonight to answer any questions you have in this regard.

Fire recommends approval, noting that a written approval may be required from
International Transmission Company due to the proposed “secondary emergency egress
lane” that will cross their corridor connecting to Providence Parkway.

Planner Komaragiri said that all reviews except Fagcade are currently recommending
approval with other items to be addressed with Preliminary Site Plan submittal. Once the
PSLR plan is approved, the site plan would require Planning Commission’s approval for
Special Land Use, Preliminary Site Plan, Wetland Permit and Woodland Permit and



Stormwater Management Plan at a later time.

The applicant has been working with staff to understand and address the intent and
requirements of the PSLR Ordinance prior to initial submittal. Due to proposed layout and
use, the applicant is requesting multiple deviations from the Zoning Ordinance. These
deviations can be granted by the City Council per section 3.21.1.D. The proposed
concept plan requires up to 15 deviations that would be required from the Zoning
Ordinance that relate to planning, engineering, landscape and traffic requirements. Full-
time access roads are required to be connected to non-section line roads for PSLR
developments. The proposed access roads do not conform to the requirement. Staff
supports the request as the applicant is proposing to provide access and utility easement
to neighboring properties to eliminate multiple curb cuts on Wixom Road.

Except a few deviations that relate to Landscape requirements, others are not significant
and are supported by staff. Landscape does not support the deviation to allow
placement of street trees between the sidewalk and the building, as opposed to
between the sidewalk and curb. However, complying with the requirement would result in
redesign of the layout or utility design.

Planner Komaragiri said that the Planning Commission is asked tonight to recommend
approval of the Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) Overlay Concept Plan to the City
Council. The applicant Joe Skore with Pulte Homes is here tonight with his Engineer Bill
Anderson and would like to talk briefly about the project. As always, staff will be glad to
answer any guestions you have for us.

Bill Anderson from Atwell Engineering, 311 Main Street in Ann Arbor, said | want to mention
a few points and we are excited about the development. We’ve named it Villas at
Stonebrook, it’s adjacent to Providence Hospital and there is a significant wetland
complex immediately north of our development, along with Target just up to the north
and the elementary school to the south. Our access is off Wixom Road and there is
residential to the west of us, as well.

The existing site is industrial use, a contaminated industrial site that is certainly out of
character with the school systems and development that has occurred over the years. It
has pavement and remnant storage areas throughout. We are proposing Brownfield
Cleanup on the site and have support from the Oakland County folks. That will be coming
formally to the City, as well, as we’ve had discussions on that and it’s moving along.
Again, this is zoned General Industrial with the Master Plan intent of Planned Suburban
Low-Rise Overlay, which is what we’re proposing here. So although the existing conditions
are not consistent with the Master Plan, the proposal today is.

Just briefly looking through your Master Plan, the Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay
allows a density up to about 7.3 DU’s per acre, so it’s really trying to get an urban
walkable development. Our density is a little bit less than that, but we are proposing
attached ranch Single Family homes, commonly known as a duplex, that really provides
that missing middle that the City is searching for.

That missing middle is somewhere between Single Family homes, which we have a lot of,
and that mid-rise mostly rental product that they do in a lot of urban markets. So that
missing middle is the duplex, the tris, the quads, the townhomes — we’re really hitting that
with this product. It will allow some of the Novi residents to stay in place with a different
product alternative, as this one will appeal to the active adult demographic. You want
walkable residential development and that goes along with this development and the
demographic. It incorporates pedestrian paths and bicycle racks, it seeks offsite



pedestrian connections through the Master Plan. You want cohesive architectural design,
which we’ll get into and that we are providing with this development.

Anderson continued that as far as plan features, it’s a secluded enclave development.
There will be a long, scenic entry drive off of Wixom; it’ll be quite landscaped with a
boulevard entrance which everybody likes coming in. Take a right turn, we have a pocket
park as you come in to the first right, the pond to the left, and then you’ll come in and
stop. You’ll decompress — my planners call it the decompression zone — you’ll know you’ve
arrived, you’ll come to a stop, we have a little entry park there.

There will be parking and bike racks right when you enter the sub, so it’ll be a nice
entryway into the development. Again, it’s a secluded enclave development. We have
four little recreational areas with seating and general gathering space spread throughout
the development. We’re enhancing the common space and open space through the
middle corridor, we have a walkway that we’ll landscape - it goes east west throughout
the development and then there’s a north south connection, so there’s a lot of walkability
throughout this loop and further to the east onto the hospital property. Each resident will
have private two-car garages with each dwelling unit, it’ll be a maintenance-free living so
there will be snow removal, lawn care, all the good stuff that the active adult
demographic wants to have so the community will always looked very well-maintained.

This highlights more of our pedestrian connections here, again all the way from Wixom
Road into the Providence Hospital. We’ve had multiple meetings with Providence Hospital
and they’re very excited about it. They’re excited about the residents we’re looking to
attract, and we’re going to be making some enhancements to the already pretty lush
pedestrian track that goes around their campus at the hospital and extends north and
south, as you guys know, through your pathway plan.

Anderson said we do butt up against the ITC Corridor and we’ve already been in contact
with those folks about extending a water main loop, because we do make a nice water
main connection for your engineers that we’re tying from Wixom all the way to the water
main at Providence Hospital. We’re putting an emergency access path and it’ll be a
great pedestrian connection over to the hospital. All of that has been done, the hospital is
on board and ITC has recently issued their support letter to us. So we’ve crossed those
hurdles and we’ve got excited neighbors in regard to those pedestrian elements.

In terms of architectural features, again it’s a single-level ranch style home, a duplex, story
or story and a half. We have the flexible floor plans that Pulte offers and masonry exteriors,
primarily a single-family character, ground floor pedestrian entrances, different facade
options that we are committed to, two-car garages as | mentioned and multiple roof lines
to add some interesting character throughout the development. Again, we’ll be
providing detailed architectural facade elements. These are conceptual illustrations but
we have full intentions of meeting your architectural requirements. That’s really it, we’re
available for questions and we are excited about the project.

Chair Pehrson asked if there was anyone in the audience that wished to address the
Planning Commission regarding this project. Seeing no one, he asked if there was any
public correspondence.

Member Lynch said there is no public correspondence.

Chair Pehrson closed the public hearing and turned it over to Planning Commission for
their consideration.



Member Avdoulos said that based on what is existing on the site and what is being
proposed, this is a positive project for the City and for the area, so I’'m glad to see that
something of this nature is going in and something of this caliber is being proposed. | am
concerned, as has been stated in the review from the City — | was reading this and it
reminded me of an episode from Sesame Street, where it’s that this has been brought to
you by the word deviation. There are a lot of deviations and to me that is a flag or a signal
that it’s difficult to meet the requirements of the Ordinance.

The big one that | have is looking at the setbacks and the distances between the units.
There’s a requirement of 30 feet, there’s 25 being requested. | know that’s five feet and
that doesn’t seem like a lot but when you add it up with the amount of units that are
being based on it, it does create a dense layout. And the other issue related to that was
with the open areas, where we have 50% required of the open area and we’ve got half
of that, and the reason for the request for the deviation is because of the connection to
the Providence Park walkway area and going through the ITC corridor. If ’'m not mistaken
that’s also a trail plan to go along ITC in the future so that would be all interconnected at
some point?

Planner Komaragiri confirmed that that is true.

Member Avdoulos asked that before we get to Final Site Plan approval, would we have to
have the documentation and the approvals for connection to Providence Park trails and
to ITC trail so all of that has to be in effect before anything can be approved.

Planner Komaragiri said yes.

Member Avdoulos said in all honestly, my biggest thing is the amount of deviations that
are being requested because it just feels like we are shoe horning things in here and the
way to make it work is to ask for fifteen deviations. From the applicant, are there
deviations that you’re willing to not request so that we don’t have this long laundry list? |
understand this process for having the concept overlay and trying to work things out, but
we’re getting a lot of these where if we keep going down this path we’re going to be
setting some precedents that I’m going to be uncomfortable with.

Bill Anderson said I’d like to talk about the particulars and one that comes up a lot that
you mentioned is the building to building setbacks. And there are a few deviations,
obviously, but the intent of the Master Plan was to get density and we’re at about half the
density that your Master Plan two years ago said that they wanted in this area. Obviously,
if I increase building setbacks and make my right-of-ways and lawn areas bigger, the
density goes down and the plan you’re looking at here really is about half the density that
the Master Plan speaks to.

In that context, I’ll speak to particularly the building side setback you mentioned that is 25
proposed, not 30 as required. This is a single story massing home unit, and | don’t know if
you’ve been through a Del Webb Community which is really Pulte, but when you’re
talking a single story structure we’re accustomed to seeing colonial two-story stuff and
you get a feel of density when it’s 20 feet or 10 feet between homes, it feels too dense or
too close. When you have that low massing, 25 feet is almost too much side setback
because it’s a really low-profile home. So 25 feet is a pretty big separation between these
units. And all | can tell you is that when you have the ranch unit, that 25 foot setback does
not feel like that much. My preference would be 15 with the type of low massing we have,
but obviously we are trying to minimize the deviations.



Anderson said some of them, like having buildings angled at 45 degree angles - this is the
plan that | think works really well with the geometry. We have the elements in the plan
that we are all comfortable with. We actually tried to get more density but this feels right
for this site and certainly is a product that is spoken to over and over again in your plan.
There’s a shortage of the project, this is what we’d like to do here and unfortunately it
necessitates some of these deviations from the sidewalk distances to the road, the
building to building, all those things, but | think we have a nice, safe, enclave
development as we proposed.

Member Avdoulos said | understand that and | know that the density is basically half of
what can be in there, but at the same time we’ve got the Ordinances to help us get to a
certain point and provide a plan. And we have the understanding of having a large
density in a certain area to create a more urban feel but we’re not in an urban area and
it just seems like we’re sacrificing open space and utilizing the walkway next to it as open
space, and that’s not necessarily within the development.

So I’m just struggling with the fact that we’ve got a piece of property, trying to work within
the bounds of what we’ve produced as an Ordinance and deviations every step of the
way. Even the ten foot setback, you’ve got seven and a half feet. And little by little you
can get away, and feels like it’s just stuffed into the site. And not only that, but how are
we going to find extra room for guest parking and how does that work, and where would
that be located? Things like that that the City is looking to find an answer to or some
solution.

Bill Anderson said that we’ve really talked about that cross-section, about minimizing that
cross-section, and this is the same cross-section that we proposed with your engineering
and planning on Emerson Park and reached a balance that we were comfortable with.
Again, if you’re trying to get a clustered community, it just requires that you make
modifications to the stereotypical layout. | think this is something that we got comfortable
with your engineering group in regards to utilities and roads and green areas and cluster.
And again, these are the folks that will be perfect to be neighbor to the hospital. Again,
the hospital is very excited about this product going in adjacent to the great ITC and
Providence pedestrian corridor.

Member Avdoulos said still looking at the Planning review, we understand what the
density is but the plan itself is kind of lacking in interest only because everything is placed
so close together, and with five feet of deviation request times 40 units, that’s 200 feet, |
don’t know how many would help to reduce that and add a little bit more interest to the
site. But going through all of this, that’s my one main concern and my other concerns
were related to landscaping and looking at some of those deviations. | understand some,
but | know that the City is not in support of some of the others. Rick, what were your
strongest ones that you didn’t want to see?

Landscape Architect Meader said that my biggest one is not having the street trees closer
to the street. They said when they get to mature size they’ll create a cover but they won’t
because if they’re 20 feet back it’s going to be 40 or 50 years before they might be that
wide to get to the curb. That’s my biggest concern.

Member Avdoulos said those are my comments for now.

Member Lynch said | share some of your concerns but | weight it as we have a
contaminated industrial site there, and it’s a difficult site. In the west part of Novi, if |
remember, they wanted density more than 0.8 or 0.9. But the way this is laid out, and |
don’t know how long that entrance way road is, it looks like it’s 400 or 500 feet back or



probably more than that, so it’s kind of off-set deep enough that | think it kind of makes
sense. | do like the idea that we’re going from what we could put there, which could be
about 7 or 8 units per acre, down to three and some change, | think that makes sense.

| do share your concern about parking, | initially didn’t even think about that when | read
that it’s supposed to be senior living but when you’re building three and possibly four
bedroom units, that would indicate that you would have not empty-nesters, but adults
with somebody to fill the three or four bedrooms and | do think that’s a concern.

But my overall impression for that particular site, | think it makes sense. | know there was a
deviation here about putting more canopy trees instead of the evergreens, | don’t agree
with that deviation but I’ll let you guys work it out. It was for subcanopy trees in lieu of
large evergreen trees, | think that may be a mistake. It’s not a big deal but | think you’re
better off having some sort of cover throughout the year.

Member Lynch said but overall, | think for that particular site, it makes sense and | do
agree with the one-story. My fear was that it was going to be another one like the one
across from Varsity Lincoln, which has the big two-stories that are close together and |
didn’t want to see that. | do agree with you that the one-story makes sense. There’s
certainly a lot less surface area, but overall with that industrial site trying to get to the low-
rise makes sense and it’s far back enough from Wixom Road where it’s kind of isolated.

Which brings up another concern - there’s a one acre parcel zoned RA right in front of
there, are they going to come in and ask for the same thing? | don’t know if that would
be receptive to the parcel to the north coming in and expecting to put additional density
in, | don’t think that would make sense there. And you have a park to the south which is
nice. | guess just based on what you’re proposing here with some minor changes to the
foliage, | do think you ought to take Commissioner Avdoulos’ comments to heart but |
think overall for that industrial site, it makes sense and I’m going to support this one.

Member Howard said looking at this project, the number of deviations was very
concerning and a red flag. Upon looking deeper in looking at the site plan and the
development, | think it definitely makes sense for this parcel of land and | think this is a very
exciting development to have. However, just to mirror the sentiments of the other
Commissioners, | do think some of those deviations will have to be changed or tweaked,
especially in terms of trees and setbacks and the space, | am very concerned about that.
| currently live in a development where | struggle a lot with guest parking, so | too mirror
those same sentiments. But | would have to support this, as well.

Chair Pehrson said that | can appreciate the compromise that you’re trying to reach
relative to the development for what’s there and what you’re trying to putinto it. | think it
sits well, | think this is a good example of the Suburban Low-Rise Overlay doing it’s job in
terms of being able to create a transition that we’ve sought for. |, too, would recommend
that you go back and work with staff if we go forward with the concept approval that we
try to eliminate and remove as many deviations as possible. | think there’s a number of
ways to get around some of those so that we don’t have a whole page full of deviations,
but | do think it fits that particular area well. So | can support it at this time.

City Planner McBeth said that item i. on the motion sheet is a request for an “either/or.”
Would you prefer the applicant continue to work with the Landscape Architect to revise
the landscape plan or just recommend the deviation from that standard?

Member Lynch said | think we agree, | would propose that the applicant work with the
City Landscape Architect to revise the landscape plan to comply with requirements of



the landscape ordinance, specifically the use of deciduous trees.
Member Avdoulos asked if this will next go to City Council?
City Planner McBeth said yes.

Member Avdoulos said then how do we check what progress is being done with the
number of deviations, is that something that we will end up seeing in Preliminary Site Plan
approval?

City Planner McBeth said yes, typically the next step is that this is the recommendation to
the City Council, and then if the City Council approves it there will be an agreement that
would be written that would include the deviations or a reduction of deviations. Then it
would come back to the Planning Commission with that agreement in place.

Member Avdoulos asked so in order to get approval, does each Commissioner have to
be in agreement with each one of these deviations? I’m not comfortable with e. and f.,
so I’m not in support of those deviations. So my vote would be either yes or no on the
whole thing, right?

Member Lynch said for this particular site, my personal opinion is that I’'m willing to give up
the five feet per building so | couldn’t agree with e., | would like to keep that in there. As
far as f. goes, | guess I’m indifferent.

Member Avdoulos said because once it leaves our desk and City Council approves it,
there’s going to be a plan in front of us where we’re basically stuck with the amount of
units, and there’s no way to enhance the plan - this is a concept overlay, so it’s a block
plan. | get that it’s a good project for the site, | indicated that in the beginning. My
concern is that we’ve got this basic rectangle that we’ve put in all these little blocks, we
have an Ordinance that says these are these setbacks, but we’re going to reduce the
setback and reduce the distance between buildings and reduce all these things, and this
is what we’re going to come up with. So there’s no latitude once it leaves our desk.

Chair Pehrson said I’m ambivalent on e., but f. is the one that | struggle with the most. Is
there a way in which to word that so that we put the onus back on the developer to
come back to us with a plan that attempts to satisfy the 50% instead of just the hard 27%
right now? Because | find it difficult to encapsulate that number just because they’re in
proximity of the connection to Providence Park Hospital. It’s a walk path, a strip of land,
and | don’t know how that can be part of the calculation. So | would like to see the
language that puts the burden back on the developer to come back and say here’s
what we’ve done to accentuate what you’re trying to get to, Member Avdoulos.

City Attorney Schulz said once you put the road in and the configuration that it’s in, once
you have the number of units because they’ve gotten the deviations on the setbacks
between units, then the open space - what’s left — is essentially all that is left, and that’s
why it’s a hard number because that’s where it is. So once the deviations and the layout
has been approved, | don’t know what developer has left to do. | don’t know if that’s a
Planning question.

City Planner McBeth said it does seem to be that if this plan goes through as proposed,
then adjustments to the open space wouldn’t be possible unless they removed units and
made other modifications to do it.

Member Avdoulos said for me, that’s what was playing hand-in-hand. Because if you



didn’t have the proximity to Providence Park and ITC, if you’re looking just at the
boundaries of this particular development, then they’re not meeting the open space, end
of story. And the reason that they’re not meeting the open space is because they also
have the five foot distance between the buildings, which five times 40 buildings is 200
linear feet, and spread out gives you more open space. So to me they’re locked in, and
once it’s gone from here we’re just going to get a plan that we can maybe massage a
little bit but that’s it. And this a concept plan, it’s not the one that is at all final.

Joe Skore of Pulte Homes of Michigan said | appreciate your concern with distance
between the buildings, and we’ve talked about it with staff and worked on it with staff
over the last few months. | can tell you with regard to active adult communities and age-
restricted communities, buildings are generally closer together. Pulte is the owner of Del
Webb - Del Webb is the preeminent active adult, age-restricted home builder in the
country and we also do a number of active adult communities throughout Michigan and
throughout the United States, and generally those units are within 10 to 15 feet between
buildings.

So this is something that is not atypical and in fact, 25 feet between buildings is greater
than the typical for an active adult, age-restricted community that caters to empty
nesters. So again, | think it’s appropriate but | do understand your concerns with regard to
setbacks with buildings and open space. And | don’t want to beat a dead horse on the
density, but we proposed this product because we think it’s the right product and we did
so sacrificing by proposing something that is significantly less the density of the Master Plan
and we did it because we think this is appropriate.

We see this type of development all throughout southeastern Michigan, it’s the empty
nester that wants to stay in the City of Novi because they love the area and they’re
looking to age in place. And by doing so, we’re down significantly from the
recommended density and to go with another significant jump down would negatively
impact the project.

Skore said so while | understand that the deviations are problematic and a bit of a red
flag, | think when you factor in the totality of the circumstances - the density, where we’re
at relative to the Master Plan, the product - | think it makes sense and we’re trying to
compromise. But if we were to comply with e. and f., we would lose a significant number
of units and it would be a big impact.

Member Avdoulos said and | understand it, but I’m just looking at what our Ordinance is
and | understand what it has related to density. And so that, in relationship to setbacks, in
relationship to distances between buildings, all that is laid out for a particular reason. So |
understand how all of that works, but I’ve never seen fifteen or however many we have
here and once it’s out of our hands, you can’t bring it back and say here’s what we did.
It’s going to come back with an approval from City Council with a whole different plan
and it’s just not making me comfortable.

Joe Skore said we take a collaborative approach, if we can work with you we will. We’ve
always worked with staff and those involved with the City, and | think that’s been our
approach on all of our projects and we’d be willing to do it here. There’s some things |
can do and some things I’d have a great difficulty doing.

Member Avdoulos said | know the Emerson Park project had some concerns and that that
one was tabled and then the plan was brought back and things were addressed, so we
had a better comfort level there. But with this one, we see it once and see everything
here and if there’s no indication that you’ll work with us on some deviations then | don’t



know what recourse | have.

Member Lynch said | would like to go with the original motion with e. and f. still there, but |
would like to make sure we clarified item i.

Chair Pehrson said we did.

Motion made by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Avdoulos.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF REZONING MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH AND
SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS.

In the matter of Villas at Stonebrook JSP17-62, 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 could revise the concept layout and type of
housing to better meet the intent of PSLR Ordinance. The site proposes a connection
to extensive pathway system within Providence park hospital campus to the east. ]

In relation 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 applicant
has provided a Traffic Impact Assessment and a Community Impact Statement
which indicates minimal impacts on the use of public services, facilities and utilities.
The proposed concept plan impacts about 0.56 acres of existing 1.96 acre
wetlands and proposes approximately 54 % of regulated tree removals. The plan
indicates appropriate mitigation measure on-site and off-site.]

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 have been buffered by
proposed landscape. The applicant provides an access easement on the north
side of the proposed entry drive for future connection capability to neighboring
properties to eliminate multiple exits onto Wixom Road. ]

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 provides fills the gap for active adults
housing need, which is the recommended missing middle housing in the City’s 2016
Master Plan for Land Use.]

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. The applicant shall submit building elevations that conform to PSLR Ordinance
and Facade regulations for staff’s review and approval prior to City Council’s
consideration of PSLR Concept Plan;



Deviation to allow a Traffic Impact Assessment in lieu of required Traffic Impact
study as the number of estimated trips from this development do not exceed the
City’s threshold;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.i to allow building to front on an approved private
driveway, which does not conform to the City standards with respect to required
sixty foot right-of-way, due to the type of development proposed for active
senior adult development, and because of the offer to provide an easement for
the adjacent property to share access if needed;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.i & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow modifications to the
required front and side setbacks( as indicated on the PSLR Concept plan) due to
the type of development proposed for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow reduction of minimum
distance between buildings by 5 feet (30 feet required, 25 feet proposed) due to
the type of development proposed for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow reduction of minimum percentage of
active recreation areas (50% of open spaces required, approximately 27%
provided) as the development proposes connection to Providence hospital tail
system;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.x to defer the submittal of Lighting and Photometric
plan at the time of Preliminary Site Plan Submittal as the applicant intends to
conform to the Zoning Code requirements;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.B to allow full time access drives to be connected to
a section-line road as opposed to a non-section line roads as the applicant is
proposing to provide access and utility easement to neighboring properties to
eliminate multiple curb cuts on Wixom Road,;

The applicant shall work with City’s Landscape Architect to revise the
landscape plan to conform with the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance;

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.F.ii.b.(1) to allow additional sub-canopy trees in lieu of
deciduous canopy or large evergreen trees provided the applicant limits the
percentage of proposed sub-canopy trees within 25 percent of total required
canopy trees, as it will provide additional visual and species diversity to the
site;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii and Sec. 5.5.3 to allow absence of required
landscaped berm along Wixom Road frontage due to limited frontage and flag
shaped lot;

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 interval
along the property boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property
boundary, due to conflict with existing wetlands;

. Deviation from Chapter 7(c) (1) of Engineering Design manual for reducing the
distance between the sidewalk and back of the curb. A minimum of 7.5 feet
can be supported by staff;



n. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure IX.5) of City’s Code of Ordinances for
reduction of residential driveway taper depth (10 feet required, 7.5 feet
proposed) due to proximity of proposed sidewalk within the development.

o. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure IX.2) of City’s Code of Ordinances for
allowing increase in the length of divided driveway island (35 feet required, 100
feet proposed) as it is within the allowable range;

6. 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. Motion carried 3-1 (Avdoulos).

2. ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 18.286
Public Hearing for Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council for an
ordinance to amend the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance at Article 3, Zoning Districts,
Section 3.1.10, B-1, Local Business District, in order to allow restaurant uses in the Local
Business Zoning District.

City Planner McBeth said | have a brief summary of this. The Planning Commission first
discussed the request to amend the B-1 Zoning District to allow certain restaurants in the
Local Business District, and that was in last November. Following discussion at the
November meeting, the Planning Commission authorized staff to set the public hearing for
Planning Commission’s consideration as soon as the matter was ready to proceed.

Staff has been working with applicant since that time to determine the extent of the
Ordinance changes that are requested and how those changes might affect other
aspects of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff has been preparing responses, as well, to Planning
Commission’s questions from that meeting.

City Planner McBeth stated that the public hearing has been advertised for tonight,
however staff was notified by the applicant on Friday that the applicant has been called
out of the country to attend the funeral of a close relative.

In the meantime, also, we have been getting some comments and concerns, and | think
one is included in your packet, from neighbors near the Briar Pointe Plaza which is
technically also zoned B-1 Local Business. But the applicant’s intent in this case is primarily
to affect the Peachtree Plaza located near Meadowbrook and Ten Mile Road. So we’ve
reviewed the consent judgment that covers the Briar Pointe Plaza with the City attorney’s
office and noted that the consent judgment that covers that limits the uses to the B-1
District that was in affect at the date of that consent judgment, which was the early
1990’s. So if anybody is listening or present, we just wanted to share that. We will bring this
back when the applicant is back in town for another public hearing and a
recommendation at that time.

Chair Pehrson asked if they will still hold the public hearing at this time.

City Planner McBeth said yes.
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Property Characteristics
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Site Location

Site Zoning I-2 General Industrial with Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay (PSLR)
Adijoining Zoning North I-1 Light Industrial & R-1: One-Family Residential with PSLR
overlay
East RA: Residential Acreage
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North Vacant industrial land; future towing location
Adjoining Uses East Industrial Oﬁicg _ .
West Island Lakes residential subdivision
South Owned by City of Novi
Site Size 26 acres (Gross); 23.87 (Net)

Plan Date 12-29-17

Project Summary

The subject property is currently vacant, previously occupied by Profile steel industry and measures 26
acres. The applicant is proposing 86 Two-family attached “Age targeted” ranch-style duplex housing
units with a proposed density of 3.6 units per acre using PSLR overlay option. The concept plan indicates
a central courtyard, a couple of pocket parks and sidewalks within the community. A secondary
emergency access is provided to the east connecting to Providence Parkway. Access to the existing
well site will be maintained as shown on the plans. The applicant is also proposing a connection to the
trail system within Providence park hospital campus via ITC corridor to the east. The subject property
would require brownfield remediation. Low-rise multiple-family residential uses are considered a Special
land use under PSLR overlay.

Recommendation
Approval of the PSLR Concept Plan is currently recommended.

PSLR Overlay Standards and Procedures

The PSLR Overlay District requires the approval of a PSLR Overlay Development Agreement and
Concept Plan by the City Council following a public hearing and recommendation from the Planning
Commission.

In making its recommendation to the City Council, the Planning Commission shall consider the following
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factors. (Staff comments are provided in italics and bracketed.)

a. 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 could revise the concept layout and type of housing to better meet the intent of
PSLR Ordinance. The site proposes a connection to extensive pathway system within Providence
park hospital campus to the east. ]

b. 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 applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Assessment and a Community
Impact Statement which indicates minimal impacts on the use of public services, facilities and
utilities. The proposed concept plan impacts about 0.56 acres of existing 1.96 acre wetlands and
proposes approximately 54 % of regulated tree removals. The plan indicates appropriate
mitigation measure on-site and off-site.]

c. Inrelation 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 have been buffered by proposed landscape. The applicant provides
an access easement on the north side of the proposed entry drive for future connection
capability to neighboring properties to eliminate multiple exits onto Wixom Road. ]

d. 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 provides fills the gap for active adults housing need, which is the
recommended missing middle housing in the City’s 2016 Master Plan for Land Use.]

The City Council, after review of the Planning Commission's recommendation, consideration of the input
received at the public hearing, and review of other information relative to the PSLR Overlay
Development Agreement Application and PSLR Overlay Concept Plan, may Indicate its tentative
approval of the PSLR Overlay Development Agreement Application and PSLR Overlay Concept Plan,
and direct the City Administration and City Attorney to prepare, for review and approval by the City
Council, a PSLR Overlay Development Agreement or deny the proposed PSLR Overlay Concept Plan.

If tentative approval is offered, following preparation of a proposed PSLR Overlay Development
Agreement, the City Council shall make a final determination regarding the PSLR Overlay Concept Plan
and Agreement.

After approval of the PSLR Overlay Concept Plan and Agreement, site plans shall be reviewed in
accordance with the requirements of Section 6.1 and Section 3.21 of the Ordinance and for general
compliance with the approved PSLR Overlay Development Agreement and PSLR Overlay Concept
Plan. After Council approves the PSLR Concept Plan and the agreement, the applicant should submit
plans for Planning Commisison approval of Preliminary Site Plan, Special Land Use, Wetland Permit and
Woodland Permit.

Ordinance Deviations

Section 3.21.1.D permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance within a PSLR
Overlay agreement. These deviations can be granted by the City Council on the condition that “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.”
The applicant shall provide substitute safeguards for each item that does not the meet the strict
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

The concept plan submitted with an application for a PSLR Overlay is not required to contain the same
level of detail as a preliminary site plan, but the applicant has provided enough detail for the staff to
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identify the deviations from the Zoning Ordinance are currently shown. The following are deviations from
the Zoning Ordinance and other applicable ordinances shown on the concept plan.

1.

10.

11.

12.

Deviation to allow a Traffic Impact Assessment in lieu of required Traffic Impact study as the
number of estimated trips from this development do not exceed the City’s threshold.

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.i to allow building to front on an approved private driveway, which
does not conform to the City standards with respect to required sixty foot right-of-way, due to
the type of development proposed for active senior adult development, and because of the
offer to provide an easement for the adjacent property to share access if needed,;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow modifications to the required front and side
setbacks( as indicated on the PSLR Concept plan) due to the type of development proposed
for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow reduction of minimum distance between
buildings by 5 feet (30 feet required, 25 feet proposed) due to the type of development
proposed for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow reduction of minimum percentage of active recreation
areas (50% of open spaces required, approximately 27% provided) as the development
proposes connection to Providence hospital tail system;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.x to defer the submittal of Lighting and Photometric plan at the time
of Preliminary Site Plan Submittal as the applicant intends to conform to the Zoning Code
requirements;

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.F.ii.b.(2) to allow placement of street trees between the sidewalk and
the building as opposed to between the sidewalk and curb, due to type of development
proposed. This is not supported by staff. However, staff understands that the complying with the
requirement would result in redesign of the layout or utility design.

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.F.i.b.(1) to allow additional sub-canopy trees in lieu of deciduous
canopy or large evergreen trees, as it will provide additional visual and species diversity to the
site; This is not supported by staff, unless the applicant keeps the percentage of proposed sub-
canopy trees within 25 percent of total required canopy trees. (Currently more than 33% of the
required trees are subcanopy trees).

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii to allow reduction of required greenbelt trees, due to woodlands
replacement trees proposed within the greenbelt. This is not supported by staff. Staff
recommends finding alternate location for woodland replacement trees within the site and meet
the required greenbelt tree count.

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii and Sec. 5.5.3 to allow absence of required landscaped berm
along Wixom Road frontage due to limited frontage and flag shaped lot;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.B to allow full time access drives to be connected to a section-line
road as opposed to a hon-section line roads as the applicant is proposing to provide access
and utility easement to neighboring properties to eliminate multiple curb cuts on Wixom Road;

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 interval along the property
boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property boundary, due to conflict with
existing wetlands;
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13. Deviation from Chapter 7(c) (1) of Engineering Design manual for reducing the distance
between the sidewalk and back of the curb. A minimum of 7.5 feet can be supported by staff;

14. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure IX.5) of City’s Code of Ordinances for reduction of
residential driveway taper depth (10 feet required, 7.5 feet proposed) due to proximinity of
proposed sidewalk within the development.

15. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure I1X.2) of City’s Code of Ordinances for allowing increase in
the length of divided driveway island (35 feet required, 100 feet proposed) as it is within the
allowable range;

Ordinance Requirements

This project was reviewed for conformance with the Zoning Ordinance with respect to Article 3 (Zoning
Districts), Article 4 (Use Standards), Article 5 (Site Standards), and any other applicable provisions of the
Zoning Ordinance.

Please see the attached chaurt for information pertaining to ordinance reqguirements. Items in bold below
must be addressed and incorporated as part of the revised PSLR Concept Plan submittal:

1. Design Changes: A pre-application meeting was held in September, 2017 where the applicant
proposed a similar layout with two-family attached unit development. The applicant then
submitted a Concept plan with detached units (Independent Elderly Living), which was denser
with smaller distances between buildings of up to 10 feet. Staff did not recommend approval as
it did not meet the intent of Independent elderly living units under PSLR ordinance. The applicant
has addressed some major comments provided by staff since then. Following are some of the
notable features of proposed concept plan.

a. The unit types are now two-family detached, which are permitted under PSLR.
b. Buildings are design as ranch style housing with optional loft or basement space.
c. Denisity is kept under the maximum allowed under PSLR. PSLR district allows up to 6.5 DUA

for low-density multi-family development. The current concept plan proposes 3.6

units/acre.

Distance between buildings has been increased to 25 feet.

e. Aslight curvature is added to the loop road in order to offset the units.

The concept plan proposes a 60 feet access and utility easement for benefit of northern

property to minimize traffic from development sites onto section line roads.

g. The applicant added additional pocket park to evenly distribute active recreation areas
throughout the community.

h. The concept plan proposes a connection to Providence Park Hospital trail system. The
project also proposes additional enhancement to the existing trail system.

i. The project proposes removal and remediation of the existing industrial facility and
brownfield site.

e

bl

Staff Comments: The proposed plan provides housing for active senior adults, which is one of the
recommended housing types in our 2016 City of Novi Master Plan. It fills the gap for much
needed active adult development. Staff agrees with the targeted market segment and the
location closer to the hospital, commercial development at Grand River and Wixom intersection
and public park system. Walkability is a key to capturing this market segment.

In Chapter 4, Market Assessment, in our Master plan, there is an example for Missing Middle
Housing that illustrates_how smaller units, clustered together, could potentially be added in well-
chosen locations in the City. While the proposed concept plan does not deviate significantly
from Ordinance requirements, it is staff’s opinion that the design lacks interest and a sense of
community. Inclusion of pocket parks and connection to the trail system make up for passive
and active recreation to some extent. There are also no provisions for guest parking or common
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4,

mailbox location. The proposed layout maximizes the development on site. The applicant intents
to provide a low-maintenance development for active senior adults.

Deviations: The_Majority of the deviations identified on Page 3 are a result of type of
development the applicant is proposing that is targeting active senior adult community. Staff
supports the deviations, but recommends that the applicant should consider some additional
changes to the design to create some visual relief. Please confirm what deviations you would
seek and what you wouldn’t by making related changes to the Concept plan.

Facade: City’s facade consultant has looked into multiple elevations as part of the Pre-application
meeting and provided some comments. The applicant should provide elevations that conform to the
requirements prior to Council approval of PSLR concept plan. The elevation should reflect the
comments provided below.

a. Multiple dwelling units are subject to the PLSR Ordinance. Section 3.21.C of the
Ordinance sets additional requirements for buildings in the PLSR District.

b. Buildings in Facade Region 1 require 30% minimum brick on all facades. Provided that
the proposed building are single floor building with front garages, it appears that the
entire front facade should consist of brick or stone to conform to the requirements..

c. Dimensional drawings for all elevations will be required to make definitive measurements
as to compliance with this Section.

d. Interesting front fagcade using floor plan articulation, multiple gable rooflines, return
cornices, decorative railings, shutters, window surrounds, etc. would be desirable.

e. Enhanced garage doors are recommended.

Generally, the recommendations for Emerson Park, another project proposed by the

applicant, would apply.

—h

Plan Review Chart: Please refer to Planning Review Chart for other comments that need to be
included on the Site plan.

Other Reviews

a.

b.

Engineering Review: A few deviations are identified. Additional comments to be addressed with
Preliminary Site Plan. Engineering recommends approval.

Landscape Review: A few deviations are identified. Additional comments to be addressed with
Preliminary Site Plan. Landscape recommends approval.

Wetland Review: A City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit and a City of Novi Authorization
to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required. A MDEQ Wetland Permit
may be required. Additional comments to be addressed prior to receiving Wetland approval of
the Preliminary Site Plan. Wetlands recommend approval.

Woodland Review: A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required. Additional
comments to be addressed prior to receiving Woodland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.
Woodlands recommend approval.

Traffic and Traffic Study Review: A few deviations are identified. Additional comments to be
addressed with Preliminary Site Plan. Traffic recommends approval.

Facade Review: Unable to make a determination due to insufficient information.

Fire Review: Written permission may be needed and or required by International Transmission
Company for the proposed secondary emergency access through their property (as well as
Providence Park Hospital). Fire recommends approval.

NEXT STEP: Planning Commission Meeting

The site plan is scheduled for a public hearing on February 07, 2018 meeting. Please provide the
following no later than 9 am February 02, 2018.

1.
2.

Original Site Plan submittal in PDF format (maximum of 10MB). NO CHANGES MADE.
A response letter addressing ALL the comments from ALL the review letters and a request for
waivers as you see fit.
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3. A colorrendering of the Site Plan, if any.

Site Addressing

A new address is required for this project. The applicant should contact the Building Division for an
address prior to applying for a building permit. Building permit applications cannot be processed
without a correct address. The address application can be found by clicking on this link. Please
contact the Ordinance Division 248.735.5678 in the Community Development Department with any
specific questions regarding addressing of sites.

Sighage

Exterior Signhage is not regulated by the Planning Division or Planning Commission. Applicant is
recommended to provide information to identify any possible deviations to be included in PSLR
agreement. Alternatively, an applicant may choose to submit a sign application to the Building Official
for administrative review. Following preliminary site plan approval, any application to amend a sign
permit or for a new or additional sign shall be submitted to the Building Official. Please contact the
Ordinance Division 248.735.5678 for information regarding signh permits.

Street and Project Name

This project received approval from the Street and Project Naming Committee for the proposed
development name and street names. Please include the Please contact Richelle Leskun (248-347-
0579) in the Community Development Department for additional information. The address application
can be found by clicking on this link.

Parcel Split/Combination

There is no property split/combination proposed. The applicant must create this parcel prior to
Stamping Set approval and/or applying for new site address. Plans will not be stamped until the parcel
is created.

Pre-Construction Meeting

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

Chapter 26.5
Chapter 26.5 of the City of Novi Code of Ordinances generally requires all projects be completed within

two years of the issuance of any starting permit. Please contact Sarah Marchioni at 248-347-0430 for
additional information on starting permits. The applicant should review and be aware of the
requirements of Chapter 26.5 before starting construction.

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

BN

Sri Ravali Komaragiri — Planner



http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/Bldg-AddressesApplication.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/Bldg-ProjectAndStreetNameRequestForm.aspx
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Reference/Forms/Bldg-ProjectAndStreetNameRequestForm.aspx
mailto:skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org
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PLANNING REVIEW CHART : pSLR: Planned Suburban Low-Rise Overlay District

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

Contact:

January 30, 2018
Revised PSLR Concept Plan
JSP17-62 THE VILLAS AT STONEBROOK

November 29, 2017
Sri Komaragiri, Planner

E-mail: skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org; Phone: (248) 735-5607

Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant with PSLR Concept Plan. Underlined items need to be

addressed prior to the approval of the Site Plan

ltem Required Code Proposed gsg(t: Comments
Zoning and Use Requirements
Master Plan Suburban Low-Rise Suburban Low-Rise Yes
(adopted
August 23, 2017)
Area Study The site does not fall NA Yes
under any special
category
Zoning [-2 General Industrial with | PSLR Yes PSLR Agreement and PSLR
(Effective PSLR(Planned Suburban Concept Plan must be
December 25, Low-Rise )overlay approved by the City
2013) Council.

Uses Permitted
(Sec 3.1.27B &
C)

Sec 3.1.27.B Principal
Uses Permitted.

Sec 3.1.27.C Special
Land Uses

86 Two-family attached
dwellings proposed

Yes
??

Special Land Use Permit
required.

Approval
Process

1. PSLR overlay development agreement application and overlay concept plan

submittal

2. Planning commission review, public hearing and recommendation to City Council
3. City council review and consideration of concept plan and PSLR Agreement

4. Review and approval of site plans per section 6.1.

Housing for the Elderly (Sec. 4.20)

Low-rise
multiple-family
residential uses
(Sec. 4.70)

- In the PSLR district,
low-rise multiple-
family residential uses
are permitted as a
special land use up to
a maximum of six and

3.6 Dwelling units per
acre; 86 Units per 23.87
Net acres

Even though the density is
below the maximum
allowed, the current
layout is resulting in most
of deviations. Staff
recommends that the

one-half (6.5) ves applicant reconsider the
dwelling units per net density to reduce the
acre, excluding extent of the deviations
existing road rights-of sought or to provide more
way. interest in the design of
the project.

3.21 PSLR Required Conditions

Narrative Explain how the

(Sec. 3.32.3.A) development exceeds A narrative is provided Yes

the standards of this
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space/recreation

. Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code Comments
ordinance
PSLR Overlay i. Legal description and ,
Concept Plan: dimensions Provided ves
Required Items ii. Existing zoning of
(Sec. 3.21.1.A) site/adjacent Provided partly Yes
properties
iii. Existing natural .
Some wetlands exist on .
features such as . . Refer to Wetlands review
site with an open body Yes -
wetlands and for more details
: of water
proposed impacts
iv. Existing woodlands Regulated woodlands
and proposed on site. Narrative Refer to Woodlands
. . . Yes . .
impacts indicates a majority of review for more details
trees will be saved
v. Existing and proposed | Existing 60 feet ROW
rights-of-way and along Wixom road
road layout frontage is indicated.
. No
The current site plan
indicates private roads
within the development
vi. Bicycle/pedestrian Proposed sidewalk Yes?
plan along Wixom road ]
vii. Conceptual storm
water management Provided Yes Please refer to
plan Engineering comments for
viii. Conceptual utility Provided ves more details.
plan
ix. Building Parking and 30 feet setback lines on
Wetland Setback all four sides indicated
requirements on the plans. No Yes
common parking
proposed.
x. Conceptual layout Provided Yes
xi. Conceptual open
space/recreation Information provided Yes
plan
xii. Conceptual
. Refer to Landscape
streetscape Provided Yes . .
review for more details
landscape plan
PSLR Overlay Refer to Traffic review
Concept Plan: xiii. Parking plan Provided Yes? | letter for additional
Optional Items comments
Sec. 3.21.1.A . . .
(Sec ) xiv. Detailed layout plan Provided Yes
xv. Residential density
calculations and type | 3.7 DUA proposed Yes
of units
xvi. Detailed open NA
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- Requirements within
study (include: social
impacts,
environmental
factors)

provided

. Meets
ltem Required Code Proposed Code Comments
xvii. Detailed streetscape | Conceptual plan
) NA
landscape plan provided
viii. Graphic des_cr|pt|on Wiitten description
of each deviation . .
. provided in the Yes?
from the applicable .
. narrative
ordinance requested
xix. Phasing plan Phasing not indicated NA
Community - All non-residential
Impact projects over 30 acres
Statement for permitted use
(Sec. 3.21.1.B) - All non-residential
over 10 acres for . .
] Total project area is 26 . .
special land use Acres. units 88 Provide a revised
- Residential over 150 ' ' Community Impact
units . : Yes? | Statement that addresses
. A brief community : .
- Mixed use, staff . . all items listed on page 52
. impact statement is :
determines of Site plan manual.

Traffic Impact
Study
(Sec. 3.21.1.C)

Study as required by the
City of Novi Site Plan and
Development Manual

A traffic impact
assessment is provided
in lieu of Traffic study;

Refer to Traffic Study
review for further details.

Traffic supports the

(Sec. 3.21.1.D)

Refer to the entire chart
and other review letters
for more details

Right turn lanes/tapers Yes —
. deviation for an
and left turn passing - Lo
abbreviated study in lieu
lanes are not warranted. "
of a full Traffic Impact
study.
Proposed List all proposed Staff identified multiple
Ordinance ordinance deviations deviations in the
Deviations with supporting narrative. | proposed site plan. Yes? Please refer to Planning

review for more details.

Concept Plan.

City Council may approve deviations from the Ordinance standards as part of a PSLR Overlay Development
Agreement provided there are specific, identified features or planning mechanisms deemed beneficial to
the City which are designed into the project for the purpose of achieving the objectives for the District.
Safeguards shall be provided for each regulation where there is noncompliance on the PSLR Overlay

Required PSLR Overlay Use Standards/ Conditions for special land uses (Sec. 3.21.2)

Site Standards (Sec. 3.21.2.A)

Building
Frontage
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.)

Buildings shall front on a
dedicated non-section
line public street or an

approved private drive

Site fronts on Section line
public road. All
individual dwellings front
on proposed private
driveway

No

Note that private drive
shall be built according to
private road standards
per DCS Manual

The private drive does not
proposed the required 60



http://www.cityofnovi.org/Government/City-Services/Community-Development/Information-Requirements-Sheets,-Checklists,-Manua/SitePlanAndDevelopmentManual.aspx
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

feet right of way. This is
considered a deviation.
However, given the site
location and shape, staff
is willing to support the
deviation provided
provisions are made to
provide access to
neighboring properties.

Applicant indicated a 60
foot access/utility
easement for the property
to the north. Please
remove any proposed
landscape within the
proposed easement
location.

Building
Setbacks

(Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii)
& (Sec 3.1.27.D)

Minimum front yard
setback: 30 ft***
Maximum front yard
setback: 75 ft.

**x The

Minimum rear yard

30 feet rear setback

Building setbacks should
be measured off the
Proposed ROW (or access
easement). In this case,
staff will be able to

maximum front setback: 30 ft provided ves support the deviation if a
and exterior side | Exterior side yard Not fronting on major part of proposed drive is
yard setback adjacent to roads and roads or section line NA placed in a dedicated
requirement drives 30 ft*** roads access easement as
when adjacent Exterior side yard discussed at the meeting
to roads and adjacent to planned or ; ;
drives (other existing section line road :\(l)(;[(jgo(;t'sl%sgnr??eor NA Reguest an ordinance
than planned or | ROW 50 ft deviation from City
. . roads ;

existing section Council
line road right-
of-way) is 75 Interior side yard 30 ft 25 ft prpposed between No This is considered a
feet. two buildings) deviation

Building to building 30 ft | 25 ft proposed between I —

o No
two buildings)

Building Corner to

corner: 15 ft 251t. ves
Landscape All buildings, parking lots
Buffer and loading areas shall
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii) be separated from .

N . Landscape review
and Berms section line road rights- supports the deviation
(Sec.5.5.3) of-way by a 50 ft. No berm is provided No .
Refer to landscape review
landscape buffer -
T for more details

containing an

undulating 3-5 ft. tall

landscaped berm.
Parking spaces Located only in the rear Garage parking ves

for all uses in the

yard or interior side yard
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ltem Required Code Proposed gsg(t: Comments
district (except Screened by 3-5 ft.
for townhouse undulating berm from Not abutting other
. ) NA
style multiple- adjacent streets per streets
family dwellings | Section 5.5.3.
that provide All parking and access
private garages | aisles shall be Min. 15 ft. Edge of pavement is 20
for ea}ch . from all buildings feet away from Yes
dwelling unit) buildings
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.iv)
Parking Front yard parking is not
Setbacks permitted* No parking proposed NA
(Sec.
3.21.2.A.iv.d) Exterior side yard
adjacent to a section No parking proposed NA
* except that i - [
for townhouse adjacent to a local No parking proposed NA broposing some
developments street — 30 ft. min dedicated parking
shall be nterior side 'ards spaces for guests, as well
permitted in the | gdjacent toysingle family as a place for group
front yard residential districts - 30 ft, | O P&rking proposed NA mailboxes, if needed.
; . Please refer to the
setback when min . o
the parking area — requirements while finding
the p g Interior side yards not a suitable location
IS <_3|50 a adjacent to a single
driveway access | family residential district —
to a parking 15 ft. min No parking proposed NA
garage
contained within
the unit.
Open Space Minimum of 200 square
Recreation feet per dwelling unit of
requirements for | private opens space
Multi-Family accessible to building 2.6 acres Yes
Residential (includes covered
Developments porches, balconies and
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.v) | patios)
Common open space Appears to be in
areas as central to conformance. Exhibit Yes

project as possible

provided on sheet 13

Active recreation areas
shall be provided with at
least 50 % of the open
spaces dedicated to

Total open spaces: 9.4
acres

This is a considered a
deviation. The concept
plan proposes connection
to Providence hospital

. . No .
active recreation Usable open space: 2.6 trail system, three pocket
acres parks and internal walks

running through the
central courtyard.

Act|v_e recreation Sh?‘" Appears to be in Provide information to

consist 10% of total site Yes? .

area conformance? verify conformance

Other Loading and Unloading Loading spaces are not | NA
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

Applicable
Zoning
Ordinances
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.vi,
vii and ix)

per Section 5.4

required

Off-street Parking per
Section 5.2 and 5.3

Garage parking and
driveway parking

Yes?

Landscaping per Section
5.5, All sites shall include
streetscape amenities
such as but not limited to
benches, pedestrian
plazas, etc.

Couple of pocket parks
included

Yes

Building Length
(Sec. 3.21.2.A.vii)

Maximum building length
as described in Sec
3.21.3.A.vii shall not
exceed 180 ft.

Not applicable

NA

City Council may modify
the minimum length up
to a maximum of 360 ft.
if:

Building includes
recreation space for min.
50 people

Building is setback 1 ft.
for every 3 ft. in excess of
180 ft. from all residential
districts.

Not applicable

NA

Outdoor Lighting
(Sec. 3.21.2.AX)

Maximum height of light
fixtures: 20 ft.

Not provided

No

Cut-off angle of 90
degrees or less

Not provided

No

No direct light source
shall be visible at any

A lighting and
photometric plan is
required with the PSLR
Concept plan submittal.

The applicant requests to

Neighboring
Properties
(Sec. 3.21.2.B.i)

provide public access
connections to
neighboring properties at
location(s) acceptable

neighboring parcels are
not proposed at this
time. A 60 feet access
easement is provided

property line abutting a | Not provided No defer the requirement to
section line road right-of - the time of Preliminary site
way at ground level. plan submittal. An intent
Maximum lllumination at to comply is stated in the
property line: 0.5fc Not provided No response letter. This is
considered a deviation.
Circulation Standards (Sec. 3.21.2.B)
Full Time Access | Full time access drives Full time access drives No This is considered a
(Sec. 3.21.2.B) shall be connected only | are connected to a deviation. Refer to related
to non-section line roads | proposed private drive comments below.
Emergency Emergency access with Emergency access is Yes
Access access gate may be provide to the east to
(Sec. 3.21.2.B) connected to section connect to Providence
line roads when no other | Parkway
practical location is
available
Connection to New roads should Connections to No
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Meets

to the property line.

ltem Required Code Proposed Code Comments

to the City and the for future connections

neighboring property
New Roads New roads shall be
(Sec. designed as
3.21.2.B.i.a) pedestrian/bicycle

focused corridors as

identified in the Non-

Motorized Master Plan
Non-Motorized Facilities shall be Sidewalks are proposed | Yes
Facilities connected to the within the site and
(Sec. existing pedestrian connected to Wixom
3.21.2.B.ii.b) network Road
Proposed Non- Where existing non- A 5 foot sidewalk is Yes A deviation is sought for
Motorized motorized facilities do proposed on either side reduction of distance
Facilities not exist on adjacent of the proposed private between the edge of road
(Sec. neighboring properties, drive and sidewalk
3.21.2.B.ii.c) facilities shall be stubbed

Building Design Standards (Sec. 3.21.2.C)

Parking Spaces

Residential, one-
family and two
family (Sec.
5.2.12.A)

unit

For 86 units, 172 spaces

Garage

Building Height 35 ft. or 2 % stories 32 ft Yes
(Sec. 3.21.2.C.J)
Building Design Buildings must be Two-family attached Yes Refer to Facade review for
(Sec. 3.21.2.C.ii) | designed with a “single- housing additional comments
family residential
character”
Maximum % of 25% 20% Yes?
Lot Area
Covered
(Sec. 3.1.27.D)
Note To District Standards (Sec 3.6.2)
Off-Street Parking proposed in NA
Parking in Front front yard
Yard
(Sec 3.6.2.EF)
Parking setback | Required parking Landscape plan is Yes Refer to Landscape
screening setback area shall be provided review letter
(Sec 3.6.2.P) landscaped per sec
5.5.3.
Modification of Refer to Sec 3.6.2 for Modifications are not NA
parking setback | more details requested
requirements
(Sec 3.6.2.Q)
Parking, Loading and Dumpster Requirements
Number of Two (2) for each dwelling | Two spaces per unit in Yes
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requirements

being served

pocket parks

ltem Required Code Proposed gsg(t: Comments
Parking Space 90° parking layout:
Dimensions and | 9’ x 19’ parking space .
Maneuvering dimensions and 24’ wide Not provided NA
Lanes drives
(Sec.5.3.2) 9’ x 17’ if overhang on 7’
wide interior sidewalk or
landscaped area as long | Not provided NA
as detail indicates 4’
curb
Parking stall - shall not be located NA
located closer than twenty-five
adjacentto a (25) feet from the street
parking lot right-of-way (ROW) line,
entrance(public street easement or
or private) sidewalk, whichever is
(Sec.5.3.13) closer
End Islands - End Islands with
(Sec.5.3.12) landscaping and raised
curbs are required at the
end of all parking bays
that abut traffic
circulation aisles.
- The end islands shall
generally be at least 8 Not provided NA
feet wide, have an
outside radius of 15 feet,
and be constructed 3’
shorter than the
adjacent parking stall as
illustrated in the Zoning
Ordinance
Barrier Free 1 barrier free parking
Spaces spaces (for total 26 to .
Barrier Free 50)& 1 van barrier free Not provided NA
Code parking space
Barrier Free - 8° wide with an 8’ wide
Space access aisle for van
Dimensions accessible spaces .
Barrier Free - 5’ wide WithF:';l 5’ wide Not provided NA
Code access aisle for regular
accessible spaces
Barrier Free One sign for each
S|gqs accessible parking Not provided NA
Barrier Free space.
Code
Minimum One (1) space for each
number of twenty (20) employees .
Bicycle Parking on the maximum shift, Not provided NA
(Sec.5.16.1) minimum two (2) spaces
Bicycle Parking - No farther than 120 ft. Bike racks provided near
General from the entrance Yes
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

(Sec. 5.16)

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

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

- Shall be accessible via
6 ft. paved sidewalk

Bicycle Parking
Lot layout
(Sec 5.16.6)

Parking space width: 6 ft.
One tier width: 10 ft.

Two tier width: 16 ft.
Maneuvering lane width:
4 ft.

Parking space depth: 2
ft. single, 2 % ft. double

Information not
provided

No

Please provide the layout
as required at the time of
Preliminary site plan

Loading Spaces | As needed Not required NA
(Sec.5.4.1)
Location of such
facilitiesin a
permitted side
yard shall be
subject to
review and
approval by the
City
Dumpster - Located in rear yard or
(Sec 4.19.2.F) interior side yard in
case of double
frontage
- Attached to the
building or
- No closer than 10 ft. The applicant
from building if not indicated at the Pre-
attached application meeting Yes
- Not located in parking that Trash will be
setback picked up by the curb
- If no setback, then it
cannot be any closer
than 10 ft, from
property line.
- Away from Barrier free
Spaces
Dumpster - Screened from public Not provided NA
Enclosure view
(Sec. 21-145.(c) | - Awall or fence 1 ft.
City code of higher than height of

Ordinances)

refuse bin
- And no less than 5 ft.
on three sides
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

- Posts or bumpers to
protect the screening

- Hard surface pad.

- Screening Materials:
Masonry, wood or
evergreen shrubbery

Sidewalk Requirements

ARTICLE XI. OFF-
ROAD NON-
MOTORIZED
FACILITIES

Sec. 11-256.
Requirement.
(c) & Sub. Ord.
Sec. 4.05,

- In the case of new
streets and roadways
to be constructed as
part of the project, a
sidewalk shall be
provided on both sides
of the proposed street
or roadway.

- Sidewalks along
arterials and collectors
shall be 6 feet or 8 feet
wide as desighated by
the “Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan,” but
not along industrial
service streets per
Subdivision Ordinance

- Whereas sidewalks
along local streets and
private roadways shall
be five (5) feet wide.

The applicant proposed
connecting to the
existing trail system
within Providence
hospital campus. They
also noted about
proposing new pathway
along Providence park
way. Details to be
provided with next
submittal

Yes

Pedestrian
Connectivity

- Whether the traffic
circulation features
within the site and
parking areas are
designed to assure
safety and
convenience of both
vehicular and
pedestrian traffic both
within the site and in
relation to access
streets

- Building exits must be
connected to sidewalk
system or parking lot.

Provide sidewalks on
both sides of the private
drive

Yes

Other Requirements

Design and
Construction
Standards
Manual

Land description, Sidwell
number (metes and
bounds for acreage
parcel, lot number(s),
Liber, and page for
subdivisions).

Yes

General layout
and dimension

Location of all existing
and proposed buildings,

Mostly provided. Some
dimensions are required

Yes

Refer to all

review letter

for comments
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Item

Required Code

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

of proposed
physical
improvements

proposed building
heights, building layouts,
(floor area in square
feet), location of
proposed parking and
parking layout, streets
and drives, and indicate
square footage of
pavement area
(indicate public or
private).

to provide more clarity.

Economic
Impact

- Total cost of the
proposed building &
site improvements

- Number of anticipated
jobs created (during
construction & after
building is occupied, if
known)

Information provided as
part of Community
Impacts statement.
Over 5 million in
construction costs.

Yes

Legal
Documents

PSLR Development
Agreement is required

Master Deed would be
required for the ROW
dedication with Final Site
Plan review

One is not required at
this time

No

A draft agreement would
be required once City
Council approves the

Concept Plan

Business Sign

requires a permit.

- Exterior Signhage is not
regulated by the
Planning Division or
Planning Commission.

Proposed sign is outside
the sight distance
triangles

Development Development and street | Application submitted No The project requires a
and Street names must be and is under review project and street naming
Names approved by the Street application. Please
Naming Committee contact Hannah Smith at
before Preliminary Site 248-347-0579
Plan approval
Development/ - Sighage if proposed None indicated. Yes? | This review does not

include signage. The
applicant should apply for
a sign permit prior to
installation.

NOTES:

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

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

3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals.
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
January 30, 2018

Engineering Review
Villas at Stonebrook
JSP17-0062

Applicant
Pulte Homes

Review Type
Revised Concept plan for PSLR

Property Characteristics
= Sjte Location: East of Wixom Road, south of Grand River Avenue

= Sjte Size: 26 acres
= Plan Date: 12/29/2017
= Design Engineer: Atwell

Project Summary
» Proposed development of 86 duplex housing units. Site access from one driveway
off Wixom Road with proposed private roadway in the development.

=  Water service would be provided by connection to existing 16-inch water main in
Wixom Road, and off-site connection to existing 12-inch water main in Providence
Parkway for looped water service.

» Sanitary sewer service would be provided by connection to existing sanitary sewer in
Wixom Road.

= Storm water would be collected by a single storm sewer collection system and
detained on-site.

Recommendation:
Approval of the Concept Site Plan and Concept Storm Water Management Plan is
recommended.
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Comments:

The Concept Plan meets the general requirements of the design and construction
standards as set forth in Chapter 11 of the City of Novi Codified Ordinance, the Storm
Water Management Ordinance and the Engineering Design Manual with the following
items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal (further engineering
detail will be required at the time of the final site plan submittal):

General
1. A stub street to the property boundary at intervals not to exceed 1,300 feet
along the perimeter is required by ordinance. A deviation from Appendix C
Section 4.04(A)(1) of the Novi City Code will be required, as noted on the PSLR
Concept plan.

2. A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi for work in the
Wixom Road right-of-way.

3. Show and label the master planned 60-foot half right-of-way width for Wixom
Road. The dedication of the master-planned right-of-way half-width of sixty
(60) feet is requested for the project. Show the additional right-of-way width
to be dedicated along Wixom Road labeled as “proposed” right-of-way.

4, Provide a soil boring in the vicinity of the storm water basin to determine soil
conditions and to establish the high water elevation of the groundwater
table.

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

Water Main

6. The City’s Water Distribution Master Plan includes a 16-inch main connecting
the Wixom Road 16-inch main to the 12-inch main in Providence Park. Provide
a 16-inch water main through the south portion of the site in accordance with
the City’s Master Plan.

7. A profile for all proposed water main 8-inch and larger shall be included with
Final Site Plan submittal.

8. At the time of Final Site plan, assuming no further design changes are
anticipated, provide three (3) signed and sealed sets of revised utility plans
along with the MDEQ permit application (1/07 rev.) for water main
construction and the Streamlined Water Main Permit Checklist should be
submitted to the Engineering Division. Utility plan sets shall include only the
cover sheet, any applicable utility sheets and the standard detail sheets.

Sanitary Sewer

9. At the time of Final Site plan, assuming no further design changes are
anticipated, provide seven (7) signhed sealed sets of revised utility plans along
with the MDEQ permit application (04/14 rev.) for sanitary sewer construction
and the Streamlined Sanitary Sewer Permit Certification Checklist to the
Engineering Division. Utility plan sets shall include only the cover sheet, any
applicable utility sheets and the standard detail sheets. The MDEQ can be
contacted for an expedited review by their office.
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Paving & Grading

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

Sidewalks on private roadways should be located such that the outside edge
of the sidewalk is a minimum of 15 feet from back of curb. The layout plan
indicates that 12.5 feet are provided from the back of curb to outside edge. A
request for deviation is noted on the PSLR Concept plan.

Provide detailed site grading plan with future submittals.
An access easement for the property to the south will be required.

Provide an access easement on the entrance drive from Wixom Road to
facilitate future connections to the property.

Per Section 26.5-35(c), a statement is required on any plan containing a
private street with the following language: "City of Novi has no responsibility
to improve or maintain the private streets contained within or private streets
providing access to the property described in this plan".

Storm Sewer and Storm Water Management Plan

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

Show the 15 foot wide maintenance access route to the basin outlet
structure. Include a detail illustrating maximum slope of 1V:5H, and cross
section able to withstand the passage of heavy equipment. Verify the
access route does not conflict with proposed landscaping.

A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of each
storm water basin. This buffer cannot encroach onto adjacent lots.
Provide a site drainage area map.

The northeast corner of the site should be captured in the on-site storm sewer
and storm water management basin. Alternatively, rain gardens can be
proposed in this area.

In the southeast corner of the site, any storm water runoff from developed or
disturbed areas must be captured in the on-site storm sewer and storm water
management basin.

Off-Site Easements

20.

Off-site utility easements must be executed prior to final approval of the
plans. Drafts shall be submitted as early as possible, with Preliminary Site Plan
if possible, no later than with Final Site Plan submittal.

a. Off-site emergency access easement is required to the east.
b. Off-site public water main easement is required to the east.
c. Temporary off-site grading easement is required to the east.

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

21.

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

22.

23.

An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Community
Development Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the
determination of plan review and construction inspection fees. This estimate
should only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with
construction of the building or any demolition work. The cost estimate must
be itemized for each utility (water, sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving, right-
of-way paving (including proposed right-of-way), grading, and the storm
water basin (basin construction, control structure, pretreatment structure and
restoration).

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

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

Darcy N. Rechtien, P.E.
Plan Review Engineer
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Review Type
Revised PSLR Concept Landscape Review

Property Characteristics

Site Location: 26700 Wixom Road - north of Wildlife Woods Park

Site Acreage: 25.88 acres

Site Zoning: [-2 with PSLR overlay

Adjacent Zoning: North: R-1 and I-1, East: RA (ITC corridor), South, West: R-1
Plan Date: 12/29/2017

Ordinance Considerations

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

Recommendation
The project is recommended for approval. The comments below should be corrected in
Preliminary or Final Site Plans, as indicated by bold or underlined comments.

Deviations from Ordinance (this does not include errors or omissions such as the use of species as
replacements that are not included on the Woodland Replacement Chart, which need to be
corrected).

- No berm is provided at the Wixom Road frontage. This deviation is supported by staff as the
available frontage width does not allow the required berm and the long entry makes the
berm unnecessary for screening purposes.

Many subcanopy trees proposed as part of required Multi-family tree requirement. If the
number of sub-canopy trees can be brought down to 25% of the total 264 tree requirement,
this deviation can be supported as a way to increase the diversity of the site.

Interior street trees are not located close to the road, between the sidewalk and curb. This
deviation is not supported by staff.

Replacement trees are being used to meet the greenbelt tree requirement. This ends up
being a reduction in the number of greenbelt trees provided. This deviation is not supported
by staff as there is sufficient room on the site for those replacement trees to be planted
elsewhere.

General note: The access easement shown for the property to the north should also be shown
on the landscape plan, and no trees should be proposed within that easement.

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

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

2. There are no overhead utility lines in the vicinity of the project.

Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2) )
1. Atree survey is provided and trees to be removed are clearly marked.
2. Please show tree fencing at the Critical Root Zone (1’ beyond dripline) for all existing
trees to remain near the project area on the Demolition or Grading Plan when it is
created.

Woodland Replacement Trees

1. See ECT's review for a more detailed discussion of woodland replacement trees.

2. Only species on the Section 37 Woodland Replacement Chart can be used as woodland
replacements. Varieties with an unnatural appearance should not be used as
replacement trees. These selections should be replaced as woodland replacements:
Acer x freemanii ‘Armstrong’ and Acer saccharum ‘Temple’s Upright’.

3. Please replace those with species from the Woodland Replacement Chart (attached).

4. Picea mariana is a valid replacement for Picea abies, however it is hard to find in the
commercial trade and is typically found in wetlands. For this reason using White Pine
(Pinus strobus) in place of Picea mariana is recommended.

Adjacent to Residential - Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii)
Adjacent Industrial-zoned property to north is not developed. The property to the east is the
ITC corridor. No berms need to be installed.

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

1. The only frontage is on Wixom Road. The 50 foot greenbelt depth required for a PSLR
project on a section road is exceeded greatly. The frontage is 120 linear feet and the
boulevard entry is 60 feet wide, leaving 60 feet of frontage for trees. Based on this, 2
canopy trees and 6 subcanopy trees are required.

2. Itappears that 2 canopy trees and 5 subcanopy trees are provided, but it is difficult to
be certain if replacement trees are used to meet this requirement. They cannot.

3. Please label the plants uniquely so it can be determined if the requirement is met, add
another subcanopy tree to meet that requirement and 2 canopy trees if they are
needed.

Street Tree Requirements (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and LDM 1.d.)
1. As mentioned above, the frontage on Wixom Road is 120 feet, but the clear vision zone
does not allow any room for street trees so none are required.
2. Forinterior street trees, the multifamily requirement should be followed (below). The trees
should be located between the sidewalk and street.

Parking Lot Landscaping (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.)
No parking lots are proposed.

Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.(3) Chart footnote)
No parking lots are proposed.

Boulevard island landscaping
Please identify the 3 trees in the entry island. Those can’t count toward the street tree
requirement.
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Loading Zone screening (Zoning Sec. 3.14, 3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)
No loading zone screening is required as part of this project.

Multi-family Landscaping (Zoning Section 5.5.3.E.ii)

1. For street trees, 1 tree per 35 If of frontage, less driveways and interior road widths, is
required for each side of the road. Per the calculations provided, 190 are required but
only 186 were found. Please make sure the required number of street trees are provided
and clearly shown as street trees.

2. There shall be 3 deciduous canopy or large evergreen trees provided for each ground
floor dwelling unit. The plan shows 258 trees provided as required, however greater than
33% are subcanopy/ornamental trees, and two of the selections, Armstrong Maples and
Temple’s Upright maples do not meet the requirement of having a mature height of at
least 30 feet and a mature canopy width of at least 20 feet.

3. Using subcanopy trees in place of deciduous canopy or large evergreens is a deviation
from the ordinance. If the percentage of subcanopy trees can be brought down to 25%
or less, that deviation can be supported by staff to increase the diversity of plantings.

4. The Armstrong and Temple’s Upright maples should be replaced with trees that have
broader canopies.

5. The typical unit landscaping detail shows that approximately 46% of each building’s
frontage along the interior drive is landscaped, which exceeds the 35% requirement.

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

1. On Final site plans, please provide the anticipated costs of landscaping using the city
standard costs at: http://cityofnovi.org/Government/City-Services/Community-
Development/Fees/Planning/FeeSchedule-OtherReviewFees.aspx (the 3rd page).

2. Please follow the requirements of the Landscape Design Manual (LDM 4) for tree diversity.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM)
Please revise the details provided per the instructions on the landscape chart.

Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.ivand LDM 1.d.(3)
The required shrubs are provided.

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

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

Snow Deposit (LDM.2.9.)
Provided.

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))
Few trees outside of the preserved wetlands are being preserved. Please add tree protection
fencing for all trees to remain outside of the wetlands and keep the tree tag number on the
landscape plan for use during inspections.

Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9)
Provided.

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




LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART —

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

January 12, 2018
JSP17 - 0062: VILLAS AT STONEBROOK
December 29, 2017
Rick Meader, Landscape Architect E-mail: rmeader@cityofnovi.orqg;

Phone: (248) 735-5621

revised PSLR Concept

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

DEVIATIONS FROM ORDINANCES:

No berm is provided at Wixom Road frontage. Supported by staff.
Street trees are not located close to road, between sidewalk and curb. Not supported by staff.

Use of subcanopy trees in place of some required deciduous canopy or evergreen trees. Staff would
support up to 25% of the multifamily site landscaping requirement of 3 trees per ground level dwelling
unit to increase diversity but current plan proposes more than 33% of trees to be subcanopy.

ltem Required Proposed gsg: Comments
Landscape Plan Requirements (LDM (2)
§ New commercial or
residential
developments
§ Addition to existing
building greater than
25% increase in overall
Landscape Plan footage or 400 SF L. ?’\;%roetll Plan Scale
(Zoning Sec 5.5.2, whichever is less. Yes Yes 2 Details Scale: 1°=30"
LDM 2.e.) § 17=20" minimum with ' .
proper North. (acceptable)
Variations from this
scale can be
approved by LA
§ Consistent with plans
throughout set
Project Information Yes — on cover Please include location
(LDM 2.d.) Name and Address sheet Yes map on landscape plan
to assist contractor.
Name, address and
Owner/Developer telephone number of Yes — on cover
Contact Information the owner and sheet Yes
(LDM 2.a.) developer or
association
Landscape Architect | Name, Address and
contact information telephone number of Yes Yes
(LDM 2.b.) RLA
?Le;:/?gg); LA. ;gg:trjrseorlglnal No Need for Final Site Plans
Miss Dig Note
(800) 482-7171 Show on all plan sheets | Yes Yes

(LDM.3.a.(8))
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. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
Parcel: -2 with PSLR
Include parcel and all overle.ly Please show zoning on
. : s North: R-1 and I-1
Zoning (LDM 2.f.) adjacent parcels X Yes Landscape Plan Sheet
. East: RA (ITC
zoning 8.
easement)
South, West: R-1
Survey information §Legal desc_r|pt|on or Topo and
boundary line survey " Yes Sheet 02
(LDM 2.c) e description
§ Existing topography

1. Regulated
woodlands boundary
is shown on Sheet 4.
Please copy that
boundary to Sheet 2.

2. Except within
wetlands to be

§ Tree survey is preserved, most trees
provided on are being removed
§ Show location type Sheets 02 and 03. from the site.
Existing plant material . yp 8 Replacement 3. Please add tree
S and size. Label to be . )
Existing woodlands or calculations fencing to protect
saved or removed. Yes
wetlands § Plan shall state if none shown on Sheet trees to be preserved
(LDM 2.e.(2)) exists 03. if located outside of
’ § Replacements wetlands on Grading
are shown on and/or Demolition
Sheet 09 Plans.

4. Please see ECT’s
review for required
woodland
replacements and
provide required
trees from Woodland
Replacement Chart.

§ As determined by Soils
survey of Oakland
Soil types (LDM.2.r.) county Yes Yes Sheet 02
§ Show types,
boundaries
Existing and EX|_st|rjg and proposed
buildings, easements,
proposed .
; parking spaces, Yes Yes
improvements .
(LDM 2.¢.(4)) vehicular use areas, and
o R.O.W

1. Please show utility

leads to buildings to

Existing and Overhead and help avoid confl!cts.

- - 2. Please move utility
proposed utilities underground utilities, Yes Yes . .
(LDM 2.e.(4)) including hydrants lines outside of
o ghy landscape strip

between the
sidewalk and the
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. Meets

Item Required Proposed Code Comments
curb so the required
street trees can be
placed there.

Proposed gr_adlng. 2 Provide proposed

contour minimum contours at 2’ interval Yes Yes

(LDM 2.e.(1))

Snow deposit Show snow deposit

(LDM.2.9.) areas on plan ves ves

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS

Berms, Walls and ROW Planting Requirements

Berms

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

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

Not required for
residential property
abutting undeveloped NA
industrially zoned
property or ITC corridor.

Berm requirements
(Zoning Sec 5.5.A)

Planting requirements

(LDM 1.a.) LDM Novi Street Tree List | NA

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way (Sec 5.5.B) and (LDM 1.b)

ROW Landscape Screening Requirements(Sec 5.5.3.B. ii)

2;?36)”(2?'[ width 50 feet Approx 1300 ft Yes
1. No berm is provided

due to lack of room
at the entry. For this
reason, a deviation is
requested.

Berm requirements . 2. Given the V\.Iidth of

(Zoning Sec Undu!atmg berm 3.-5 feet the er_1try drive and

tall with a 4 foot wide None No the width of the

5.5.3.A.(5) and .

3.21.2.Aii) crest prope'rty at W|>§orn,
there is not sufficient
room for a berm of
any size. The
landscape waiver/
deviation is
supported by staff.

Min. berm crest width | 4 feet None See above

Zl;)mmum berm height 3-5 feet None See above

3’ wall @) () No

Canopy deciduous or | § 1 per 35 If 0 trees No 1. Replacement trees

large evergreen trees | § (120-60)/35 = 2 trees can’t be used in
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

Notes (1) (10)

place of required
greenbelt trees.
Please show 2
canopy trees in
greenbelt as
greenbelt trees, not
replacements.
Please label
greenbelt trees
uniquely to indicate
the requirement they
meet.

Sub-canopy
deciduous trees
Notes (2)(10)

§ 1 tree per 20 If
§ (120-60)/20 = 6 trees

3 trees

No

L

See above

Please provide
required trees and
label uniquely as
greenbelt trees.

Canopy deciduous
trees in area between
sidewalk and curb
(Novi Street Tree List)

Wixom Road:

§ 1tree per 20 If

§ (120-85)/35 =1 trees

Interior

§ See the Multi-family
landscaping discussion
below.

Wixom Road:

§ Otrees

Yes

The clear vision zone,
combined with the
central placement of
the entry does not
leave sufficient room
for any street trees.
Despite the
calculation
indicating 1 tree is
possible, in fact there
isn’t sufficient room
for any street trees in
the Wixom Road
frontage.

All interior and
access drive trees
should be deciduous
canopy trees with a
minimum mature
height of 30 feet and
canopy width of 20
feet. Please use only
species/varieties that
meet these
standards.

Cross-Section of Berms

(LDM 2.j)

Slope, height and
width

§ Label contour lines

8§ Maximum 33%

8 Min. 4 feet flat
horizontal area

§ Minimum 3 feet high

§ Constructed of loam
with 6’ top layer of
topsoil.

No berm is
provided.
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rights-of-way
Entrance Drive:
(1334*2)/35 = 76 trees
Interior loop drive:
(2517-576+2740-
1040)/35 = 112 trees

ltem Required Proposed gsg: Comments
Type of Ground NA
Cover
Overhead utility lines
and 15 ft. setback from
Setbacks from Utilities | edge of utility or 20 ft. NA
setback from closest
pole
Wallls (LDM 2.k & Zoning Sec 5.5.3.vi)
Freestanding walls
Material, height and should have brick or
: . . No walls are
type of construction stone exterior with
; proposed.
footing masonry or concrete
interior
Walls greater than 3
% ft. should be NA
designed and sealed
by an Engineer
Multi-family/Attached Dwelling Units (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.F.ii)

1. Canopy trees should
be species/varieties
with a minimum
mature height of 30
feet and a minimum
mature canopy
width of 20 feet.
Armstrong maples
and Temple Sugar

1 deciduous canopy maples do not meet

tree per 35 If of this minimum

interior roadway requirement and

(both sides), should be replaced

excluding driveways, with larger varieties.

parking entry drives Entrance drive: . All interior and
Interior Street Trees and interior roads 78 trees No access drive trees
(Sec 5.5.3.F.i.b(2) adjacent to public Loop drive: should be deciduous

canopy trees with a
minimum mature
height of 30 feet and
canopy width of 20
feet. Please use only
species/varieties that
meet these
standards.

. The interior street

trees should be
located between the
sidewalk and street,
within 15 of the back
of curb. They are
shown as being
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

approximately 20
feet or more behind
the curb. The
proposed deviation
is not supported by
staff.

. Please realign the

utilities to allow the
street trees to be
located between the
sidewalk and the
street.

. Please move trees

further than 20 feet
from the road to a
position between
sidewalk and curb if
sufficient room (7
feet) is provided. If
the deviation is
accepted by the
Planning Commission,
all street trees should
be planted no more
than 20 feet from the
back of curb.

Site Landscaping
(Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.b.(1)

(3) deciduous
canopy trees or large
evergreen trees for
each dwelling unit on
the ground floor.

86 units * 3 = 258 trees
Evergreens not closer
than 20 ft from
roadway

258 trees

Yes/No

. Using subcanopy

trees for up to 25% of
the total number of
trees has been
approved for other
projects to increase
diversity. This project
proposes well over
33% of the trees to
be subcanopy trees,
which is not
consistent with the
ordinance
requirements and
greater than 25% is
not supported by
staff.

. Please reduce the

number of
subcanopy trees
used to meet the site
landscaping to 25%
or less of the total (ie
no more than 65).
This would be a
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(Sec 5.5.3.E.ii.B.(3)

provided at the front of
each ground floor unit
covering at least 35% of
the front building
facade.

One subcanopy

tree is shown in
front of each
unit as part of
the foundation
landscaping.

. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
deviation from the
ordinance but it
would be supported
by staff to increase
diversity on the site.
A typical
Mix of shrubs, building
landscape plan
subcanopy trees, . .
is provided.
groundcover, See above note
. 19 feet (46%) of .
perennials, annuals and . regarding use of
Foundation plantings | ornamental grasses frontage is subcanopy site trees as
landscaped. Yes/No

part of foundation
landscaping.

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS

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

General requirements

§ Clear sight distance

No parking lots are

within parking islands NA
(LoM1.c) § No evergreen trees proposed.
Name, type and .
number of ground gsegg)sposed on planting NA
cover (LDM 1.c.(5))
General (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.ii)
§ A minimum of 200 SF
to qualify
§ A minimum of 200sf
. unpaved area per .
(P:rlglnig; lot Islands tree planted in an NA N%p(z;lsrlggg lots are
T island prop '
§ 6” curbs
§ Islands minimum width
10’ BOC to BOC
Parking stall can be
Curbs and Parking reducedfo 1.7 and the No parking spaces are
stall reduction (c) curb to 4” adjacent to a | NA roposed
sidewalk of minimum 7 prop '
ft.
Contiguous space Maximum of 15 NA No parking spaces are
limit (i) contiguous spaces proposed.
No plantings with
Plantings around Fire matured height greater No Yes
Hydrant (d) than 12’ within 10 ft. of
fire hydrants
Landscaped area (g) | Areas not dedicated to | Seed is proposed. TBD
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2.3.(5))

Zoning Section 5.5.9

. Meets
ltem Required Proposed Code Comments
parking use or driveways
exceeding 100 sq. ft.
shall be landscaped
25 ft corner clearance
Clear Zones (LDM required. Refer to Yes Yes

residential use in any R

Category 1: For OS-1, 0S-2, OSC, OST, B-1, B-2, B-3, NCC, EXPO, FS, TC, TC-1, RC, Special Land Use or non-
district (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.iii)

A = Total square
footage of vehicular
use areas up to
50,000sf x 7.5%

A=xsf *7.5%=Asf
XXX * 7.5% = xx sf

NA

No parking lots are
proposed.

B = Total square
footage of additional
paved vehicular use
areas (not including
A or B) over 50,000 SF)
X1 %

B= xsf*1% = Bsf
(xxx — 50000) * 1% = xx
sf

NA

See above

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

A. = Total square
footage of vehicular
use area up to 50,000
sf x 5%

A=xsf*5%=A sf

NA

B = Total square
footage of additional
paved vehicular use
areas over 50,000 SF x
0.5%

B=05%x0sf=B SF

NA

All Categories

C=A+B
Total square footage
of landscaped islands

XXX + XXX = XX SF

NA

No parking lots are
proposed.

D = C/200
Number of canopy
trees required

xx/200 = xx Trees

NA

No parking lots are
proposed.

Parking land banked

NA

No

Non-Residential Zoning

Sec 5.5.3.E.iii & LDM 1.d (2)

Refer to Planting in ROW, building foundation land

scape, parking lot landscaping and LDM

Interior Street to

§ 1 canopy deciduous
or 1 large evergreen
per 35 |.f. along ROW

§ No evergreen trees
closer than 20 ft.

Industrial subdivision NA
(LDM 1.d.(2)) § 3sub Canopy_trees per
40 If. of total linear
frontage
§ Plant massing for 25%
of ROW
Screening of outdoor NA
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(LDM 2.5.)

establishment and
survival is required on
Final Site Plans.

. Meets
Item Required Proposed Code Comments
storage,
loading/unloading
(Zoning Sec. 3.14,
3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)
§ A minimum of 2ft.
separation between § When transformer
. box and the plants locations are
Transformers/Utility o .
bOXES § Ground cover below finalized, screening
4” is allowed up to No No shrubs per standard
(LDM 1.e from 1 . :
through 5) pad. detail are required.
§ No plant materials § Please add detail to
within 8 ft. from the plans.
doors
Detention/Retention Basin Requirements (Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv)
§ Clusters shall cover 70-
0 o
;&;)eﬁ)aof the basin rim Required shrubs
Planting rquwements § 10" to 14” tall grass and .speC|es are Ves
(Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv) ) ) provided around
along sides of basin 20% of fim
§ Refer to wetland for 0 '
basin mix
LANDSCAPING NOTES, DETAILS AND GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
Landscape Notes — Utilize City of Novi Standard Notes
Installation date
(LDM 2.I. & Zoning Provide intended date Between Mar 15 Yes
and Nov 15.
Sec 5.5.5.B)
§ Include statement of
intent to install and
Maintenance & guarantee all
. materials for 2 years.
Statement of intent -
) § Include a minimum Yes Yes
(LDM 2.m & Zoning s
Sec 5.5.6) one cultivation in
o June, July and August
for the 2-year warranty
period.
Plant source
(LDM 2.n & LDM Shall be northern nursery Yes Yes
3.2.(2)) grown, No.1 grade.
1. Please add irrigation
plan or information
A fully automatic as to how plants will
irrigation system or a be watered
Imication plan method of providing sufficiently for
9 P sufficient water for plant | No establishment and

long- term survival.
2. If xeriscaping is used,
please provide
information about
plantings included.
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Item

Required

Proposed

Meets
Code

Comments

Other information
(LDM 2.u)

Required by Planning
Commission

NA

Establishment period
(Zoning Sec 5.5.6.B)

2 yr. Guarantee

Yes

Yes

Approval of
substitutions.
(Zoning Sec 5.5.5.F)

City must approve any
substitutions in writing
prior to installation.

Yes

Yes

Plant List (LDM 2.h.) - Inc

lude all cost estimates

Botanical and
common names

Refer to LDM suggested
plant list

No

No

1. Armstrong maple
and Temple Sugar
Maple can’t be used
as replacements.
Armstrong maple
does not appear on
the woodland chart
and the form of
Temple Sugar Maple
is not at all natural.
The intent of the
woodland ordinance
is to restore or
provide natural
woodlands to
replace the natural
trees that were
removed.

2. Please replace those
two with selections
from the Woodland
Replacement Chart
that are more natural
in appearance.

3. While Black Spruce is
on the Woodland
Replacement chart,
it is hard to come by
in commercial trade.
Using White Pine in
place of that is
recommended.

4. See ECT review for
other woodland
replacement issues.

Quantities and sizes

No

No

Root type

No

No

Type and amount of
lawn

No

Please add areas of
each in cost table.

Cost estimate
(LDM 2.t)

For all new plantings,
mulch and sod as listed
on the plan

No

Please add to final site
plan.
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others
(LDM 3.0)

6’ evergreen trees

list.

ltem Required Proposed E:Agg: Comments
Planting Details/Info (LDM 2.i) — Utilize City of Novi Standard Details
Please specify fabric
. straps as material for
Canopy Deciduous Yes Yes guys per Tree Staking
Tree . .
detail - no wire should
be used.
Evergreen Tree Yes Yes See above
Multi-stem Tree Refer.to LDM for detalil Yes Yes
drawings
Shrub Yes Yes
Perennial/
Ground Cover ves ves
Tree stakes and guys.
(Wood stakes, fabric Yes Yes
guys)
Tree protection Located at ertlcal Root
. Zone (1’ outside of Yes Yes
fencing -
dripline)
Other Plant Material Requirements (LDM 3)
General Conditions Plant materialls shall not
be planted within 4 ft. of | Yes Yes
(LDM 3.a) .
property line
1. Provide tree fence
protection for all
trees to remain on
site on demolition
Plant Materials & Clearly show trees to be p:an and grading
Existing Plant Material | removed and trees to No No plan.
2. Please leave labels
(LDM 3.b) be saved. o
of all existing trees to
remain on
Landscape Plans for
use in site
inspections.
Substitutions to
landscape standards for
preserved canopy trees
Landscape tree outside woodlands/ No
credit (LDM3.b.(d)) wetlands should be
approved by LA. Refer
to Landscape tree
Credit Chart in LDM
Plant Sizes for ROW,
\r/gg?;clzrr‘:ent and 2.5” canopy trees Provided on plant Yes

Plant size credit
(LDM3.c.(2))

NA

No
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hardwood bark mulch.
Include in cost
estimate.

8 Refer to section for
additional information

ltem Required Proposed E:Agg: Comments
Prohibited Plants No plants on City No Ves
(LDM 3.d) Invasive Species List
Recommended trees
for planting under Label the distance from 8D
overhead utilities the overhead utilities
(LDM 3.e)
Collected or
Transplanted trees No
(LDM 3.9)
Nonliving Durable § Trees shall be mulched
Material: Mulch (LDM to 3”’depth and shrubs,
4) groundcovers to 2”

depth

§ Specify natural color,
finely shredded Yes Yes

NOTES:

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

2. The section of the applicable ordinance or standard is indicated in parenthesis. For the landscape
requirements, please see the Zoning Ordinance landscape section 5.5 and the Landscape Design
Manual for the appropriate items under the applicable zoning classification.

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




WETLAND REVIEW




2200 Commonwealth
Blvd., Suite 300

Ann Arbor, MI

48105

(734)
769-3004

FAX (734)
769-3164

January 29, 2018
ECT No. 170773-0300

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re: Villas at Stonebrook (JSP17-0062)
Wetland Review of the Revised Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) Concept Plan (PSP18-0004)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Planned Suburban Low-
Rise (PSLR) Concept Plan for the proposed Villas at Stonebrook project prepared by Atwell dated
December 29, 2017 and stamped “Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department
on January 5, 2018 (Plan). The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and
Watercourse Protection Ordinance and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.

ECT recommends approval of the Revised PSLR Concept Plan for Wetlands; however, the
Applicant should address the items noted below in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter

prior to receiving Wetland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

The following wetland related items are required for this project:

Item Required/Not Required/Not Applicable

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

Wetland Mitigation Required
Wetland Buffer Authorization Required
MDEQ Permit Likely Required
Wetland Conservation Easement Required

The proposed development is located north of West Eleven Mile road and east of Wixom Road in Section
17. The overall project site area is approximately 26 acres and is currently occupied by a Profile Steel and
Wire, Inc. building/warehouse. The project includes the construction of 86 single-family detached
residential units, entrance drive, utilities and a stormwater detention basin. ECT suggests that the City of
Novi Engineering Department review this plan in order to verify that the site’s stormwater will be adequately
managed and meet the City’s stormwater storage requirements.

Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, and the City of Novi Official Wetlands and
Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1); it appears as if this proposed project site contains both City-Regulated
Wetlands and Regulated Woodlands. ECT continues to recommend that we conduct a wetland and

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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woodland field evaluation at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal in order to verify the existing on-
site wetland boundaries and any available woodland information (tree sizes, species, conditions, etc.).

Wetland Evaluation

City of Novi Wetland Ordinance Requirements

The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part
II, Chapter 12, and Article V) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards for wetland
permit applications.

As stated in the Ordinance, it is the policy of the city to prevent a further net loss of those wetlands that
are: (1) contiguous to a lake, pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2)
acres in size or greater; or (3) less than two (2) acres in size, but deemed essential to the preservation of the
natural resources of the city under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b).

The wetland essentiality criteria as described in the Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance ate
included below. Wetlands deemed essential by the City of Novi require the approval of a use permit for
any proposed impacts to the wetland:

Al noncontignons wetland areas of less than two (2) acres which appear on the wetlands inventory map, or which are
otherwise identified during a field inspection by the city, shall be analyzed for the purpose of determining whether such
areas are essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the city. ...In making the determination, the city shall
find that one (1) or more of the following exist at the particular site:

(1) The site supports state or federal endangered or threatened plants, fish or wildlife appearing on a list
specified in Section 36505 of the Natural Resources Environmental Protection Act (Act 457 of
1994) [previously section 6 of the endangered species act of 1974, Act No. 203 of the Public Acts of
1974, being section 229.226 of the Michigan Compiled Laws).

(2)  The site represents what is identified as a locally rare or unigue ecosystem.

(3) The site supports plants or animals of an identified local importance.

(4) The site provides groundwater recharge documented by a public agency.

(5) The site provides flood and storm control by the hydrologic absorption and storage capacity of the
wetland.

(6) The site provides wildlife habitat by providing breeding, nesting or feeding grounds or cover for forms of
wildlife, waterfowl, including migratory waterfowl, and rare, threatened or endangered wildlife species.

(7) The site provides protection of subsurface water resources and provision of valuable watersheds and
recharging groundwater supplies.

(8)  The site provides pollution treatment by serving as a biological and chemical oxidation basin.

(9) The site provides erosion control by serving as a sedimentation area and filtering basin, absorbing silt
and organic matter.

(10)  The site provides sources of nutrients in water food cycles and nursery grounds and sanctuaries for

fish.
After determining that a wetland less than two (2) acres in size is essential to the preservation of the natural
resonrces of the city, the wetland use permit application shall be reviewed according to the standards in subsection

12-174(a).

The on-site wetlands appear to meet one or more of the essentiality criteria and are therefore City regulated.
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Proposed Wetland Impacts

The Plan indicates numerous areas of existing wetlands on the site. In general, these wetland areas are
located along the perimeter of the project site. Portions of these wetland areas appear to be included on
the City of Novi Regulated Wetlands and W aterconrse Map (see Figure 1, attached).

The Plan indicate eleven (11) existing wetlands on the site. All of these wetlands are regulated by the City
of Novi and are also likely regulated by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). The
DEQ must determine the following before a permit can be issued:

e The permit would be in the public interest.

e The permit would be otherwise lawful.

e The permit is necessary to realize the benefits from the activity.

e No unacceptable disruption to aquatic resources would occur.

e The proposed activity is wetland dependent or no feasible and prudent alternatives exist.

As noted above, several areas of wetland have been confirmed on the subject property by the applicant’s
wetland consultant. The Plan continues to indicate direct impacts to six (6) of the eleven (11) on-site
wetlands. The Plan indicates the following wetland impacts:

Wetland
: Wetland Wetland Impact
Wetland City MDEQ Wetland Impact Area Impact Volume
Regulated? | Regulated? | Area (Acres) Area :
(Square Feet) ) (Cubic
Yards)
1 Yes Yes 0.04 0 0.00 0
2 Yes Yes 0.89 3,537 0.08 160
3 Yes Yes 0.08 0 0.00 0
4 Yes Yes =<0.01 0 0.00 0
5 Yes Yes 0.10 4,221 0.10 70
6 Yes Yes =<0.01 0 0.00 0
7 Yes Yes 0.06 0 0.00 0
8 Yes Yes 0.61 8,460 0.19 300
9 Yes Yes 0.10 4,176 0.10 400
10 Yes Yes 0.03 1,245 0.03 100
11 Yes Yes 0.04 1,863 0.04 75
Total 1.97 23,502 0.54 1,105
Mitigation Ratio - 1.5
Off-Site Mitigation -- 0.81

As noted above, the proposed development includes direct impacts to Wetlands 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11 for
the construction of the proposed buildings and driveways, etc.

With regard to the 25-foot wetland setbacks, the Plan appears to propose encroachment into several of
these setback areas. As with the proposed wetland impacts, the Applicant shall indicate, quantify and label
all proposed impacts to wetlands and 25-foot wetland buffers on subsequent plan submittals. The City of
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Novi regulates a 25-foot buffer surrounding all wetland and watercourses. These impact areas have not yet
been indicated on the Plan.

Wetland Mitigation

The MDEQ generally requires mitigation for impacts greater than one-third (0.33) acre and the City usually
requires mitigation for impacts greater than one-quarter (0.25) acre. The Plan (Existing Conditions Plan, Sheet
02) notes that 0.81-acre of compensatory wetland mitigation is to be provided off-site. Subsequent plan
submittals shall provide additional details regarding the location of the proposed wetland mitigation area.
Mitigation for impacts to emergent and/or scrub shrub wetlands shall be mitigated for at a ratio of 1.5-to-
1.

ECT urges the Applicant to strive to minimize wetland and wetland buffer impacts in their site layout. The
applicant should provide justification for the construction of the number of residential units currently
proposed and provide an alternatives analysis to rule out less intrusive choices. By avoiding a portion of
the current wetland impacts, the applicant could avoid the threshold for wetland mitigation of 0.25-acre.

Wetland Permits & Regulatory Status

Based on the criteria set forth in The City of Novi Wetlands and Watercourse Protection ordinance (Part
II-Code of Ordinances, Ch. 12, Article V.), the on-site wetlands appear to meet the definition of a City-
regulated wetland and meet one or more of the essentially criteria (i.e., wildlife habitat, storm water control,
etc.). A wetland and watercourse use permit would be required for any proposed activities within City
regulated wetlands. An on-site wetland verification will be completed at the time of preliminary site plan
submittal in order to determine/finalize the regulatory status of all on-site wetlands and verify the wetland
boundaries.

It appears as though a City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit as well as a MDEQ Wetland Permit would
be required for the proposed impacts to on-site wetlands. In general, Non-Minor wetland permits are
required for projects proposing wetland impacts greater than 10,000 square feet and/or 300 cubic yards of
fill. The current Plan proposes 23,502 square feet (and 1,105 cubic yards of fill). A City of Novi Authorization
to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Sethack would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-foot
wetland buffers. It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to contact MDEQ in order to
determine the need for a permit from the state.

In 1979, the Michigan legislature passed the Geomare-Anderson Wetlands Protection Act, 1979 PA 203,
which is now Part 303, Wetlands Protection, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act,
1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA). The MDEQ has adopted administrative rules which provide
clarification and guidance on interpreting Part 303.

In accordance with Part 303, wetlands are regulated if they are any of the following:

Connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair.

Located within 1,000 feet of one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair.

Connected to an inland lake, pond, river, or stream.

Located within 500 feet of an inland lake, pond, river or stream.

Not connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair, or an inland lake, pond, stream, or river,
but are more than 5 acres in size.

Not connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair, or an inland lake, pond, stream, or river,
and less than 5 acres in size, but the DEQ has determined that these wetlands are essential to the
preservation of the state's natural resources and has notified the property owner.

moow»

o
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The law requires that persons planning to conduct certain activities in regulated wetlands apply for and
receive a permit from the state before beginning the activity. A permit is required from the state for the
following:

e Deposit or permit the placing of fill material in a wetland.

e Dredge, remove, or permit the removal of soil or minerals from a wetland.
e Construct, operate, or maintain any use or development in a wetland.

e  Drain surface water from a wetland.

Wetland Comments

The following are repeat comments from our Wetland Review of the Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSILR) Concept
Plan (PSP17-0166) letter dated December 1, 2017. The current status of each comment follows in bold
ftalics. EBECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan
submittals:

4,

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

This comment still applies.

ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to the
greatest extent practicable. The Applicant should consider modification of the proposed site design to
preserve wetland and wetland buffer areas. The City regulates wetland buffers/setbacks. Article 24,
Schedule of Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that:

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

This comment still applies.

The applicant should clearly show and label any wetland and 25-foot natural features setback (buffer)
boundaries on all future plan submittals. In addition, please provide on the Plan, the date that the
original wetland delineation was conducted.

This comment has been successfully addressed. The wetland bufters have now been indicated
on the Plan and the Plan (Sheet 02) notes that the wetland delineation was conducted on June

20, 2017.

In general, the following information shall be provided on future site plan submittals:

e Acreages of all on-site wetlands (square feet or acres);
e Indicate and label all 25-foot wetland buffers as necessary on the Plan;
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e Indicate, label and quantify any proposed impacts to the wetland and 25-foot wetland
buffers on the Plan. The area (square feet or acres) of all impacts to the wetland and 25-
foot buffers shall be indicated on the Plan. All impacts (both permanent and temporary
shall be indicated on the Plan);

e The volume (cubic feet or cubic yards) of all permanent wetland impacts shall be indicated
on the Plan, if applicable.

This comment has been partially addressed. The applicant shall indicate the area of the
existing 25-foot wetland setbacks and all proposed impacts (square feet or acres) to the 25-foot
wetland setbacks on the Plan.

5. The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland buffers shall be restored, if applicable.

The applicant has successfully addressed this comment. In the applicant’s response letter
dated January 5, 2018, it is noted that no temporary wetland impacts are being proposed at this
time.

6. The City’s threshold for the requirement of wetland mitigation is 0.25-acre of proposed wetland impact
and the MDEQ’s threshold is 0.33-acre. As such, the Plan appears to propose a total of 0.83-acre of
off-site wetland mitigation. Subsequent site plan submittals shall provide detailed information related
to the proposed wetland mitigation. The current Plan does not appear to indicate how this mitigation
requirement will be met.

This comment still applies. It should be noted that the current Plan requires 0.81-acre of
wetland mitigation. The applicant’s response letter dated January 5, 2018, notes that additional
details, including off-site wetland mitigation plans will be provided with future submittals.

This information will be required for approval of future site plan submittals.

7. The Applicant should demonstrate that alternative site layouts that would reduce the overall impacts to
wetlands and wetland setbacks have been reviewed and considered.

This comment still applies. The applicant’s response letter dated January 5, 2018, notes that
additional details will be provided with future site plan submittals.

8. Please provide copies of correspondence for any wetland delineations performed for this property as
well as any correspondence with the MDEQ such as a wetland permit application, wetland permit,
wetland assessment, or Letter of No Jurisdiction. It appears as if the on-site wetlands are MDEQ-
regulated. Subject to MDEQ concurrence, a MDEQ Wetland Use Permit will need to be on file prior
to the issuance of a City Wetland Use Permit. A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior
to receiving this information.

This comment still applies.

9. The Applicant shall provide wetland conservation easements as directed by the City of Novi
Community Development Department for any areas of remaining wetland as well as for any proposed
wetland mitigation areas (if necessary). A Conservation Easement shall be executed covering all
remaining wetland areas on site. This language shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review. The
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executed easement must be returned to the City Attorney within 60 days of the issuance of the City of
Novi Wetland and Watercourse permit.

This comment still applies.

Recommendation

ECT recommends approval of the Revised PSLR Concept Plan for Wetlands; however, the Applicant
should address the items noted below in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving
Wetland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

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

Sincerely,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Peter Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

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

Attachments:  Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland GIS Coverage Map (approximate project
boundary shown in red). Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and regulated Wetland
areas are shown in blue.
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2200 Commonwealth
Blvd., Suite 300

Ann Arbor, MI
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(734)
769-3004
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January 29, 2018
ECT No. 170773-0400

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP

City Planner

Community Development Department
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, MI 48375

Re: Villas at Stonebrook (JSP17-0062)
Woodland Review of the Revised Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR)
Concept Plan (PSP18-0004)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Planned Suburban Low-
Rise (PSLR) Concept Plan for the proposed Villas at Stonebrook project prepared by Atwell dated
December 29, 2017 and stamped “Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department
on January 5, 2018 (Plan). The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland
Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.

ECT recommends approval of the Revised PSLR Concept Plan for Woodlands; however, the
Applicant should address the items noted below in the Woodland Comments Section of this letter

prior to receiving Woodland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

The following woodland related items are required for this project:

Item Required/Not Required/Not Applicable
Woodland Permit Required
Woodland Fence Required
Woodland Conservation Easement Required

The proposed development is located north of West Eleven Mile road and east of Wixom Road in Section
17. The overall project site area is approximately 26 acres and is currently occupied by a Profile Steel and
Wire, Inc. building/warehouse. The project includes the construction of 86 single-family detached
residential units, entrance drive, utilities and a stormwater detention basin. A tree survey has been completed
for the site and is included with the current Plan.

Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aetial photos, Novi GIS, and the City of Novi Official Wetlands and
Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1); it appears as if this proposed project site contains both City-Regulated
Wetlands and Regulated Woodlands. ECT recommends that we conduct a wetland and woodland field
evaluation at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal in order to verify the existing on-site wetland
boundaries and any available woodland information (tree sizes, species, conditions, etc.).

The purpose of the Woodlands Protection Ordinance is to:

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

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

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

What follows is a summary of our review of the woodland information provided on this Revised Concept
Plan.

Woodland Plan Analysis
In addition to review of the cutrent Revised Concept Plan, ECT's in-office review of available materials

included the City of Novi Regulated Woodland map and other available mapping. The subject property
includes area that is indicated as City-regulated woodland on the official City of Novi Regulated Wetland
and Watercourse Map (see Figure 1). The areas designated as City Regulated Woodlands area located along
the northern (central) and southern edge of the subject property.

The applicant has provided a Woodland Analysis (Sheet No. 04) that highlights a total of six (6) vegetation
zones on-site. The applicant indicates that all 6 zones are considered relatively low quality and essentially
contain young cottonwood (Populus deltoides) and black willow (Salix nigra) trees.

An existing tree survey has been completed for the site and a Tree List is included as Sheet 03. This sheet
identifies tree tag numbers, diameter-at-breast-height (DBH), common/botanical name, condition,
regulatory status, removal status and woodland replacements required for the proposed tree removals. In
general, the on-site trees consist of eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), Norway spruce (Pinus nigra),
Austrian pine (Picea abies), blue spruce (Picea pungens ‘Glanca’), black willow (Salix nigra) and several other
species.

In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree species, based on the Plan the overall subject site consists of
fair to good quality trees. In terms of a scenic asset, wildlife habitat, windblock, noise buffer or other
environmental asset, the forested areas located on the subject site appear to be considered to be of fair
quality. There are a significant number of trees to be removed for the proposed development.

Proposed Woodland Impacts and Replacements
A review of the Plan (Tree Lis?) indicates the following:

e Total Trees Surveyed: 357
e Total Trees Removed: 193 (54% of total surveyed)
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The Landscape Plan (Sheet 09) notes that 118 Woodland Replacement Tree credits are required and that a
total of 118 on-site Woodland Replacement Tree credits are proposed. These are noted as being a mix of
canopy deciduous, evergreen, and sub-canopy trees. The Plan does not currently appear to provide the
quantity, species, locations and sizes of the proposed Woodland Replacement material. Subsequent site
Plans should include this information. The Plan should clearly indicate the locations, sizes, species and
quantities of all woodland replacement trees to be planted on-site. The applicant should review and revise
the Plan in order to better indicate how the on-site Woodland Replacement requirements will be met.

It continues to be recommended that the applicant provide a table that specifically describes the species and
quantities of proposed Woodland Replacement trees. It should also be noted that all deciduous replacement
trees shall be two and one-half (2 '2) inches caliper or greater and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio. All
coniferous replacement trees shall be 6-feet in height (minimum) and provide 1.5 trees-to-1 replacement
credit replacement ratio (i.e., each coniferous tree planted provides for 0.67 credits). The “upsizing” of
Woodland Replacement trees for additional Woodland Replacement credit is not supported by the City of
Novi. Finally, all proposed Woodland Replacement tree material shall meet the species requirements in the
Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (attached).

With regard to the location of woodland replacement trees, the Woodland Ordinance states:

o The location of replacement trees shall be subject to the approval of the planning commission and shall be such as to
provide the optimum enhancement, preservation and protection of woodland areas. Where woodland densities permit,
tree relocation or replacement shall be within the same woodland areas as the removed trees. Such woodland replanting
shall not be used for the landscaping requirements of the subdivision ordinance or the goning landscaping;

o Where the tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, the relocation or replacement
Plantings may be placed elsewbere on the project property;

o Where tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, or on the project property, the permit
grantee shall pay into the city tree fund monies for tree replacement in a per tree amount representing the market valne
Jor the tree replacement as approved by the planning commission. The city tree fund shall be utilized for the purpose
of woodland creation and enbancement, installation of aesthetic landscape vegetation, provision of care and
maintenance for public trees and provision and maintenance of specialized tree care equipment. Tree fund plantings
shall take place on public property or within right-of-ways with approval of the agency of jurisdiction. Relocation or
replacement plantings may be considered on private property provided that the owner grants a permanent conservation
easement and the location is approved by the planning commission;

o Where replacements are installed in a currently non-regulated woodland area on the project property, appropriate
provision shall be made to gnarantee that the replacement trees shall be preserved as planted, such as throngh a
conservation or landscape easement to be granted to the city. Such easement or other provision shall be in a form
acceptable to the city attorney and provide for the perpetual preservation of the replacement trees and related vegetation.

The applicant shall demonstrate that all proposed Woodland Replacement Trees will be guaranteed to be
preserved as planted within a conservation easement or landscape easement to be granted to the City.
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City of Novi Woodland Review Standards and Woodland Permit Requirements
Based on Section 37-29 (Application Review Standards) of the City of Novi Woodland Ordinance, the following

standards shall govern the grant or denial of an application for a use permit required by this article:

No application shall be denied solely on the basis that some trees are growing on the property under consideration.
However, the protection and conservation of irreplaceable natural resonrces from pollution, impairment, or destruction
is of paramonnt concern. Therefore, the preservation of woodlands, trees, similar woody vegetation, and related natural
resonrces shall have priority over development when there are location alternatives.

In addition,

“The removal or relocation of trees shall be limited to those instances when necessary for the location of a structure or
site improvements and when no feasible and prudent alternative location for the structure or improvements can be bhad
withont causing undue hardship”.

A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required for proposed impacts to any trees 8-inch
diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) or greater located within those areas designated as Regulated Woodland
Areas or impacts to any tree 36” DBH or greater regardless of location. Such trees shall be relocated or
replaced by the permit grantee.

Woodland Comments

The following are repeat comments from our Woodland Review of the Planned Suburban Low-Rise (PSLR) Concept
Plan (PSP17-0166) letter dated December 1, 2017. The current status of each comment follows in bold
ftalics. BECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan
submittals:

1. ECT recommends that we conduct a woodland field verification at the time of Preliminary Site
Plan submittal in order to verify existing regulated tree sizes and locations and confirm the proposed
tree replacement quantities, etc.

This comment still applies.

2. The Plan does not currently appear to indicate the proposed sizes and species and locations of the
proposed on-site Woodland Replacement Trees. The Plan should clearly indicate the locations,
sizes, species and quantities of all woodland replacement trees to be planted. It is recommended
that the applicant provide a table that specifically describes the species and quantities of proposed
Woodland Replacement trees. It should also be noted that all deciduous replacement trees shall be
two and one-half (2 '2) inches caliper or greater and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio. All
coniferous replacement trees shall be 6-feet in height (minimum) and provide 1.5 trees-to-1
replacement credit replacement ratio (i.e., each coniferous tree planted provides for 0.67 credits).
The “upsizing” of Woodland Replacement trees for additional Woodland Replacement credit is not
supported by the City of Novi. Finally, all proposed Woodland Replacement tree material shall
meet the species requirements in the Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (attached).

This comment still applies. A Master Plant List is included on the Landscape Details Plan
(Sheet 12). The applicant shall indicate which trees in this list are proposed as Woodland
Replacement Trees.
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3. The applicant should clearly indicate on the Plan if existing trees ate proposed for removal. The
Applicant shall report the number of trees that are proposed to be removed within the following
categories and indicate how many Woodland Replacement are required for each removed tree:

Replacement Tree Requirements

Removed Tree D.B.H. Ratio Replacement/
(In Inches) Removed Tree
8 <11 1
>11 <20 2
>20<29 3
> 30 4

This comment has been successfully addressed.

4. It should be noted that when a proposed tree to be removed has multiple trunks, each multi-
stemmed tree’s caliper inch diameter shall be totaled and then divided by 8 to determine the required
number of Woodland Replacement trees. The result shall be rounded up to determine the number
of replacement credits required. For example, a multi-stemmed tree with 107, 12” and 13” trunks
(10+12+13=34 divided by 8 = 4.25. Therefore, rounding to the next full number, five (5)
replacement credits would be required.

This comment has been successfully addressed.

5. 'The Applicant shall provide preservation/conservation easements as ditected by the City of Novi
Community Development Department for any areas of remaining woodland and woodland
replacement trees. The applicant shall demonstrate that the all proposed woodland replacement
trees and existing regulated woodland trees to remain will be guaranteed to be preserved as planted
with a conservation easement or landscape easement to be granted to the city. This language shall
be submitted to the City Attorney for review. The executed easement must be returned to the City
Attorney within 60 days of the issuance of the City of Novi Woodland permit. These easement
areas shall be indicated on the Plan.

This comment still applies.
6. A Woodland Replacement financial guarantee for the planting of replacement trees will be required.
This financial guarantee will be based on the number of on-site woodland replacement trees

(credits) being provided at a per tree credit value of $400.

This comments still applies. Currently, the required Woodland Replacement financial
guarantee shall be $47,200 (118 Woodland Replacement Credits required x $400/ Credit).

7. Based on a successful inspection of the installed on-site Woodland Replacement trees, the
Woodland Replacement financial guarantee will be returned to the Applicant. A Woodland
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Maintenance financial guarantee in the amount of twenty-five percent (25%) of the original
Woodland Replacement financial guarantee shall then be provided by the applicant. This
Woodland Maintenance financial guarantee will be kept for a period of 2-years after the successful
inspection of the on-site woodland replacement tree installation.

This comments still applies. Currently, the required Woodland Maintenance financial
guarantee will be $11,800 (118 Woodland Replacement Credits required x $400/Credit x
0.25).

The Applicant will be required to pay the City of Novi Tree Fund at a value of $400/credit for any
Woodland Replacement tree credits that cannot be placed on-site.

This comments still applies.

Replacement material should not be located 1) within 10” of built structures or the edges of utility
easements and 2) over underground structures/utilities or within their associated easements. In
addition, replacement tree spacing should follow the Plant Material Spacing Relationship Chart for
Landscape Purposes found in the City of Novi Landscape Design Manual.

This comments still applies.

Recommendation

ECT recommends approval of the Revised PSLR Concept Plan for Woodlands; however, the Applicant
should address the items noted below in the Woodland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving
Woodland approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.

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

Respectfully submitted,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Pete Hill, P.E.
Senior Associate Engineer

cc: Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect
Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant
Attachments: Figure 1 — City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map

Woodland Tree Replacement Chart
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate project boundary shown in red).
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue.
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A=COM
27777 Franklin Road

Southfield
MI, 48034
USA
aecom.com

Project name:
JSP17-0062 Villas at Stonebrook Revised
Concept Traffic Review

To: From:

Barbara McBeth, AICP AECOM

City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road Date:

Novi, Michigan 48375 January 25, 2018
CC:

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

Memo

Subject:

Villas at Stonebrook Revised Concept Traffic Review

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

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

The applicant, Pulte Homes of Michigan, LLC, is proposing a 43-unit, age-restricted housing development on the
east side of Wixom Road between Grand River Avenue and 11 Mile Road.

The site is currently zoned I-2 (General Industrial); however, the applicant plans to use a Planned Suburban Low-
Rise (PSLR) overlay option that allows for the special land use.

Wixom Road is under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.

The site is located near the Providence Hospital system and the applicant intends to provide an emergency access

connection to the hospital via the ITC corridor that is located east of the proposed development.
Summary of traffic-related waivers/variances:
a. The applicant is seeking a deviation for the proposed sidewalk offset distance from the roadway. City
standards require a 10 foot offset and the applicant is requesting a 7.5 foot offset.
b. The applicant is seeking a City Council variance for the residential driveway taper depth. City standards
require a 10 foot taper depth and the applicant is proposing 7.5 feet.
c. The applicant is seeking an administrative variance for the divided driveway island length. City standards
require a 35 foot island length and the applicant is proposing 100 feet, which is within the allowable range.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

1.

AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10™ Edition, as
follows:

ITE Code: 220 - Multi-Family (Low-Rise)

Development-specific Quantity: 43 Units
Zoning Change: PSLR Overlay for I-2 Zoning
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Trip Generation Summary

City of Novi . . Above
Threshold SSUStSIRS U Threshold?

AM Peak-Hour, Fitted Curve

Peak-Direction 100 17 . No
. Equation
Trips
PM Peak-Hour, .
Peak-Direction 100 18 Fitted Curve No
. Equation
Trips
Daily (One- .
Directional) 750 284 Fitted Curve No
. Equation
Trips

The number of trips does not exceed the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 100 trips per either the
AM or PM peak hour. However, because of the PSLR overlay to the existing 1-2 zoning, the applicant was required
to provide a traffic impact assessment (TIA).

The TIA was reviewed by AECOM and comments were submitted in a letter dated December 5™, 2017. The results
of the TIA indicate that the development and adjacent roadways will experience acceptable levels-of-service and
delays.

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

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

1.

The applicant has proposed a divided driveway off of Wixom Road. With the exception of island length, the driveway
is in compliance with City standards. The applicant should seek an administrative variance for the 100 foot long
island or revise the island to meet the City’s standard of 35 feet.

a. The applicant should update the proposed boulevard cross-section detail on Sheet 13 to reflect the

dimensions indicated on Sheet 05.

Although not warranted by the data presented in the TIA, the applicant has proposed both an entering and exiting
right turn lane. Both lanes are designed in compliance with City standards.
The applicant has indicated that there is an adequate amount of sight distance in both directions on Wixom Road
(35 mph).
The TIA determined that the proposed driveway is adequately spaced between the adjacent same-side and
opposite-side driveways.
The applicant has proposed an emergency access pathway to Providence Hospital. Both the emergency access
pathway width and emergency access gate are in compliance with City standards. The applicant should indicate the
turning radii where the proposed emergency path meets Providence Parkway. Figure VIII-K in the City’s Zoning
Ordinance requires a 10 foot radius where the emergency access path meets Providence Parkway.
The applicant has indicated an additional access drive on the south side of the development to be used in case of
an emergency. If the driveway is for emergency purposes it is required to be designed as a paved emergency
access drive as indicated in Figure VIII-K. The applicant should re-design the access driveway to be incompliance
with City standards or consider removing it from the site.

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS

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

AECOM

2/4



Memo

1.

2.

3.

4.

AECOM

General Traffic Flow

a.

e.

The applicant should provide the dimension for turning radius at the intersection of Stonebrook Drive with
Rockview Drive and Windfall Drive. Section 11-194.b.8 of the City’s Code of Ordinances requires all local
street intersections to have a minimum turning radius of 25 feet.

The proposed roadway widths are in compliance with City standards.

Large trucks and emergency vehicles are anticipated to be able to access and maneuver throughout the
site such that the comment above (1.a) is satisfied.

The proposed dimensions for the residential driveways are generally in compliance with City standards.
However, the proposed taper depth is 7.5 feet while the City requires a taper depth of 10 feet. The
applicant has requested a variance for the taper depth of 7.5 feet.

The proposed eyebrow designs are in compliance with City standards.

Parking Facilities

a.

The City requires 2.5 parking spaces per unit. Each unit has a two car garage and driveway for two parked
vehicles, thereby providing four spaces per unit and exceeding City standards.

On-street parking is not proposed throughout the development.

The applicant has provided a total of 20 bicycle parking spaces, which exceeds City requirements (18
spaces — one space for every five units). The bicycle parking layout detail is in compliance with City
standards.

Sidewalk Requirements

a.
b.
c.

e.

f.

The applicant has proposed five foot sidewalks throughout the development.

Sidewalk ramps are in compliance with City standards.

The applicant is seeking a City Council variance for the 10 foot sidewalk offset in lieu of the
required 15 foot sidewalk offset from the roadway.

The applicant could consider providing a non-motorized neighborhood connection to the ITC corridor by
means of an ADA compliant sidewalk adjacent to (or within) the emergency access road.

The applicant should provide width details for the proposed sidewalk along Providence Pkwy.

The applicant should provide width details for the proposed sidewalk segments along Wixom Road.

All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping.

a.
b.

All signing and striping details are required by the final site plan.
All roadside signs should be installed two feet from the face of the curb or edge of the sidewalk to the near
edge of the sign.
The applicant should indicate a sign height of 7 feet from the top of grade to the bottom of the sign.
The applicant should relocate the proposed R1-2 (Yield) sign to be in front of the sidewalk ramp.
The applicant could consider relocating/updating the No Parking sign layout to be more evident that
parking is not permitted along any portion of the roadway, especially near the eyebrows.
The applicant could consider placing a W14-2 (no outlet) sign at the site entrance to indicate to motorists
that they are entering a roadway network from which there is no exit. The W14-2 sign may be used in
combination with a D3-1 (street name) sign. Reference MMUTCD Section 2C.26 for more information.
The applicant could consider W11-2 (pedestrian crossing) signs near the two locations throughout the site
where sidewalk ramps are present at the roadway. Reference Section 2C.50 of the MMUTCD for more
information.
The applicant should provide details for the use of any D3-1 (street name) signs at the entrance and
throughout the development. D3-1 (street name) signs shall be designed per the City of Novi Traffic Control
Sign Standards to:
i. Have a green field, white letters, and a white border
ii. Text shall consist of a capitalized first letter with the remaining letters lowercase
iii. Have a minimum height of 12 inches and minimum lettering height of eight inches for the capital
letters and six inches for the lowercase letters, if located adjacent to a road with a speed limit of
30 mph or greater
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Vi.

Have a minimum height of eight inches and minimum lettering height of 4.5 inches, if located at
residential street intersections

Have lettering height of three inches for supplementary lettering to indicate street type (drive,
avenue, etc.)

All street name signs within the City’s right of way or located on public streets at the intersection of
a public street and a private street shall be mounted on a 3 Ib. or greater U-channel post as
dictated by the weight of the proposed signs. Street name signs with a nominal height of 12
inches shall be single sided and sandwiched on a 1 4" x 1 4" 12-gauge perforated galvanized
steel insert with the ends of the signs bolted together. The steel insert shall have a minimum
length of 36 inches and must extend a minimum of 12 inches into the 3 Ib. or heavier U-channel
post. In previous experiences, the City has discovered that the connection often must be replaced
when rivets are used to join the ends of the signs. The bolts to adjoin the signs are not required on
street signs placed on private roadways since private roadway signs are not maintained by the
City. The City should also provide a detailed specification for the required 1 4" x 1 /4" 12-gauge
perforated galvanized steel insert so that it may be included and checked for in future plan sets.

Single signs with nominal dimensions of 12” x 18” or smaller in size shall be mounted on a galvanized 2 Ib.
U-channel post. Multiple signs and/or signs with nominal dimension greater than 12" x 18” shall be
mounted on a galvanized 3 Ib. or greater U-channel post as dictated by the weight of the proposed signs.
Traffic control signs shall use the FHWA Standard Alphabet series.

Traffic control signs shall have High Intensity Prismatic (HIP) sheeting to meet FHWA retroreflectivity
requirements.

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

Sincerely,

AECOM

Sterling Frazier, PE

Reviewer, Traffic/ITS Engineer

Maureen N. Peters, PE
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer

AECOM
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January 12, 2018

TO: Barbara McBeth- City Planner
Sri Ravali Komaragiri- Plan Review Center

RE: Villias at Stonebrook — Concept Plan

PSP17 - 0166
PSP18 - 0004

Project Description:

New residential subdivision with proposed 88 homes on 23.87 acres.
Located at Parcel ID #22-17-300-016, Wixom road north of 11 mile
road. 26700 Wixom Road.

Comments:

This is a revised conceptual plan. Pending all fire department and
City of Novi - Fire Prevention ordinances are followed there are no
objections at this time.

Note — Written permission may be needed and or required by
International Transmission Company, 27175 Energy Way, Novi Mi.
48377 — due to the proposed “secondary emergency egress lane”
that will cross under power & utility lines and across property parcel
ID # 22-17-300-015.

Recommendation:

The Fire Department has no objections at this time, pending items
#1-5 noted on plans and all other Fire Prevention ordinances are
followed.

Sincerely,

Andrew Copeland - Acting Fire Marshal
City of Novi - Fire Dept.
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February 19, 2018

City of Novi Planning Department

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

Attn: Ms. Barb McBeth — Director of Community Development

Re: FACADE ORDINANCE - Conceptual Plan
Villas @ Stonebrook, JSP17-0062

Facade Region: 1,

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Zoning District: RM-1, PLSR,

The following is the Facade Review for the above referenced project based on the
drawings provided by Pulte Homes, dated 2/13/18. This project is subject to the Facade
Ordinance Section 5.15. The percentages of materials proposed for each facade are as
shown in the tables below. Materials in non-compliance are highlighted in bold.

Bayport Duplex, Elevation 1

Front

Left

Right

Rear

Ordinance Maximum

(Minimum)

. 100%
Brick 35% | 51% | 51% | 30% (30% Minimum)
Cultured Stone 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 14% | 25% | 25% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 13% | 5% 5% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 38% | 19% | 19% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
Bayport Duplex, Elevation 2 Front Left Right | Rear Ordlrz";l\:ci:;m%lmum

. 100%
Brick 30% | 50% | 50% | 30% (30% Minimum)
Cultured Stone 20% | 5% 5% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 0% | 25% | 25% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 10% | 5% 5% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 40% | 15% | 15% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
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Ordinance Maximum

Bayport Duplex, Elevation 3 Front | Left Right | Rear (Minimum)
Brick 30% | 45% | 45% | 30% (30%1l\(3lci):1/iomum)
Cultured Stone 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 0% | 21% | 21% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 17% | 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 14% | 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 39% | 30% | 30% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
Bayport Duplex, Elevation 4 Front Left Right | Rear Ordlrz?\;llci:;inl:ﬂglmum
Brick 11% | 47% | 47% | 30% (30%1I\3I(i)r:/iomum)
Cultured Stone 22% | 3% 3% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 0% | 26% | 26% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 9% 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 58% | 20% | 15% | 65%0 50% (Note 14)
Abbeyville Duplex, Elevation 1 Front Left Right | Rear Ordlrz?\:?;m%mum
Brick 27% | 49% | 49% | 30% (30%1I\(3I(i)rc:/iomum)
Cultured Stone 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 5% | 30% | 30% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 6% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 12% | 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 50% | 17% | 17% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
Abbeyville Duplex, Elevation 2 Front | Left Right | Rear Ord"z?\:?;m%'mum
Brick 28% | 49% | 49% | 30% (30%1l\(3lci):1/iomum)
Cultured Stone 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 3% | 30% | 30% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 11% | 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 12% | 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 46% | 17% | 17% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
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Ordinance Maximum

Abbeyville Duplex, Elevation 3 Front | Left Right | Rear (Minimum)
Brick 27% | 49% | 49% | 30% (30%1l\(3lci)r:/iomum)
Cultured Stone 3% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 0% | 30% | 30% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 10% | 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 10% | 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 50% | 17% | 17% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
Abbeyville Duplex, Elevation 4 Front | Left Right | Rear Ord"z?\:?;m%'mum
Brick 20% | 49% | 49% | 30% (30%1l\(3lci):1f)mum)
Cultured Stone 10% | 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 0% | 30% | 30% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 11% | 4% 4% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 54% | 17% | 17% | 65% 50% (Note 14)
Abbeyville Duplex, Elevation 5 Front Left Right | Rear ordlrz?\:?;mglmum
Brick 16% | 45% | 45% | 30% (30%1l3|?r:/iomum)
Cultured Stone 14% | 0% 0% 0% 50%
Horizontal Siding (Vinyl) 6% | 31% | 31% | 0% 0%
Simulated Shake Siding (Vinyl) 5% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Trim 13% | 8% 8% 5% 15%
Asphalt Shingles 46% | 16% | 16% | 65% 50% (Note 14)

Facade Ordinance (Section 5.15) — Projects within the PLSR District are considered to
be in Facade Region 1 with respect to the Facade Ordinance. Footnote 8 of the Facade
Chart states that all buildings in Facade Region 1 shall have a minimum of 30% Brick.
Elevations with the combined percentage of Brick and Stone of 30% or greater are
considered to be in compliance with footnote 8. As shown in the above charts, the
proposed models exhibit the following deviations from the Fagade Ordinance;

1. Horizontal Vinyl Siding is not allowed by the Facade Ordinance. It is recommended
that this material be changed to Cement Fiber or Wood Siding in order to achieve

compliance.
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2. The combined percentage of Brick and Stone on the front facades of Elevations 1 and
2 of the Abbeyville model are below the minimum amount required by the Ordinance.
It is recommended that one additional brick gable be added to these models in order
to achieve compliance.

3. The percentage of Asphalt Shingles exceeds the maximum amount allowed by the
Ordinance on the rear elevations by a significant amount (50% vs. 65%). The
applicant should consider adding room-width projections and corresponding brick
gables and / or dormers to more closely meet the Ordinance maximum for Asphalt
Shingles.

In general the front facades exhibit well-balanced massing with interesting architectural
details. Arched brick entrances, multiple gables and / or Dutch hips, return cornices and
raised panel garage are provided on all models. Arched brick garage lintels, and
decorative shutters also occur on several models. The rear and side facades and the
facade material sample board were not provided at the time of this review.

Planned Suburban Low-Rise Ordinance (Section 3.21) -Section 3.21.C of the
Ordinance sets additional requirements for buildings in the PLSR District. The proposed
facades are inconsistent with this Section, as follows;

Section 3.21.C.ii.a.1- The floor plan provided indicates that the side facades do not have
offsets of 4°, every 50°, as required. This Section was intended to provide articulation on
large buildings. Considering that this project consists of multiple smaller buildings, we do
not believe this requirement is applicable to this project.

Recommendation — The applicant should make the aforementioned minor revisions
and resubmit.
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Notes to the Applicant:

1. It should be noted that any roof top equipment must be screened from view from all
on-site and off-site vantage points using compliant materials consistent with the building
design.

2. Dumpster enclosures are required to be constructed of brick matching the primary
building.

3. Monument signs, guard houses, gated entrance pedestals and other structures, if any
are required to comply with the fagade Ordinance.

4. Inspections — The Facade 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/CommbDev/OnlinelnspectionPortal.asp.

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

Sincerely,
DRN & Associates, Architects PC

Douglas R. Necci, AIA
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ABBEYVILLE:
CONCEPTUAL RENDERINGS
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APPLICANT RESPONSE LETTER




February 2, 2018

Ms. Sri Komaragiri
City of Novi

45175 10 Mile Road
Novi, MI 48375

RE:

JSP 17-62 THE VILLAS AT STONEBROOK

ALL REVIEWS

Comment Responses Letter

Dear Ms. Komaragiri:

Thank you for providing the recent PSLR Concept Plan comments for the above referenced project. We
understand that all disciplines recommend approval of the PSLR Concept Plan and the project has been
placed on the February 07, 2018 Planning Commission agenda. Per request and on behalf of our Client,
we offer the following responses to the City staff review comments issued via email on February 1,

2018:

REQUESTED DEVIATIONS

We understand the following deviations are staff supported and the project will continue to request the
following deviation waivers with the submittal, unless otherwise noted as follows:

1.

Deviation to allow a Traffic Impact Assessment in lieu of required Traffic Impact study as the
number of estimated trips from this development do not exceed the City’s threshold.

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.i to allow building to front on an approved private driveway, which
does not conform to the City standards with respect to required sixty foot right-of-way, due to
the type of development proposed for active senior adult development, and because of the
offer to provide an easement for the adjacent property to share access if needed;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow modifications to the required front and
side setbacks( as indicated on the PSLR Concept plan) due to the type of development proposed
for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.ii & Sec 3.1.27.D to allow reduction of minimum distance between
buildings by 5 feet (30 feet required, 25 feet proposed) due to the type of development
proposed for active senior adult development;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.v to allow reduction of minimum percentage of active recreation
areas (50% of open spaces required, approximately 27% provided) as the development proposes
connection to Providence hospital tail system;



10.

11.

12.

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.x to defer the submittal of Lighting and Photometric plan at the
time of Preliminary Site Plan Submittal as the applicant intends to conform to the Zoning Code
requirements;

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.F.ii.b.(2) to allow placement of street trees between the sidewalk and
the building as opposed to between the sidewalk and curb, due to type of development
proposed. This is not supported by staff. However, staff understands that complying with the
requirement would result in redesign of the layout or utility design.

Response: Location of the street trees on the exterior side of the walk does not detract from
the appearance of a tree lined street. At maturity, the canopy of many of the proposed trees
will extend over the street. The intent of the street tree ordinance appears to have been met
while at the same time affording a utility layout that is efficient and serviceable.

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.F.ii.b.(1) to allow additional sub-canopy trees in lieu of deciduous
canopy or large evergreen trees, as it will provide additional visual and species diversity to the
site; This is not supported by staff, unless the applicant keeps the percentage of proposed sub-
canopy trees within 25 percent of total required canopy trees. (Currently more than 33% of
the required trees are sub-canopy trees).

Response: A deviation is not being requested for this item. The applicant’s landscape architect
will work with the City to arrive at the 25% total.

Deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii to allow reduction of required greenbelt trees, due to woodlands
replacement trees proposed within the greenbelt. This is not supported by staff. Staff
recommends finding an alternate location for woodland replacement trees within the site and
meet the required greenbelt tree count.

Response: A deviation for the number of greenbelt trees is not being requested. All trees
required have been provided as indicated on sheet 11 in both the ROW landscape requirement
chart in the lower left hand corner and illustrated in the ROW landscape screening detail to its
right. Three (3) sub-canopy trees and two (2) canopy trees have been provided represented by
the following; (2)CC, (1)AM, (2)AF. The two canopy trees (2) AF are not also counted as
replacement trees. The calculations provided by the City of Novi for this requirement are
confusing as they do not appear to be correct for the sub-canopy tree, nor do they indicate that
trees have been provided. The applicant’s landscape architect will continue work with the City
to arrive at an understanding.

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.A.iii and Sec. 5.5.3 to allow absence of required landscaped berm
along Wixom Road frontage due to limited frontage and flag shaped lot;

Deviation from Sec. 3.21.2.B to allow full time access drives to be connected to a section-line
road as opposed to a non-section line roads as the applicant is proposing to provide access and
utility easement to neighboring properties to eliminate multiple curb cuts on Wixom Road;

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 interval along the property
boundary to provide connection to the adjacent property boundary, due to conflict with existing
wetlands;
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13. Deviation from Chapter 7(c) (1) of Engineering Design manual for reducing the distance between
the sidewalk and back of the curb. A minimum of 7.5 feet can be supported by staff;

14. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure IX.5) of City’s Code of Ordinances for reduction of
residential driveway taper depth (10 feet required, 7.5 feet proposed) due to proximity of
proposed sidewalk within the development.

15. Deviation from Section 11-216 (Figure 1X.2) of City’s Code of Ordinances for allowing increase in

the length of divided driveway island (35 feet required, 100 feet proposed) as it is within the
allowable range;

PLANNING REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:

e Comment: Community Impact Statement — Provide a revised Community Impact Statement
that addresses all items listed on page 52 of Site plan manual.
Response: A revised Community Impact Statement will be provided with future submittals.

e Comment: Building setbacks should be measured off the Proposed ROW (or access easement).
In this case, staff will be able to support the deviation if a part of proposed drive is placed in a
dedicated access easement as discussed at the meeting
Response: We respectfully request the staff supported building setback deviation to allow for a
minimum setback of 15’ from the proposed road access easement. In no case will there be less
than 20 feet from the garage to the back of walk.

e Comment: Staff recommends proposing some dedicated parking spaces for guests, as well as a
place for group mailboxes, if needed. Please refer to the requirements while finding a suitable
location.

Response: The applicant will continue to work with staff and additional dedicated parking
spaces for guests and group mailbox location will be provided with future submittals.

e Comment: Active recreation areas shall be provided with at least 50 % of the open spaces
dedicated to active recreation. This is a considered a deviation. The concept plan proposes
connection to Providence hospital trail system, three pocket parks and internal walks running
through the central courtyard.

Response: Noted. The current submittal proposes 10.1 acres of open space and 3.0 acres of
usable open space, which varies from values listed in the comments. The active open space
exceeds the minimum 10% of the site area.

e Comment: Active recreation shall consist 10% of total site area. Provide information to verify
conformance.
Response: Verification has been provided in the concept plan. 3.0 acres of usable open space is
provided in the detail on sheet 13. This is greater than 10% (12.5%) of the total net site area of
23.87 acres as provided in the site data table on the cover sheet.

e Comment: Bicycle Parking — Please provide the layout as required at the time of Preliminary site
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plan.
Response: Bicycle parking has been shown on sheet 05 of the last Concept Plan submittal. Refer
to traffic review comments.

e Comment: The project requires a project and street naming application. Please contact Hannah
Smith at 248-347-0579
Response: A street naming application has been submitted and the road names shown on sheet
05 have been approved by the street naming committee.

ENGINEERING REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:

e Comment: The City’s Water Distribution Master Plan includes a 16-inch main connecting the
Wixom Road 16-inch main to the 12-inch main in Providence Park. Provide a 16-inch water main
through the south portion of the site in accordance with the City’s Master Plan.

Response: The proposed main sizing and the need for the 16-inch main through the development
will be further coordinated during future site plan submittals.

e Comment: A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of each storm
water basin. This buffer cannot encroach onto adjacent lots.
Response: A 25-foot vegetated buffer is designated and shown on sheet 05 of the plans. This
buffer does not encroach into the lots.

e Comment: The northeast corner should be captured in the on-site storm sewer and storm
water management basin. Alternatively, rain gardens can be proposed in this area.
Response: Detailed grading will be provided with final site plan. Impervious areas will be
captured or directed to alternate BMP such as rain gardens. Other pervious site runoff will be
captured where it is possible.

e Comment: In the southeast corner, any storm water runoff from developed or disturbed areas
must be captured in the on-site storm sewer and storm water management basin.
Response: Detailed grading will be provided with final site plan. Impervious areas will be
captured or directed to alternate BMP such as rain gardens. Other pervious site runoff will be
captured where it is possible.

LANDSCAPE REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:
Response: The applicant’s landscape architect will work with the City of Novi landscape
architect to resolve any outstanding items.

WOODLAND REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:

e Comment: ECT recommends that we conduct a woodland field verification at the time of
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Preliminary Site Plan submittal in order to verify existing regulated tree sizes and locations and
confirm the proposed tree replacement quantities, etc.

Response: The applicant is open to ECT verifying at their earliest convenience so any verification
comments can be incorporated into the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.

Comment: Replacement material should not be located 1) within 10’ of built structures or the
edges of utility easements and 2) over underground structures/utilities or within their
associated easements.

Response: The applicant will continue to work with the engineering department and ECT and
efforts will be made to address this where possible on future submittals.

WETLAND REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:

Comment: ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland
setbacks to the greatest extent practicable. The Applicant should consider modification of the
proposed site design to preserve wetland and wetland buffer areas.

Response: The currently layout has gone through a number of iterations to reduce the proposed
amount of wetland and wetland buffer impact. The applicant will continue to work with the ECT.

FACADE REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals. Scalable and detailed
elevations will be provided for review with future submittals. It is the developer’s intent to comply with
the City’s facade ordinance.

TRAFFIC REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals, except as follows:

Comment: The applicant has proposed a divided driveway off of Wixom Road. With the
exception of island length, the driveway is in compliance with City standards. The applicant
should seek an administrative variance for the 100 foot long island or revise the island to meet
the City’s standard of 35 feet.

Response: The applicant will look to reduce the boulevard length as much as possible to meet
the requested 35 feet length with future submittals. An administrative variance will be applied
for if 35 feet is not possible.

FIRE REVIEW

No required response or objections to addressing with future submittals.

Page 5 of 6



We look forward to presenting the Villas at Stonebrook project to the City Planning Commission on the
February 07, 2018 agenda. Per your request, included with this submittal response letter
correspondence are the following documents:

e Original Site Plan (PDF format, previously submitted)
e Color rendering of the site plan (PDF format)

Thank you for your continued assistance with this project. If you should have any questions or need any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
ATWELL, LLC

Matthew W. Bush, P.E.
Project Manager / Engineer

Page 6 of 6



TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESMENT












































































GEO-TECHNICAL INVESTIGATION LETTER















































































	17-62 Maps
	17-62 PSLR OVERLAY CONCEPT PLAN
	17-62 PSLR NARRATIVE
	17-62 COMMUNITY IMPACT STATEMENT
	02-07-18 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESDRAFT
	17-62 PLANNING REVIEW
	17-62 ENGINEERING REVIEW
	17-62 LANDSCAPE REVIEW
	17-62 WETLAND REVIEW
	17-62 WOODLAND REVIEW
	17-62 TRAFFIC REVIEW
	17-62 FIRE REVIEW
	17-62 FACADE REVIEW
	ABBEYVILLE:CONCEPTUAL RENDERINGS
	ABBEYVILLEPRELIMINARY ELEVATIONS
	BAYPORTCONCEPTUAL RENDERINGS
	BAYPORTPRELIMINARY ELEVATIONS
	17-62 APPLICANT RESPONSE LETTER
	17-62 TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESMENT
	17-62 GEO-TECHNICAL INVESTIGATION LETTER



