PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
September 25, 2019 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 Gronachan, Member Lynch, Member
Maday, Member Anthony, Member Ferrell

Absent: Chair Pehrson

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, City Planner; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Rick Meader,
Landscape Architect; Kate Richardson, Staff Engineer; Thomas Schultz,
City Attorney

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Member Ferrell led the meeting attendees in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Maday.

VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 25, 2019 AGENDA MOTION MADE BY MEMBER
ANTHONY AND SECONDED BY MEMBER MADAY.

Motion to approve the September 25, 2019 Planning Commission Agenda. Motion
carried 6-0.
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Nobody in the audience wished to speak.

CORRESPONDENCE

There was no correspondence.
COMMITTEE REPORTS

There were no Committee Reports.
CITY PLANNER REPORT

Planner McBeth said | just wanted to report a few items, two of which were considered and
approved at the City Council Meeting this past Monday. The first one the Planning
Commission had recently considered, which was the amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
that would allow additional building height in the B-2 District subject to a number of
restrictions.  That was approved for the first reading. The second item the Council
approved was the request of Cambridge of Novi for the first amendment to the previously



approved Planned Rezoning Overlay. That amendment was requested to allow greater
flexibility for the construction of the individual homes in the development and alternate
pavement for the sidewalks and driveways and a few other minor changes. Also, we
placed on your table this evening a flyer providing information about the ITC Corridor Trail
grand opening community walk which is this Saturday, September 28, 9-11:.00 AM at
Wildlife Woods Park. The entire community is invited to attend that. Also, one item the
Planning Commission and members of the audience might be interested in hearing about
is that there are two Public Hearings on the agenda tonight, Golling Maserati and Alfa
Romeo and The Scenic Pines Estates. We did hear from Mr. Golling earlier today that he
would not be able to attend the meeting. We will ask the Planning Commission to go
ahead with the planners presentation on this item and the Public Hearing to get
comments from the public and if you choose to do so to set the decision date in a month
from now which is October 30™. So that will be later in the agenda, but we just wanted to
announce that in the beginning.

Chair Avdoulos said just for those that didn’t hear we are going to hear the Public Hearing
for Golling Maserati and allow the public to speak toward it but we’re not going to vote on
it. We're going to postpone that vote until October 30th,

CONSENT AGENDA - REMOVALS AND APPROVALS

1. 39500 ORCHARD HILLS PLACE JF19-04 — SECTION 9 WAIVER

Approval of the request of JFK Investment Company, LLC, for 39500 Orchard Hills
Place JSP19-04 for a Section 9 waiver related to an exterior remodel. The subject
parcel is located in Section 36, west of Haggerty Road north of Eight Mile Road. It
is zoned OSC, Office Service Commercial. The existing building was constructed in
1986, prior to the adoption of the Facade Ordinance. The applicant proposes to
update the building facades to replace the existing primary material, EIFS, with a
Flat Metal Panel system.

2. CROSSPOINTE MEADOWS ACCESSORY BUILDING JSP 19-36
Approval at the request of Crosspointe Meadows Church for Preliminary Site Plan
with a Section 9 waiver. The subject property is located on the eastside of
Meadowbrook Road, south of Thirteen Mile Road in section 12. The primary
building on the property is a Church. The applicant is proposing to build a 480
square feet storage building in the rear yard, adjacent to the existing dumpster.
No other changes to the Site Plan are proposed.

Motion made by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Maday.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE BOTH ITEMS ON THE CONSENT AGENDA MADE BY MEMBER
LYNCH AND SECONDED BY MEMBER MADAY.

Motion to approve both items on the Consent Agenda. Motion carried 6-0.
PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. GOLLING MASERATI & ALFA ROMEO JZ19-28 WITH REZONING 18.728
Public hearing at the request of Dorchen/Martin  Associates for Planning
Commiission’s recommendation to City Council for a Planned Rezoning Overlay
Concept Plan associated with a Zoning Map amendment, to rezone from NCC
(Non-Center Commercial) to B-3 (General Business). The subject property is
approximately 5.25 acres and is located on the south side of Grand River Avenue,




west of Joseph Drive (Section 24). The applicant is proposing an automobile
dealership, a permitted use in the B-3 District, with outdoor space for exclusive sale
of new and used automobiles, which is a Special Land Use in the B-3 District.

Planner Komaragiri said the applicant had previously come before the Planning
Commission in March with a traditional rezoning request which would have allowed the
parcel to be developed with any of the uses permitted in the B-3 District if the zoning
change had been approved. After hearing feedback from staff, Commission Members
and the concerns raised by nearby residents, the applicant decided to pursue the PRO
option in order to be able to clarify their intfended development plans and limit the use
that can be developed. The applicant is currently requesting a Planned Rezoning
Overlay and associated Zoning Map Amendment for two parcels located South West of
Grand River Avenue and Joseph Drive from NCC, Non Center Commercial, to B-3,
General Business.

The site as you mentioned is in Section 24 has been the location of Glenda’'s Garden
Center for many years which is a non-conforming use in the NCC District. As shown in the
PRO Concept Plan the applicant proposed to redevelop the 5.52 acres of the property for
an auto dealership with associated outside storage. The proposed dealership building
would have a footprint of approximately 17,000 square feet and the parking area consists
of approximately 292 spaces. The property is currently zoned Non Center Commercial
which allows uses such as retail business and service uses, professional and medical
offices, financial institutions, sit down restaurants, and instructional centers. Special Land
Use Permits could also allow for low density multiple family or single family dwellings, day
care centers, places of worship, public utility buildings, as others as permitted uses.

The current zoning of the surrounding area is I-1, Light Industrial District to the north, OS-1
Office Service District to the west, Non Center Commercial to the east, R-4 One Family
Residential to the south. The Future Land Use Map identifies this property and the parcel
to the east as community commercial. The parcels to the west along Grand River Avenue
are planned for community office. North of Grand River Avenue is planned for Industrial
Research Development and Technology and the south is planned for Single Family
Residential uses. In this area for Grand River there are professional offices, small retail strip
centers, sit down restaurants, and an office complex. Single family residential homes are
located to the south of the property.

The proposed concept plan requires a couple of deviations that were identified in our
review letters. The first one is along the southern property line. The ordinance requires a
six to eight foot berm or wall as a buffer between residential and commercial uses, as well
as landscaping to achieve 80% opacity in winter and 90% opacity in summer. The
applicant has proposed to retain the three to five foot buffer and many of the existing
trees. The tree survey submitted by the applicant indicates all the trees in this area are in
fair or poor condition with significant vine growth. In the response letter, the applicant
has indicated they will supplement landscaping with evergreen trees as well as large sub-
canopy shrubs to provide the required screening as well as clear the vines. Staff is still
concerned that the trees are in poor condition should be removed in order to make way
for new healthy trees that will be more effective to providing a visual and noise barrier to
the adjacent residential area.

Planner Komaragiri continued to say the applicant requests deviations to allow overhead
doors to face the major thoroughfare Grand River Avenue and a residential district to the
south with the justification that the doors will only be opened for entering and exiting



vehicles and will otherwise remain closed. Staff does not object to this deviation provided
that the buffer requirements are met or exceeded. A deviation to allow a reduction in
same side driveway spacing is required. It is supported as it allows efficient circulation
around the site without a curb cut onto Joseph Drive, which was a major concern for the
nearby residents. The curb cut along Joseph Drive was removed and was relocated to
Grand River Avenue which would require the waiver because it is foo close to Joseph
Drive.

The applicant had requested deviations for absence of twelve raised islands in the
parking area. In their response letter, several islands had been modified to be proper
raised islands but the deviations are still requested for several missing end islands. As you
can see in the landscape plan, the plan proposed for a few islands to be painted, but the
applicant provided a revised plan where he indicated raised islands, but staff still has
concerns about the areas indicated on the plan and we've asked the applicant to
reconsider those locations and provide a revised plan.

There are no designated woodlands or wetlands on the property. Landscape review is
currently not recommending approval due to number of deviations required from the
landscape ordinance. The applicant has stated some of these will be reduced by
providing additional landscape islands.

Engineering review found that there are adequate public utilities to serve the parcel and
the impacts from B-3 uses are expected to be the same as potential NCC uses. The
engineering design manual permits underground detention facilities for storm water
collection to be utilized on developed parcels that are proposed to be redeveloped as is
the case with this property. This determination was revised from the original review and
the revised letter recommending approval was included with your packet.

Traffic consultants have reviewed the anfticipated traffic generation from the proposed
use and found the impacts are expected to be less compared to what could be
developed under the existing zoning. The applicant has submitted public benefits being
offered to meet the objective of the benefits including eliminating a non-conforming use
reducing the number of vehicle trips generated and providing additional landscaping
areas along the east and south side yards. Staff feels these are fairly minor in nature and
could be achieved under alternate development scenarios.

We would encourage the applicant to consider other ways the deviations sought could
be offset with the provision of more significant community enhancements. Staff and
consultants are mostly recommending approval of the concept plan although staff
recommends approval of the plan fo move forward, we sfill have concerns about certain
details of the plan as noted which will need to be worked out. This request for
postponement by the applicant provides an opportunity for the staff to keep working with
the applicant to address those concerns and come back to Planning Commission with
more clarity in October. Tonight the Planning Commission is asked to hold the scheduled
public hearing and postpone making the recommendation to City Council to the
October 30" meeting. Thank you.

Chair Avdoulos said this is a public hearing. The public has an opportunity to make any
remarks related to this particular project. You have three minutes per person. If you do
have something to say please approach the podium and if you could, address the
Planning Commission, not the audience. We'll take in all the comments; everybody will
hear everything as indicated. We won't be making any kind of recommendation until the



next Planning Commission Meeting.

Raju Ramaswamy, 24730 Bethany Way, said | am a resident of Willowbrook Farms
Subdivision and a member of the home owner's association board. I'm also one of the
immediately impacted residents south of the proposed rezoning area. As | mentioned in
the last meeting too, | am not really against the progress of development in the Grand
River Avenue Corridor and am certainly thankful to the City Planning Commission for
recommending the applicant to use a Rezoning Overlay Concept Plan. We as residents
of Willowbrook Farms Subdivision expect some sort of landscaping and buffering
requirements on the south side of the property. Based on the resubmitted proposal from
the dealership, I'm a bit surprised they're not offering any improvements on the buffering.
This raises a lot of concerns and contributes to be one of the most important factors that
impacts the residents on the south side. My request to the Planning Commission is to
reconsider the buffering requirements or make sure the dealership provides adequate
buffering. | would like to see at least a minimum of a six to eight foot wall. | did hear that
there will be some trees to be planted, taking care of the older frees now, but it will take
quite a few years for the trees to grow to sufficient height to cut down the noise and light
pollution.

Andrew Phillips, 24710 Bethany Way, said | live right behind the planned development. |
agree with my neighbor Raj. | have significant concerns about the buffering of the
property between residential and B-3 usage. The frees there now are more than 90% in
poor condition. You can easily see through to the existing property. In the last meeting
there were a number of improvements | would have loved to see in the plan. The one |
really cannot fall back on is the addition of a wall between my property and the property
behind us. That's something | personally as a resident could not feel comfortable about
with the approving of this particular project not only now but for the future of what could
be there after the FCA lease is up. | couldn’t help but think that the number of deviations
that are being requested on this leads to be the best use for this piece of land.

John Waack, 24841 Joseph Drive, said I'm the first house right behind the proposed
dealership on Joseph Drive on the west side. | have a number of concerns. Some
improvements have been made since the last meeting, but to me there are too many
deviations to let this plan move forward. My concerns regard the lighting and the storm
water management plan. | don't understand how it will work going underground. There's
a huge retention pond that's used now by Glenda’s and | would like to show you a
couple pictures, if | could. The pictures show the top of the berm, and the retention pond
that’s currently there; this was about fifteen years ago. | don’t see how the current plan
will prevent some water issues that are not limited to just this situation, but | have seen it
worse. There are more pictures of Joseph Street and how our street looks after we have a
decent rain. We already have plenty of water. Some driveways fill right to the edge of
where cars get parked. | don’t see how the plan is going to work in this current situation.
The other problem with that is when they make changes.

Mr. Waack continued, there are a couple new curb cuts, the one is really close to Joseph
Drive and I'm not sure that's such a great idea. There's a future building expansion noted
on the plan, we can’'t comment on that because we really don’t know what that means.
| would like to say the Master Plan at one point said NCC Zoning was not be any type of
automotive buildings, it's changed now, it does not say that, but it used to. Needless to
say, when it comes down to it this development is using up four of the five acres and wiill
be cemented over. There's hardly any green space left and it doesn’t seem to fit the
mold of living here in Novi. | don’t think any of the residents have been talked to about



adding a berm or wall to the back of the property. | guess I'll end with, | hate to keep
coming here and then it gets postponed, | really don’t understand why we're here talking
about this when in two weeks or a month maybe some of these things will change and
we'll have to go over them again. | would like the process to not be so fractured, but |
appreciate your time, thank you.

Nisha Curran, 24801 Joseph Drive, said I'm against the rezoning and | don’t think we need
another car dealership especially around the residential areas. It's a nice areq, | like the
greenery. With the car dealership right near the residents there will be 24 hour lights,
traffic, and noise by our small street. | don’t like the idea of test cars coming down the
street when we have a lot of people that are disabled. There are a lot of open properties
that they can put a car dealership on, just not at Glenda’s. We like the greenery and we
like the nature. It seems to be its becoming over developed here in Novi, its pretfty sad,
that’s what | liked about it. I'm hoping this does not go through but thank you for listening
and thank you for your time.

Richard Reising, 24750 Joseph, said John sort of stimulated some thought here when he
showed the pictures of the water retention pond and the drainage problems we've had
along Joseph Drive. Joseph Drive, whether you realize it or not, is a chip seal road and
right now it looks beautiful because they just resurfaced it a couple of weeks ago, but
typically it is under constant repair. The City says they cannot do anything about it
because of the drainage both at the north and at the south ends. | would also like to
point out we have wells and septic tanks and | don’t know what this underground water
retention tank is but it seems like someone better do some sort of environmental study. We
don’'t want our septic tanks and wells interfered with by a structure underground.

Chair Avdoulos said, seeing no one else from the audience wishing to speak, I'm going fo
ask Member Lynch to review the written responses.

Member Lynch said I'm going to go through the written responses and | will summarize
them. We have an objection from Jean Reising, 24750 Joseph, she is primarily concerned
about the noise. Another objection from Richard Reising, 24750 Joseph, he is worried
about property values. Another objection from Victor Diponio, 24729 Joseph, concerned
about rezoning, which will lead to my question after this. An objection from Rekha
Hariram, 24826 Joseph, says there's an empty dealership within a mile, they could put it
there. Objection from Helen Lear, 24730 Joseph, she has property value concerns.
Objection from Jacob Lee, 41033 Scarborough, concerns about noise and greenery,
specifically the evergreens on the western border. Lastly, from John Waack, 24841
Joseph, an objection, in summary, concerns about the lighting plan, storm water
management, berm, landscaping outside of the property.

Member Lynch confirmed this project is a PRO and not a straight rezoning.

Chair Avdoulos closed the public hearing and asked if we have a motion to postpone this
to the October 30t meeting?

Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO POSTPONE RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL MADE BY MEMBER
ANTHONY AND SECONDED BY MEMBER GRONACHAN.

Motion to postpone recommendation to City Council to the October 30t Planning



Commission meeting. Motion carried 6-0.

2. SCENIC PINES ESTATES JSP 18-76
Public hearing at the request of Singh Development for Preliminary Site Plan With
One-Family clustering Option, Site Condominium, Special Land Use, Wetland
Permit, Woodland Permit and Stormwater Management Plan Approval. The
subject properties are approximately 9.44 acres and are located south of South
Lake Drive and south side of Pembine Drive (Section 3). The applicant is proposing
to utilize the One-family Cluster Option to develop a site condominium with 25
single family detached homes.

Planner Komaragiri said the subject property is currently zoned R-4 and surrounded by R-4
on all sides with RA to the south. The Future Land Use Map identifies this property and the
surrounding properties as single family use and a public park to the south for the area
shown in green on the map. The applicant is proposing to combine three existing parcels
for this development. The site is predominantly undeveloped. However, it does contain
two single family homes which are proposed to be demolished. The properties to the
West are developed with single family homes and there are some vacant parcels of land
to the West. To the North are also single family homes that are within the Lakewood
Subdivision. To the Northwest is the Lilley Pond Subdivision. To the East are the South
Pointe Condominiums. To the South is vacant land which is part of the City's Lakeshore
Park.

The site frontage spans the entire length of Pembine Street. There is no outlet from the
side. All existing single family homes to the North are all legal nhon-conforming with smaller
lot frontages and setbacks. Buffington Drive, Henning Drive, and Pembine Street are
public roads with a width of eighteen to twenty-one feet with a fifty foot wide right-of-
way. They are paved with chip seal pavement and are not planned for asphailt.

The site is surrounded by and has a significant amount of regulated wetlands and
woodlands. Our Zoning Ordinance provides a one-family clustering option for similar sites
as an alternate development option. The intent of that section is to allow flexibility in
single family developments where conventional developments would destroy the unique
environmental significance of the site. This option does not allow additional density, but
does dallow relief in certain developments standards such as setbacks and yard
requirements. To be able to use this option, the applicant has to preserve a minimum of
50% natural features to qualify. The current plan proposes to preserve about 53%.

Just a little bit of background, Planning Commission has approved a Preliminary Site Plan
for a similar development on this property in 2003, subject to a number of conditions. The
current layout is similar and is also using the same option with a slightly different road
layout. The applicant has referred to that Site Plan approval and a couple of locations in
their response letter. However, the current review is independent from that approval.
Staff did recommend some conditions that were a part of their approval which are sfill
applicable at this time. | wanted to share this slide which gives a brief overview of existing
site conditions and the proposed impacts before we get into other details. As you can
see on the slide, the area highlighted in the blue boundaries are the existing regulated
wetlands and everything south of the green line shown on the map is all regulated
woodlands on site. The applicant is proposing to clear the woodlands within the shaded
area in green shown on the map to propose the twenty-five unit development. The
wetland impacts are in the area shown in dark green on the map and the wetland buffer



impacts are in the area shown in red on the map. The impact shown on the map is mainly
because of the bridge that is proposed. All the other impacts are because of the grading
for the new units. The plan proposes about 0.07 acres of wetland impacts and 0.129 acres
of buffer impacts as part of them are temporary. Currently, they are proposing about 219
trees to be removed within the green shaded area on the map. That would require about
438 replacement woodland credits and only seventy-four are proposed to be replaced
on site.

The applicant has performed soil boring tests at twelve different locations. The soil type
mostly includes clay type with layers of sand. Storm water is proposed to be detained on
site with an above ground storm water pond in the North West corner and an
underground retention pond south of Pristine Lane (proposed street name).
Approximately 2.15 acres of the northern portion of the development will drain to the on-
site detention basin and about 1.7 will drain to the underground retention to the south.
Engineering staff had some concerns originally that the ground water elevation may be
within three feet from the bottom of the underground detention unit however, after
reviewing the soil borings and meeting with the applicant and discussing in detail, we are
at a comfort level where they are recommending approval with some conditions. The
plans that are in the packet are good enough for a level of detail for Preliminary Site Plan,
but we will continue monitoring the piezometer readings where requested near the
underground detention to be provided with each future Site Plan submittal.

The landscape review notes two landscape waivers that would be required. One of
which is completely supported by staff, which is lack of street trees along Pembine Street.
The other one is the engineering review requires that the sidewalk to be placed fifteen
feet from the edge of the road and then the street frees are expected to be planted
between the curb and the sidewalk, however, given the cluster development plan trying
to protect the woodlands in the back, the sidewalk is pushed closer to the curb in certain
locations and less than fifteen feet in some locations due to which the street trees which
are expected to be along the road are pushed farther away. Our landscape review
recommends support of the deviation as long as the trees are kept within 15 feet from the
road right-of-way.

Traffic review does not note any major concerns, just asks for a few details at the time of
Final Site Plan application.

The applicant has provided about twelve different elevations for the proposed units. They
are proposing a first floor master bedroom to gear towards older senior citizens. Our
facade review notes, they include adequate variations fo comply with similar and
dissimilar Ordinance requirements which would be reviewed at the fime of plot plan
review.

The fire review noted some additional comments to be addressed at the time of Final Site
Plan which the applicant indicated will be addressed.

Due to the close proximity with the single family homes, the Site Plan has gathered a lot of
public interest. The applicant has held two public meetings on their own to gather
comments from the surrounding residents. They also noted they met with a few of the
immediate neighbors multiple times to address their concerns. There's a resident who lives
on the opposite side of Pristine Lane, she was bothered by the headlights shining into her
house and the applicant has agreed to provide additional screening on her property to
protect her from the shining headlights. Staff also met with the residents and immediate



neighbors multiple times to address their concerns and explain the review and process
and a maijority of the concerns relate to the site drainage. Engineering review agrees
with most of the public comments, but they note the comments can be addressed
adequately with detailed engineering drawings at the time of Final Site Plan submittal.
Our engineers are available here tonight if you have any questions. The Planning
Commission is asked to hold the public hearing today and make a decision on the Site
Plan, special land use, and other items. | do want to point out that the motion sheet that
was posted online has been revised and the one in front of you is the revised motion
sheet. The changes mainly refer to two deviations that the Site Plan would require which
refer to the reduction of distance between the clusters and reduction of front building
setbacks from the street. There was a little confusion as what the Planning Commission
can approve and what would need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals. The one you
have in front of you is the final clarified version of the motion sheet. Planning Commission
can approve the reduction of distance between the clusters if they can make a finding
that the strict allegation of the distance would destroy a natural amenity such as
regulated wetlands and woodlands. This deviation is only requested for one set of
clusters, not all. The other one where the Planning Commission can approve a reduction
of building setbacks from the streets provided that the applicant met certain conditions
that is listed in the Ordinance, which the applicant is meeting with an exception of one
which would require a landscape berm on all sides abutting single family districts. Staff
would not support a berm because of the existence of the wetlands and woodlands so
they have to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals to get a relief from that. But, Planning
Commission, if they make a finding that the other conditions are met they can provide a
conditional approval subject to ZBA approval. The other two options the Planning
Commission needs to make a finding and make a motion is the approval of the one
family clustering option. The applicant as noted earlier is proposing to permanently
preserve up to 53% of the qualifying area and then a special land use based on Section
6.1.2.C and this is where staff has included certain conditions which were part of the
previous approval but are still applicable at this time. We have Todd Rankine from Singh
Development with his engineer Mike Noles if you have any questions for them. Thank you.

Chair Avdoulos asked if the applicant would like to address the Planning Commission?

Mike Noles, Diffin-Umlor, said good evening. I'm representing Singh Development tonight.
I'm pleased to be back in front of the Novi Planning Commission with another fantastic,
luxury development. Scenic Pines is a wonderful opportunity to develop a unique
property with significant natural features. As Sri indicated, we are in the R-4 Zoning and
we're utilizing the one-family clustering option in Section 3.2A, which provides a
framework to allow certain innovations, constraints, and also departures and whose goal
is to cluster the homes closely together to preserve and permanently protect the
abundant natural resources on this site. The cluster option is not easy to navigate. I'm
grateful for Singh Development’s patience and understanding while we spent the last
year perfecting the plan before you. We are pleased to have secured unanimous
recommendations for approval from your diligent staff and consultants. We look forward
to discussing the details for our project tonight.

As Sri mentioned, Scenic Pines was Final Site Plan approved in 2003, those approvals have
since expired. The City staff at the time, Planning Commission, and residents collaborated
on the previously approved plan to identify and resolve many of the conflicts. We
carefully examined the record and identified opportunities to further improve the plan.
The changes from the previously approved plan include 53% woodlands preservation
which was up from 50%, a better storm water management configuration that has been



updated to today’s stricter standards including storage for the 100-year event versus the
10-year event, an approved entry configuration, less impact to the natural features, and
elimination of a contentious wall. We also engaged the neighbors to listen to and address
their comments. | would like to thank the thirty-five neighbors who actively and
courteously participated in our informal meetings. | would especially like to express my
gratitude to Dorothy and Mike Duchesneau who helped to coordinate communication
with the neighbors and help coordinate our informational events. All in all, we held two
public meetings at the Novi Public Library which lasted three hours each. We attempted
to answer all questions and the input helped guide the plan before you tonight. We've
exchanged over thirty emails with residents, held multiple one-on-one meetings, fielded
over twenty phone calls, and prepared dozens of specialty exhibits to clarify and
communicate our proposal. We didn’'t always agree on every aspect and I'm sure you'll
hear about that tonight, but many concerns were addressed and the process greatly
reduced rejections to the development.

I won't belabor my remarks by reiterating Sri's thorough report, but | do wish to highlight a
couple of bullet points. The density