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CITY of NOVI CITY COUNCIL

Agenda ltem 2
July 27, 2015

cityofnovi.org

SUBJECT: Consideration of the request of Beck South, LLC for JSP13-75 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.706 to rezone property in Section 29, on the southwest corner of Beck
Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family Residential
with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. The property totals 41.31 acres and the applicant is
proposing a 64-unit single-family residential development. "
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SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Community Development Department —¥I0nning

CITY MANAGER APPROVAL:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

On June 22, 2015, the City Council considered the rezoning request of Beck South, LLC, to
rezone property on the southwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile, from R-1 to R-3, with a
Planned Rezoning Overlay. After reviewing the information provided, and hearing the public’s
comments during audience participation, the City Council provided a number of comments
for the applicant to consider. An excerpt of the minutes is attached. The City Council made a
motion to postpone consideration of the request to allow the applicant time to consider
making modifications to the concept plan and requested that the matter return to the City
Council at the July 27 meeting.

The applicant provided a revised Concept Plan to the Community Development Department
on July 20™, with a cover letter detailing the proposed changes to the Concept Plan. The
applicant's cover letter is attached, along with the revised plans.

The following modifications have been made since the City Council meeting of June 22:

1. Modifications to the Tree Preservation Buffer — Increase of the general common area to
30 feet behind the lots along the west and south property lines. This was accomplished
by combining the 15 foot wide open space/Tree Preservation Buffer, with the 15 foot
tree planting and preservation area that had been shown previously on the back of the
lots abutting the south and west property lines. The attached letter provides additional
detail and notes that the initial tree preservation area may sfill be impacted to
accommodate appropriate drainage design, and will be determined at the time of
Engineering Plan Review.

2. Ten Mile Road Access — The revised plan now shows a Ten Mile Road vehicular access
point, instead of two access points on Beck Road. Cut-through traffic would be
discouraged by the design of the roadway network to backtrack westerly from the Ten
Mile Road connection.

3. Lot Count/Tree Preservation — The applicant indicates that additional free preservation
will be possible on the submitted plan in part due to the net reduction of two lots (from
66 to 64). Details on tree preservation will be provided during the final site plan
approval, if the rezoning with PRO Concept Plan is approved.




Given the short timeframe since the plans were delivered to the City, the City's professional
staff and consultants have not yet had time to review the revised concept plans in detail.
Generadlly, it appears that the proposed lot sizes meet or exceed the minimum ordinance
standards for the R-3 district, with an average lot size of 13,814 square feet, and average lot
width of 96.37 feet. The following table summarizes some of the key aspects of the plan
submitted on July 20, compared with the plan submitted on May 15,

5/15/15 7/20/15 Difference

Concept Plan Concept Plan
Number of lots 66 64 - 2 lots
Open space 12.27 acres (29.7% of | 13.10 acres (31.71% of | + 0.83 acres

site) site)
Wetland impact area 0.208 acres 0.212 acres + 0.004 acres
Wetland buffer disturbance | 0.622 acres 0.642 acres + 0.02 acres
Woodlands 1984 1897 - 87 replacement
Replacements required frees required
Woodlands 620 796 +176  woodland
Replacementis provided replacements

provided

Woodland Replacement 1364 1101 - 263 tree fund
Trees into the Tree Fund replacements

If the City Council provides tentative approval of the revised Concept Plan, staff and
consultants will provide written reports when the matter returns to the City Council for final
approval of the Concept Plan and PRO Agreement.

City Council action

At this evening's meeting City Council is asked to consider Tentative Approval of the rezoning
with PRO Concept Plan. If the City Council grants the tentative approval, the City’s staff and
consultants will provide detailed reviews of the revised Concept Plan when the matter returns
to the City Council for Final Approval of the rezoning with PRO Agreement.

If needed, the City Council is asked to refer to the packet from the June 22nd meeting
regarding the staff and consultant comments on the proposed rezoning, major conditions of
the PRO Agreement, the requested deviations, and the public benefits that are offered.
Additionally, the City Council is reminded of the following:

State Law regarding Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
125.3403 Amendment to zoning ordinance; filing of protest petition; vofe.
Sec. 403.

(1) An amendment to a zoning ordinance by a city or village is subject to a protest
petition as required by this subsection. If a protest petition is filed, approval of the
amendment to the zoning ordinance shall require a 2/3 vote of the legislative
body, unless a larger vote, not to exceed a 3/4 vote, is required by ordinance or
charter. The protest petfition shall be presented to the legislative body of the city
or village before final legislative action on the amendment and shall be signed
by 1 or more of the following:

(a) The owners of at least 20% of the area of land included in the proposed
change.

(b) The owners of at least 20% of the area of land included within an area
extending outward 100 feet from any point on the boundary of the land
included in the proposed change.
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(2) Publicly owned land shall be excluded in calculating the 20% land area
requirement under subsection (1).

The City Clerk received the petition on March 24, 2015, and has determined that it meets the
requirements above. As a result, an approval by the City Council would require 5 affirmative
votes of Council.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Two motions are offered for consideration by the City Council

1. Motion for Tentative Approval
Tentative indication that the City Council may approve the request of Beck South, LLC for

JSP13-75 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.706 to rezone property in Section 29, on the
southwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3,
One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay Concept Plan and direction to the
City Attorney to prepare a proposed PRO Agreement with the following ordinance deviations:

a) Reduction in the required front yard building setback for Lots 19-30 and 37-39 (30
feet required, 25 feet provided);
b) Reduction in the required aggregate of the two side yard setbacks for Lots 19-30
and 37-39 (30 feet required, 25 feet provided):
c) Waiver of the required berm between the project property and the existing
church in order fo preserve existing mature vegetation;
d) Administrative waiver to omit the required stub street connection at 1,300 foot

intervals;

e) Design and Construction Standards waiver for the lack of paved eyebrows;

f) Design and Construction Standards variance for the installation of the required
pathway to the adjacent Andover Pointe No. 2 development with the condition
that an easement is provided.

And subject to the following conditions:

a) Applicant shall provide a pathway connection to Ten Mile Road from the
internal loop street as noted under Comment 1 of the engineering memo dated
January 7, 2015;

b) Applicant shall comply with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant
review letters; and

c) Acceptance of the applicant's offer to provide a $75,000 cash bond to be held
in escrow during the dewatering operations for the Valencia South sanitary
sewer installation, for the benefit of any well-failure claims by the thirfeen homes
within 400 feet of fthe proposed dewatering limits, per the provided
correspondence, and subject fo a dewatering plan submitted by the applicant
for review and approval, subject fo ordinance standards,

d) Acceptance of the applicant's offer to provide an additional 30 foot wide tree
preservation and planfing easement on the rear of the lofs abutfing the west
and south property lines, per the attached correspondence.

This motion is made for the following reasons:

a) The proposed development meets the intent of the Master Plan to provide single-
family residential uses on the property that are consistent with and comparable to
surrounding developments;



b) The proposed density of 1.65 units per acre matches the master planned density for
the site;

c) The proposed development is consistent with a listed objective for the southwest
quadrant of the City, "Maintain the existing low density residential development
and natural features preservation patterns”; and

d) The consolidation of the several parcels affected into an integrated single-family
land development project will result in an enhancement of the project area as
compared to development of smaller land areas.

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

ALTERNATIVELY, THE CITY COUNCIL MAY WISH TO CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING MOTION

2. Motion for Denial

Denial of the request of Beck South, LLC for JSP13-75 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.706 to
rezone property in Section 29, on the southwest corner of Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from
R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay
Concept Plan for the following reasons:

1) The rezoning request with PRO requires numerous deviations from the Zoning Ordinance
standards, including the following as indicated on the submitted PRO Concept Plan:

2)

3)

a.

o.
(o

d.

e

Reduction in the front yard setback from 30 feet to 25 feet, and reduction in the
aggregate of the side yard setbacks from 30 feet to 25 feet,

Lack of the required berm along the church property line,

Missing pathway connections from the internal loop road to Ten Mile Road, and
the missing pathway stub from the south loop road to the south property line,
Lack of stub sfreet connections every 1300 feet along the perimeter of the site,
and

Lack of paved eyebrows for the proposed internal road system.

The City Council finds that the proposed PRO rezoning would not be in the public
interest, and the public benefits of the proposed PRO rezoning would not clearly
outweigh the detfriments of the proposed plan, as provided in Section 7.13.2.D.ii, for the
following reasons:

a.

S

d.

Two of the eight listed benefits (sidewalk connections and sewer line
connection) would be requirements of any residential subdivision development
as permitted in the R-1 Zoning District,

Preservation of natural features as shown on the proposed Concept Plan would
be encouraged and could be accomplished in whole or in part as part of a
typical development review, and,

Although not required, the right of way dedication that is proposed as a part of
the plan is typical of new developments.

The remaining listed benefits are not of a sufficiently substantial character to
justify use of the overlay option and the increase in developed density.

The proposed developed density is greater than that which could practically be
achieved under the R-1 District regulations when the required infrastructure and other
improvements are considered, and as a result the development as proposed would
have a greater impact upon the adjacent residential properties.
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Valencia South JSP13-75

Location

Map Legend
Subject Property

115 230 460 690 6

1 inch = 417 feet

City of Novi

Planning Division
Community Development Dept.
45175 W Ten Mile Rd
Novi, Ml 48375
cityofnovi.org

Map Author: Kristen Kapelanski
Date: 02-05-15

Project: JSP13-75 Valencia South
Version #: 1.0

MAP INTERPRETATION NOTICE

Map information depicted is not intended to replace or substitute for
any official or primary source. This map was intended to meet
National Map Accuracy Standards and use the most recent,
accurate sources available to the people of the City of Novi.
Boundary measurements and area calculations are approximate
and should not be construed as survey measurements performed by
alicensed Michigan Surveyor as defined in Michigan Public Act 132
of 1970 as amended. Please contact the City GIS Manager to
confirm source and accuracy information related to this map.
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Valencia South JSP13-75

Future Land Use Map Legend
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July 20, 2015

Barbara Macbeth,

Deputy Director of Community Development
CITY OF NOVI

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

RE: Valencia Estates South — Conceptual PRO Revised Plan
Southwest Corner of Beck & Ten Mile Road, City of Novi
Dear Barb,

Pursuant to the recent City Council meeting, Pinnacle Homes has been working on various plan
modifications to address the key issues identified by the City Council on the proposed residential
development. With that, we are respectfully submitting the attached revised Conceptual PRO
development plan to address the following resident and city council concerns;

Tree Preservation Buffer — The prior plan included a 15’ buffer on the property to be left in
common area of the development, and an additional 15’ of tree preservation was proposed, to
be included on the rear lot area for all homes along the west and southerly project border. To
clarify the preservation boundaries and provide additional protection for future tree
preservation, the revised plan has been modified to include a 30 feet of buffer in the general
common area. To accommodate the buffer, the west and southerly lot lines have been reduced
15’, and the rear setbacks have been modified back at the R-1 standard depth of 35’ (previously
50’). This change should better clarify any future tree preservation and removal concerns of the
adjacent residents. Notably, the initial tree preservation area may still be impacted to
accommodate appropriate drainage design required by the city ordinances.

Ten Mile Road Access — The city council expressed significant concern over both of the access
points for the new development being directed off Beck Road. The revised plan has been
modified to include a Ten Mile Road entrance point. Notably, the layout has been developed to
discourage “cut through” traffic, by providing the internal roadway network to back track
westerly from the Ten Mile Road connection. The Ten Mile Road connection and associated
improvements have been reviewed by our traffic engineer, and should be acceptable to the City
and Oakland County engineers.

Lot Count / Tree Preservation — To maintain the desired tree preservation and accomplish the
desired revisions to the plans noted above, the total lot count for the proposed project was
reduced from 66 units to just 64 units. Importantly, final tree preservation figures will be
determined during detailed engineering design; however, we would anticipate the tree saving



values to increase, as the original figures are based on complete tree removal within the
proposed lot areas.

As you know, we have worked diligently on this residential project with the city staff and existing
residents for over 15-months, and now the City Council. That said, we now trust the proposed
Conceptual PRO plan will provide a development project that the city officials and residents can be
proud of and support. We look forward to discussing this new plan and continuing to process our
project at your July 27t City Council meeting.

If you need anything further from our team, please feel free to contact us anytime.

Sincerely,
ATWELL, LLC

William W. Anderson, PE
Vice President

Enc.
Xc: Howard Fingeroot, Managing Partner, Pinnacle Homes
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6 13908 90.00° 36 LELL 90.00° Min. 4” high T
7 13,457 90.00° il T 80.00° REZONING SIGN DETAIL
B 13,599 95.79' 38 12,210 99.37°
g 13,508 98.38’ 39 12,046 101.00'
10 14,150 95.17 40 12,447 g5.00° WETLAND IMPACT
41 12,436 95.01°'
: : DISTURBANCE
UNIT TABLE — PHASE 2 - 2508 o WETLAND  (AC) (AC.) (AC.)
UNIT # | AREA (SF) | WIDTH (SF) 44 13,983 104.71" A 0.350 0.019 0.078
B 0.114 0.114 0.210
11 13,650 109.08' 45 15,706 96.48° c 0.170 0 0.066
12 12,730 95.00' 46 14,574 96.80° D 0.197 o 0.019
13 12,840 98.71" 47 16,808 90.00' E 0.096 0.005 0.054
" p— P p — 50.00 F 0.074 0.074 0.215
TOTAL: 1.001 0.212 0.642
15 12,825 95.00’ 49 17,326 90.00°
16 12,877 95.06' 50 14,560 90.00°
17 12,979 95.98' 51 17,078 109.73 SITE DATA
18 12,447 95.00' 52 13,080 95.00"
PROPOSED ONE—FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SITE CONDOMINIUM
19 12,048 100.40' 53 14,604 123.86° ” ..
CURRENT ZONING: "R—1
- i 99.61" e IR 99.18' MAXIMUM DENISTY = 1.65 DU/NET ACRE
21 12,504 96.32' 55 12,928 95.04" AREA GROSS = 41.312 ACRES
22 13,280 95.00' 56 16,210 90.00° AREA NET = EXCLUDING STATUTORY R.O.W. ON TEN MILE
23 13,287 95.10" 57 15,599 93.00" ROAD (33') = 40.323 ACRES.
- 12,267 AT - 16,652 — MAXIMUM DENISTY = 1.65 DU/N.AC. X 40.323 ACRES = 66.53 UNITS
5 12,051 91.36' 59 17,300 90.00" PROPOSED NUMBER OF UNITS: 64 UNITS
26 15,780 90.00’ 60 17,402 50.00
JOTAL OPEN SPACE (GROSS)
27 14,320 Q0.00' 61 14,189 93.83
- P : - e - OPEN SPACE "A” = 118,502 SQ.FT. / 2.72 AC.
: R8O : T80 OPEN SPACE "B" = 254,508 SQ.FT. / 5.85 AC.
i 1003 ey &2 it 2500 OPEN SPACE "C" = 191,510 SQ.FT. / 4.39 AC.
30 12,538 90.00' 64 12,792 95.05' OPEN SPACE "D" 5,976 SQ.FT. / 0.14 AC.
TOTAL OPEN SPACE = 570,586 SQ.FT. / 13.10 ACRES
. = 31.71% OF SITE
LOT WIDTH IS THE STRAIGHT LINE
DISTANCE BETWEEN THE SIDE LOT PROPOSED ”DESIGN ,_CF“TEF“A
LINES, MEASURED AT THE TWO POINTS (CONSISTENT "R—3 ZONING™)
WHERE THE MIN. FRONT YARD AVERAGE UNIT AREA = 13,814 - BT
SETBACK LINE INTERSECTS THE SIDE :::::ﬂ: tgi a,'IZDﬁH _12;;3%% sl__cég
LOT LINES AVERAGE UNIT WIDTH = 96.37 = 90.
STANDARD LOTS
FRONT SETBACK = 30 FEET
- REAR SETBACK = 35 FEET
< § SIDE YARD SETBACK = 10 FEET (MINIMUM)
o f oo e SIDE YARD SETBACK = 30 FEET (AGGREGATE)
in |k )
B LOTS ALONG WEST AND SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
\ i | \ FRONT SETBACK = 25 FEET
10 | | 20 e
| | NN REAR SETBACK = 35 FEET
| | SIDE YARD SETBACK = 10 FEET (MINIMUM)
| | . SIDE YARD SETBACK = 25 FEET (AGGREGATE)
| | o]
| | ™~
| | 3 LEGEND
| |
Bsnstescs st 1 EXISTING PROPOSED
. '52 ’ . . PAVEMENT (ASPHALT)
3 EE 90, MIN. & SIDE WALK (CONCRETE)
R.OW. | — g 95 TYP. —. ROMW. | — 95’ TYP, e | — CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER
LINE LINE o e s gumeie wuoea mogy 00 [ 020 S temsieneinon e i) — —— STORM SEWER
TYPICAL LOT LOTS ALONG WEST AND = — SANITARY SEWER
SOUTH PROPERTY LINE O ® MANHOLE
O @ CATCH BASIN W/STREAM GUARD
E CURB INLET W/SILT SAC
GRAPHIC SCALE A A ——
%0 o “© % 180 320 @ 2 GATE VALVE
g v HYDRANT
— e e — —— FLOOD PLAIN
( N ) 1000 1000 CONTOURS
1 inch IEanl " 4 10080 109%00 SPOT ELEVATION
NOTES: VALENCIA ESTATES SOUTH
1. WOODLANDS PLAN, TREE INVENTORY REMOVAL & REPLACEMENT PLAN WILL BE SECTION 29, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST

PROVIDED WITH PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN.

CITY OF NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

REVISIONS

ND.

ITEM DATE

2. 25’ WIDE VEGETATED BUFFER SHALL BE PROVIDED AROUND THE PERIMETER OF
EACH STORM WATER BASIN.

3. EMERGENCY ACCESS GATES MUST BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE FIRST
BUILDING PERMIT.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

1. MUNICIPAL SEWER TO BE PROVIDED BY CONNECTING TO AN EXISTING SANITARY
SEWER ON THE WEST SIDE OF BECK ROAD.

2. MUNICIPAL WATER TO BE PROVIDED BY CONNECTING TO EXISTING 16" WATER MAINS
LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF BECK ROAD AND THE NORTH SIDE OF TEN MILE
ROAD. ALL PROPOSED WATER MAIN SHALL BE 8" DUCTILE IRON CL. 54.

J. STORM WATER DETENTION SHALL BE PROVIDED ON SITE.

4, 5 WIDE CONCRETE SIDEWALKS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON BOTH SIDES OF ALL
INTERIOR ROADWAYS. AN 8—FOOT WIDE CONCRETE WALK SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED
ALONG TEN MILE ROAD AND BECK ROAD. ALL SIDEWALK STUBS SHALL BE PROVIDED
WITH RAMPS & DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACES.

5. ALL ROADWAYS TO BE PUBLIC.

6. A CITY OF NOVI RIGHT-OF—-WAY PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR WORK WITHIN ANY PUBLIC

ROAD RIGHT—OF—-WAY.

DATE: 07—13-15

DESIGNED BY: A.A.

JOB NUMBER: 14-—-002

CHECKED BY: P.K.

DREAWING FILE: 02—-14002-0V

PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY (PRO) PLAN

SEIBER, KEAST
ENGINEERING, L.L.C.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

100 MAINCENTRE = SUITE 10  NORTHWILLE, MICHIGAN = 48167
FAX: 248.308.3335

PHONE: 248.308.3331

SHEET
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Key Woodland Summary
X Denotes Removed Total Trees 1,570 Trees
. Non-Regulated Trees 51 Trees
Tree Survey Performed by Mike's Tree Surgeons Regulated Trees Removed 982 Trees 0 25 50 NORTH
Regulated Trees Preserved 537 Trees 1"=50"
Replacement Required

Trees 8"- 11" 387 trees x 1= 387 Trees
Trees 11" - 20" 353 trees x 2= 706 Trees

Trees 20"-30" 63 trees x 3= 183 Trees 811 Sheet No.

Trees 30"+ 19 trees x 4= 79 Trees
Multi-Stemmed Trees 542 Trees U
Total Replacement Required 1,897 Trees
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ONE COMPANY.
INFINITE SOLUTIONS.

May 22, 2015

Barbara McBeth,

Deputy Director of Community Development
CITY OF NOVI

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

RE: Valencia Estates South - Dewatering Proposal

Dear Barb,

We understand the final matter that is being requested for consideration is continued concern over the
potential dewatering and impacts to the individual wells in the immediate area. To address that
concern, Pinnacle Homes is offering the following;

We understand the neighboring residents are very concerned over impacts to their individual wells due to
our proposed development activity. Our Civil and Geotechnical engineers for the project have studied the
property and our project design, and have concluded that our project dewatering activity may impact the
existing groundwater. We are equally confident that with our dewatering plan and proposed
construction techniques, our work will NOT result in any neqative long-term impacts to the local water
wells. Our preliminary geotechnical report on this matter was provided to the City on March 30,

2015. We only anticipate dewatering for a very short period of time during our development; specifically
approximately 3-5 days during a small portion of the installation of the sanitary sewer system. Moreover,
we will be proposing to use localized dewatering pumping techniques that will significantly minimize
dewatering impacts to the affected aquifer. Attached is a sketch illustrating the portion of our
development work (sanitary sewer installation) that will be installed below the existing

groundwater. We have also shown the proposed limits of the anticipated dewatering of the aquifer,
based on the proposed construction techniques (less than 100°).

That said, Pinnacle Homes is willing to provide a 575,000 cash bond to be held in escrow during the
dewatering operations at the Valencia Estates South sanitary sewer installation. The cash bond will be
placed in escrow prior to the commencement of the dewatering activity, and shall be released in its
entirety 10 days upon completion of the dewatering activity. The Bond will be placed in escrow for the
protection of individual well failures specifically caused by our dewatering operations at the project
site. Additional bonding terms may be defined and reviewed by city staff and council and Pinnacle’s
council, during the Site Planning process. The attached sketch shows the limits of homes that could
conceivable be impacted by dewatering operations (400 feet away), and will be covered by the cash

123 North Ashley, Suite 105, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104 Tel: 734.994.4000 Fax: 734.994.1580
www.atwell-group.com
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bond protection. Notably, that distance is over 4 times further away than our anticipated impact to the
groundwater table.

We trust the above offer will provide the assurances the city representatives are looking for, and we
look forward to continuing to process this matter to your City Council.

Please feel free to contact us with any further questions, and have a great holiday weekend.

Sincerely,
ATWELL, LLC

Gl

William W. Anderson, PE
Vice President

Enc.
Xc: Howard Fingeroot, Managing Partner, Pinnacle Homes

123 North Ashley, Suite 105, Ann Arbor, M| 48104 Tel: 734 .994.4000 Fax: 734.994.1590
www.atwell-group.com



SEWER TO BE INSTALLED
BELOW GROUND WATER

"ECHO WAL

wW—//

e
w
IR

S
13 —
o - Y
S A8 S
I =
0 26
J3

27 28 29

{

GRAPHIC SCALE

0 40 80 180 320

I e ey ——

( IN FEET )
1 inch = 80 ft

;/'zs;’/éz;f/ %

—

~

&7/

ANTICIPATED LIMITS OF AQUIFER

DRAW DOWN DUE TO LOCALIZED
DEWATERINGS

g

o

"ANDOVER POINTE NO. 2" (LIBER 231, PAGES 30 & 31)%

@

"ANDOVER POINTE NO. 1"

LIBER 231, PGS. 11-18)
_—

THORTON PARK SQUTH

& RAJA RABAH HAMMAD

22-29-226-0386
T — ——
=

22-29-226-034
DENNY & JENNIFER FEDRI

22-29-226-035
PAUL & JUANA ALBANELLI

g ,,J— q .
e
B ﬁ'
\ _

PROPOSED LIMITS COVERED
BY CASH BOND PROTECTION
400’ DISTANCE - 13 HOMES

HOMES SERVED BY

PUBLIC WATER

VALENCIA ESTATES SOUTH-PRO

SECTION 29, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST
CITY OF NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

REVISIONS

NO. ITEM DATE

DATE: 05—18—15 DESIGNED BY: A.A.J JOB NUMBER: 14—002

CHECKED BY: P.K. } DRAWING FILE: Dewatering Plan

DEWATERING PLAN

»»-| SEIBER, KEAST SHEET
~<dn.| ENGINEERING, L.L.C.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 1

100 MAINCENTRE = SUITE 10  NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN = 48167
PHONE: 248.308.3331 FAX: 248.308.3335




CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
EXCERPT
June 22, 2015




Regular Meeting of the Council of the City of Novi
Monday, June 22, 2015 Page 2

AUDIENCE COMMENT:

Pati Heath, 23445 Beck Road, said she has lived in Novi for over15 years. She felt in time
there would be a healthy compromise reached regarding the rezoning of surrounding
properties. She has written in support of the new development. They believed the
zoning changes are the right thing to do and are extremely generous to their neighbors.
The neighbors have enjoyed free range since they have built homes next to their
property. She asked what happened to old fashion common courtesy. Iroquois Court
and Andover Point Il homes were built 35 feet off their property line. She did not object.
She spoke about planting trees to her property. She feels neighbors have forgotten
how to be neighbors.

Tim Gilberg, 47599 Aberdeen, said he is the President of Cheltenham Estates
Homeowners Association. He spoke about the proposed development on the
southwest corner of Ten and Beck Roads. He feels Beck Road has become a
challenge. He suggested the construction project starting on July 13th at the enfrance
of their subdivision, which will add a three lane cross section, continue towards the turn
lane at Ten and Beck Roads to allow additional queuing to the west Ten Mile left hand
turn traffic. He didn’t know if the developer could help with the construction. He
recognizes the developer's right to develop the property but there is an issue with Beck
Road fraffic. The new subdivision proposed entrances will not allow exiting into rush
hour fraffic. Perhaps there is an opportunity to do further studies to look at increasing
the traffic flow during rush hour.

Michael Balon, 47825 W. Ten Mile Road, supports the development. They have lived
there for 19 years. He indicated the natural features that benefit his Echo Valley
neighbors, the new development will allow others to move to Novi and it will provide for
additional tax base. He noted neighbors would know what will occur around them as
opposed to uncertainty which has remained for some time. There is a possibility for a
different type of development. Any negativity would send a message to developers
that Novi is not a favorable place to develop. He summarized that many have a
positive relationship with the City and neighbors. He hopes for a positive vote on the
issue and a reasonable solution to all sides.

Jackie Bakewell, 42750 Grand River, said her family has been in Novi since 1950 and she
grew up in Echo Valley. They want to sell their property on Ten Mile. The developers
have worked hard to accommodate Echo Valley residents to give them the green
space that they need and desire. It is a good deal that will generate tax revenue and
jobs. She is in support of the proposed Valencia Subdivision.

Jan Pugliese said she supported the development after reading the article in the Novi
News and following up with some of the detdails of the development,

Virginia Lauinger, 23973 Beck Road, said she is for the development. She has been in
Novi for 32 years. He noted that she believes in progress. There have been many
different proposals fo develop the corner that abuts her property and many she didn't
feel would help the people of Novi. She is not being selfish by wanting this to go
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forward. The developers have proved they are going to build beautiful homes. She
hopes Council would allow the development. She wants others to share what she has
shared for 32 years in the City,

Christopher Lochkos, 41827 Ridge Road E., supported the rezoning and thought it was a
win, win for Novi.

Paul Albanelli, 47500 Iroquois Ct., said he has lived on the corner of Ten Mile and Beck
Roads for 27 years. For the last 15 years he has enjoyed the wildlife in the area. He
would like to see the property to stay as it is but one of the cornerstones of Novi has
been to support responsible development. He didn't know what the R-3 zoning will do
to my property value. He thought it wouldn't be as bad as the economic crash of
2008-2009. He noted there will be a 15 foot conservation easement, 15 foot tree
preservation easement and 35 foot setbacks. It is 65 feet to the property line before
there are any buildings and that they may not see with an R-1 zoning plan. The
residents deserve to have their wells and septic tanks protected. They deserve to know
what will go in the conservation easement with privacy from the new homes. If all the
conditions are met he thought it would be a good development. He is in support of it.

Steve Figurski, 31202 Novi Road, believed this project has met all the criteria for the City
of Novi and it would be great to allow them to move forward.

Jerry Smith, 23962 Forest Park, said he backs up to the property and had no objection.
He has lived in the City his whole life and had no problem with neighbors.

Debra. Looke, 31170 Novi Road, approves the development of this project and thinks it
would be a positive addition to the City.

Rod Franchi, 25364 Sutton Ct., spoke in support of the development. He is speaking
from an educator’s point of view. He first started teaching in 1996. The story of Novi has
been one of growth. As the City has grown, the schools have grown in numbers and in
programs. When other’s visit the school, they are surprised by the number of programs
that are offered to the students. It happened because more people have moved into
the City. He supports it.

Doreen Anglin, 48245 W. 10 Mile, said she has been a resident of Echo Valley Subdivision
since 1972. The Anglin family has owned a lot of other property in Novi, also. She has
followed this in the newspaper and different articles and feels this is a good project.
The developer sounds like he has met the criteria to meet the Master Plan. He has done
everything required including a bond for any damage done to wells or septic tanks. He
has agreed for the green space in the corner at Beck and Ten Mile Roads. She loves
Novi and has seen the progression. She supports this project.

Doug Martin, 31166 Novi Road, said he has lived in Novi most of his life. He thinks it is
one of the best places in the Country. He welcomes families moving here. From what
he has seen, it seems to be a responsible plan.
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Greg Struble, 47490 Edinborough, said he is a recent resident to Novi. He wanted to
express his concerns with the rezoning and make it clear his support for continued
growth for the Community first and foremost but within the guidelines set forth by the
Master Plan. He would like to refer to the R-1 subdivision surrounding the project and
the overall area. He wants to ensure the elected leadership hears the existing land
owner's concerns along with the input from the developer and supporters. He asked to
factor them into the decision. He is in favor of development because it fits the long
term character of the community as well as provide for the growth that is needed. This
proposed development will be the first R-3 rezoning for residential development within
section 29 and western half of section 28. This rezoning could pose a potential negative
precedent towards land value of the current owners and compromise the future
subdivision developments in Novi. The R-1 and R-A zoning laws that were in effect when
the existing land owner's houses were built has been evidenced by the quality of the
surrounding subdivisions. These communities are excellent examples of balance that
can be achieved when development occurs in an environmentally favorable within
existing laws and ordinances. The residents enjoy an open atmosphere while being
provided with acceptable levels of privacy in the homes and helping to preserve and
enhance our existing property values. The efforts to support the Master Plan are
applauded. The elected officials should protect citizens of Novi from the potential
negative impact that could occur from the zoning. Changing the Master Plan for
about 5 % of section 29 and western half of section 28 would require City leadership to
show the benefits. The motivation for the developer is a less stringent zoning. It is good
business with more houses. However, if the area in question is being considered for less
stringent rezoning, a new land owner should adhere to the same laws and ordinances
as the rest of the community has abided by. He spoke about the fourteen areas they
wanted to address. They would like the benefits of the development stated to the
surrounding land owners. How will a larger home on a smaller lot preserve the R-1 land
values? The increased traffic congestion on 10 Mile is an issue.

Chris Brower, 47992 Andover, said he lives in Edinborough Subdivision that is an R-1
zoned subdivision. They attend activities in the City. Novi has great traditions and is
community focused which is why he moved to Novi. The issue is important to the
Community. He supports progress but it needs to be responsible. Based on the
assessment from what he hears from real estate agents, the Master Plan is what makes
Novi truly unique. He has spoken with the developer on several occasions to try to
reach a win, win solution. They proposed solutions at the Planning Commission
meetings where requests were made of a 50 foot easement be included in any future
plans from the developer. He questioned why it wasn't shown and why Council would
support an unchanged plan. The City has allocated significant tax dollars to planning
and regulating areas to protect residents. He asked what signal they are sending to the
Community if developers are allowed to rezone regulated areas with little offsetting
benefits. The majority of the land is zoned R-1 which has been successful for prior
developers. There is an exception of Valencia North. The difference between the two
properties is that the north property was vacant but the project land has regulated
woodlands on multiple mixed parcels. It is a key reason why so many have spoken in
opposition of the plan. He urges Council to stand united with the Community and
oppose the plan.
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Linda Struble, 47490 Edinborough, said she is not in favor of the rezoning. They believe
the City's current Master Plan is appropriate and should be upheld. Clearly, the builder
will realize a higher profit. The current land owners in the section will realize a profit on
the sales of their homes but the 150 plus surrounding land owners feel there is not @
benefit in it to them. The Master Plan established a character for the Community. The
character and standards of an R-1 subdivision are different than an R-3. When they
purchased their home, they paid attention to the fact that the entire area around them
was zoned R-1. Any future homes would be built according to the same high
standards. She described the characteristics of a home in her subdivision with an R-1
zoning. Closely spaced homes would not be desirable to have in a back yard when
your lot is larger and have paid a higher price. R-1 owners do not want closely spaced
homes in their back yard. The City's Master Plan already prevents it from happening.
The density ratio of 1.65 units per acre is being listed as a reason for the R-3 plan being
almost the same as R-1 but clearly it is not what R-1 is about. It would result in fewer
homes on the project site. She believes in upholding the Master Plan and support
developing the property under the R-1 zoning and the rezoning should be denied.

Julie Cundly, 41723 Onaway, talked about the intersection at Ten Mile and Beck Road.
It is an extreme traffic area and becoming dangerous to the City. There are accidents
regularly according to the Police Department. It was the intersection with the most
accidents in the City. Putting two more entrances onto Beck Road would be a
disservice to the citizens that pass through this intersection. There are currently twelve
subdivision entrances between 9 Mile and 10 Mile on Beck with heavy traffic. Residents
are experiencing long delays in traffic in the area. Novi was once a great balance
between development and nature. It is now becoming unbalanced with the
infrastructure not supporting the growth in the homes. She is not in support of the
project.

Russell Franchi, 41600 Carmela Ct., voiced his support of the development.

Damon Pietraz, 48380 Burntwood Ct., said he is a new resident to Novi and a Novi
business owner for almost two decades. The nature of his business is finding water and
channeling the water. He spoke in opposition of the rezoning. He is in favor of a
subdivision; however, it needs to be done responsibly. There are many options to
dewatering a property. He spoke about the problems with it. There are problems now
in Florida with farmland being dewatered for crops because it develops sink holes in
adjacent properties. He said if the dewatering is not done properly there could be
contamination of existing wells. He saw all sorts of issues removing the water on the
property for building. He spoke in opposition to the rezoning.

Colleen McClorey, 48188 Andover, said she is opposed to the rezoning due to the
deviation from the City's Master Plan with no expressed public benefit except to the
developer. She asks Council to reject the proposal of rezoning. She pointed out
another long standing principal adopted by the City when it enacted the woodlands
protection ordinance. She stated the ordinance by saying, "The purpose of the
ordinance are to provide for the paramount public concern for the natural resources in
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the interest in health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the City.” The
woodlands ordinance also states that rapid growth and the spread of development
and increasing demands on natural resources have had the effect of encroaching
upon and eliminating many of the trees and natural resources and thereby affecting
not only the environment but the health of the Community. Council should protect the
health and welfare for the Community. Novi's leadership prides in sustainable activity.
Novi has a tradition to protect the natural resources in the Community.

Laray Anderson, 48340 Burntwood Ct., talked about dewatering. He referred to the City
Code. He asked if a plan has been submitted in accordance with the Code.
Dewatering for other development ended up in front of his house. No one helped him
with the problem. He spoke about financial guarantees and asked if the developer has
deposited them with the City.

Stacey Rose, 23940 Forest Park, said he is an Echo Valley Subdivision board member
and represented Echo Valley. They thought they could support it with protection for
the wells and septic tanks system with the significant 50 foot conservation easement but
it didn’t happen. He noted the Community Development Department explained to
him their role is not to weigh cost benefit. Planning Commissioners said it was not their
role either. He was told it was City Council who would hear his concerns and negotiate
on the residents’ behalf. He learned the 50 foot conservation easement was
negotiated early on before the second Planning Commission meeting and it wasn't
going to change. He said he thought it was well intentioned but miscalculated. The
public concerns after the negotiation were not considered and nothing has changed.
Now he feels instead of hearing his concerns, those who had negotiated this early on,
became most concern with finding justification for a decision that was already made.
Placing higher density than allowed by existing R-1 zoning closer to existing subdivisions
is a detriment. Is the detriment worth the benefit to Novi should not be the question. It
should be, is it proper to create a detriment to neighboring homeowners so a
developer could build just a few more homes. He feels the plan was pre-negotiated.
Several issues had a potential to significantly diminish the tree buffer which is being sold
as the reason it is okay to have the higher density closer to existing subdivisions. The 15
foot conservation easement is between a é foot utility easement and a storm sewer
easement. The proposed tree preservation easement overlays the storm sewer
easement. Trees cannhot be planted in much of the area according to the
Environmental Consultant's comments on page 100 of the packet. There is no
assurance that the trees would be replaced if they died after a relatively short bond
period because they are located on private property. On the basis that the concerns
were not fully considered in the early negotiations and because of the impact of Echo
Valley and Andover Subdivisions are not being properly mitigated by an adequate
conservation easement of 50 feet, thus, on behalf of the Board of Directors representing
the 104 residents in Echo Valley, they strongly disapprove of the plan,

Marti Anderson, 48360 Burntwood Court, said she is president of the Homeowner's
Association. She said they had an expert architect engineer, who said no more than 43
homes should be built under R-1. She explained she has collected hundreds of letters
and petitions which she submitted to the City against the project. There are over 150
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signatures on a petition web site which was started June 15!, She said they are looking
for a win-win, but the developer is not offering enough. She couldn't understand why a
developer could take out so many trees and simply give money to the Tree Fund. Clear
cutting the regulated woodlands only benefits the developer. The plan is the same one
from 4 months ago. She asked the Council to vote against the rezoning.

Shirley Gene Leslie, 48405 10 Mile Road, said he has lived on Ten Mile since 1986. He
said he has watched the area grow and progress. He wants to see the development
go through.

Barry Buha, 48035 Andover Drive, said he was against the rezoning. He bought where
he is now because of the R-1 zoning and he was assured the surrounding area
according to the Master Plan would remain R-1.

A Novi Resident said she was for the project. The people opposing this development
are the ones enjoying the parks and school system. Her mother is a longtime resident.
She said it is a move in the right direction and she approved.

Mike Jacobson, represents the seller at 10 Mile and Beck Road, said the PRO Plan is
beneficial to the City of Novi and not detrimental to the neighbors. It is better than the
R-1 plan. He said everyone agreed development is good, it should be responsible and
the growth of Novi is important. He represents a lot of builders, developers and
businesses in Novi. He said the R-1 plan is more detrimental to Novi than the PRO plan.
The people who are objecting the R-1 plan have none of the protections of the PRO,
including more lots backing up to their homes, trees cut down to the boundary lines
and very limited open space. He said dewatering would happen under R-1 and the
PRO, but at least under the PRO the developer is setting money aside. The setbacks
have been addressed to provide significantly greater setbacks. The R-1 plan is not
beneficial to the neighbors.

Michelle Brower, 47992 Andover, said they recently relocated there because of the R-1
zoning. She said the proposal is not good for the residents, but they are for developing.
They moved here because the Master Plan shows R-1 in the area. The ot sizes are an
issue. She said an alternative R-1 plan proposal showed 34 homes. She supports an R-1
plan instead of the PRO. They have requested a 50 foot conservation easement to
compensate them for the lost benefit. She does not agree with the developer's version
of what is generous regarding the amount of conservation space. She believes they
should require the area to remain R-1.

David Goldberg, represents the owner at 10 Mile and Beck Road, said the R-1 plan has
more lofs which back to the existing homes. He also said all trees would be cut back to
the boundary lines, and all wetlands would be filled. There would be no 4 acre park.
The sanitary sewer connection would occur under either plan. There is no assurance the
builder will build larger houses. They represent the corner property owner and the R-1
plan would not include the parcels along Beck Road and Ten Mile Road. There would
be no use for their property residentially and commercial uses would be pursued at that
corner,
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James McGuire, 48028 Andover, said he does not see the compelling reasons why they
should ignore the Master Plan. He said the developer could build over 40 homes while
leaving the same buffer provided in the PRO. He asked Council to preserve the
character of Novi. He asked that they vote no on the rezoning.

Jeff Alimoney, 47955 Andover, said he doesn't want to see this development there. He
was disappointed that they weren't moving ahead with a project that was better for
everyone, not just those selling their property to the developer.

Frank Bauss, 23445 Beck Road, said he was an owner selling property to the developer.
He has two parcels with about 15 acres. He said he was a developer and builder of
many of the houses in Edinborough. He said the people objecting should be careful
what they wish for. They might get larger lots in an R-1 but the rear yards would be
smaller and the trees would be clear-cut. Since he owns the property that some
people are objecting to being developed, he said he would develop it, but he didn't
want to have to do that. He said most of the trees would be removed. His property
has not been fenced but those bordering it have been using it.

SONSENT AGENDA REMOVALS AND APPROVALS:
CM 15Q4-81 Moved by Casey, seconded by Poupard; CARRIED UNANIM@ LY:
To approve the Consent Agenda as presented.

A. Approve Mittes of:
1. June 8, 2013 Regular meeting

B. Enter Executive Sessiomjmmediately followmg He regular meeting of June 22,
2015 in the Council "Agnex for ’rhe MUrpose  of discussing privileged
correspondence from legal cownsel.

C. Approval of resolution authorizing BNssuance of Limited Tax General Obligation
Refunding Bonds, Series 2015.

D. Approval of a Street Lighj#Purchase Agreemeritwith Detroit Edison Company for
the installation and oggoing operation costs of twesstreet lights to be installed at
two Novi Road/Integgtate 96 locations.

E. Approval of R&solution to close Ten Mile Road from the NoWCivic Center to Taft
Road andAfaft Road to Nine Mile from 11:30 am to 1:30 pm foxthe International
Societysfor Krishna Consciousness (ISKCON) of Detroit's Festivg]l of Chariots
Pargde on Sunday, July 19, 2015.

F. /Approval to award bid for the replacement of carpeting at Meod brook
Commons to Falcon Carpet Services, Troy, Ml, in the amount of $25,508 nd
amend the 2015-16 budget accordingly.
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MATTERS FOR COUNCIL ACTION:

1. Consideration of the request of Beck South, LLC for JSP13-75 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.706 to rezone property in Section 29, on the southwest corner of
Beck Road and Ten Mile Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-
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Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. The property totals 41.31
acres and the applicant is ‘proposing a 66 unit single-family residential
development.

City Manager Auger commented that over the past 12 to 15 years there have been
several proposals brought forth to develop the southwest corner of Beck and Ten Mile
Roads. When the recent development was presented to the City it was much different
than it is now. Staff worked with developer to produce the most desirable outcome for
all in this project. It has taken over a year. The developer has listened to staff,
consultants, and residents to get this far in the process and that is why the PRO is being
recommended. This developer has been able to amass nine properties that will
become one development. R-1 would allow homes to be 35 feet from the property
lines. The developer has agreed to place the new homes 65 feet from the property
lines. In addition, within the 65 feet, the developer has agreed to a 15 foot conservation
easement plus an additional 15 foot tree easement. The tree easement is where the
trees will be saved and additional trees would be added to increase the buffering
between residential developments. The tree consultant's report indicates a 1,000 plus
trees would be removed in accordance with the City tree ordinance. Of those trees,
severdl hundred are listed as fair, poor or very poor condition. They will be replaced on
the site or funded to be replaced elsewhere in the City. The developer has agreed to
plant larger trees than listed in the City ordinance. There were concerns by residents
about dewatering. He did not believe there is any lawful way to have a financial
guarantee for that purpose if not for the PRO. In fact, there may be case law to the
contrary. The developer has agreed to post a bond. The depth of the dig to connect
to the sanitary sewers is about 12 feet. At the southeast section of the development,
the surrounding well depths are over 100 feet. In keeping with residents' concerns for a
wildlife corridor, the thirty foot easements and no fences permitted will allow this to
continuve. The approximate four and half acres in the center of the development would
also address wildlife habitat. Traffic engineers see the 10 Mile entrance/exit alternative
as more detfrimental to traffic flows than the Beck Road design. There will be
deceleration lanes added to Beck Road. Eyebrows are internal road designs that were
removed. Staff is recommending doing away with this design feature in the near future
as the benefits do not make up for the additional cost to build and maintain. He
summarized by saying this type of project is what PRO's are designed to help facilitate.
It strikes a balance between the positive quality residential growths and surrounding
neighbors concerned for the ambiance that they are used to. It also allows
development with continuity versus several small developments shoehorned into odd
shaped parcel configurations without maintaining natural quarters where our wildlife
inhabitant areas can grow.

Howard Fingeroot, Pinnacle Homes, spoke about the neighborhoods they have built in
Novi. They are proud of the developments they have done in Novi. He showed
pictures of homes they have built in Novi. They are proposing the R-3 PRO and he felt
there was some confusion from the neighbors that have spoken. He clarified that the R-
3 PRO is consistent with the Master Plan and the density of the plan is consistent also.
He noted Andover and Echo Valley Subdivisions are both denser than what they are
proposing. He talked about the plan features. Plans that cluster create open space
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and are considered good planning. They are using smaller width lots because they are
able to make 30% of the site open space. The City staff and consultants embraced it.
One of the features is that the trees on the property at the corner will remain and they
will reforest it. It will be positive for the City of Novi. There will be a greenbelt along Ten
Mile. He explained how the changes came about to the plan by talking with the
neighbors. They reassured everyone that there will not be dewatering of the property.
He explained the analysis showed that it will not be impactful to the wells. They offered
a $75,000 bond to cover any damage to the wells affected by the dewatering. If he did
an R-1 development he felt it would leave a lot of holes that the City would like filled.

Mayor Gatt asked if it is voted down would the developer be able to make money on @
R-1 development. Mr. Fingeroot said it would be a profitable development as an R-1.
Mayor Gatt asked him to explain his statement that the R-3 PRO was consistent with the
Master Plan. Mr. Fingeroot explained that the R-3 doesn't but the R-3 PRO does. He
said the proposed development meets the intent of the Master Plan to provide single
family residential uses on the property. He said the City staff has said it meets the
Master Plan. The density doesn't change but has more preservation. Mayor Gatt
wanted him to explain dewatering. Mr. Fingeroot explained that when the digging
starts and ground water starts to fill in the trenches to install the sanitary sewer pipes,
storm sewer pipes or water main, pumps are used to pump out the water until it is dry
enough to lay the pipes. After they are done, they fill it back in. He explained the
dewatering would be minimal. Mayor Gatt questioned him if the $75,000 bond posted
would cover any damaged wells and felt it wasn't a lot of money to cover many
damaged wells. Mr. Fingeroot said that there are only two wells within 500 feet of the
digging that were 40 feet deep. Every other well was more than 100 feet deep and it
would not affect those wells. John Lamb, McDowell and Assoc. studied the flow of
water. Mayor Gatt asked about the two exits onto Beck Road and asked if he had any
thoughts of putting an exit on Ten Mile Road. Mr. Fingeroot said that they had looked
at it and said they have changed the plan over 15 times with different configurations.
The traffic consultants and staff recommended the plan as it is now. The ordinance
requires a certain amount of pavement or an eyebrow at a 90 degree turn and the City
didn't think they were a good idea. Mayor Gatt confirmed they would add them if
Council suggested it and the reason they do not have an exit on Ten Mile is because
the staff and consultants have said it is not the way to do it. Mayor Gatt asked staff if
they could address the amount of accidents at Ten Mile and Beck Road. City Manager
Auger believed that statistically 8 Mile and Haggerty was the worst intersection. Rob
Hayes, Director of Public Services, said he believed it was in the top ten list of the
amount of accidents at an intersections but it is not the number one crash rate in the
City. Grand River, Ten Mile and Eight Mile at Haggerty are the top intersections for
crash rate.

Member Casey asked what the R-1 plan would look like. Mr. Fingeroot said he could
show her and presented some background information. He said this process has been
extremely long relative to any other developments he has done. He has spent a lot of
money because of it. He had to look at the best way to go if the rezoning was not
passed. With the R-1 zoning he didn't have to go to Council and start building after
getting permits. He had to be very efficient to go forward with this development. He
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would have 19 homes that back up to the west and south under the R-1. Under the
PRO he has 18 homes. Under the PRO plan he has the setbacks and easements. Under
the R-1 he is only 35 feet from the property lines and can go into the set back with a
deck. The benefit for him is that there is no road block. By doing the PRO, he was able
to shrink the site. The corner site is difficult to develop as the owner of the property said.

Member Casey asked the City Attorney or staff about what the ordinance requires to
make restitution of damaged wells. City Attorney Schultz said the general rule of
equitably apportioning development rights between property owners is that the
property owner has the right to put in a sewer on their property when they develop. The
law assumes that there can be adverse impacts to the adjacent property. It is a
reasonable use standard which can dllow a pretty significant impact. The City has a
separate ordinance that adds protections that the common law may not allow.
Director Hayes said the ordinance has a very aggressive requirement that calls for a
dewatering plan. They would review that as part of the site plan process. They would
review it to make sure it is documented out properly. During actual construction the
inspectors ensure that plan is being followed each day. It would require the developer
to make the owner whole if a well was damaged. City Attorney Schultz said the one
thing about the PRO is the kind of development document that can be used to add a
requirement that may not be in the ordinance. There is a general requirement to
provide potable water. He didn't remember any dewatering issue ever,

Member Casey thanked everyone for their work on this development. There are a lot of
different opinions about what should be done with these properties. She liked hearing
both points of view. Her primary concern is about the traffic issues. She heard from the
residents about the kind of buffer they would like in their back yards. She respects what
the developer has done with the additional plantings. She thought what he did with
the buffer was good. The number of trees that will be cut is a concern of hers, also. It is
a significant amount of trees. She hoped more trees would be retained.

Member Mutch thanked those who spoke and provided their input on the
development. It helped them to clarify the key concerns with the property and what is
the best outcome for the City of Novi. His concerns echoed Member Casey's
concerns. There will be more traffic on the corner and we don't want to exacerbate
an already bad traffic situation. He has heard from staff and consultants but he thinks
putting the second entrance closer to Beck Road versus Ten Mile Road defies common
sense. The key difference between this development and the one to the north is the
distance of the entrance from the intersection. This development is about 500 feet
from the intersection where the Valencia to the north is about 750 feet. It would make
a big difference how that intersection operates. It will create problems. Currently, the
proposed development of the property will result in the destruction of significant areas
of regulated woodlands and the degradation of the remaining woodlands and
wetlands on site. Specifically, this proposal will result in the destruction of over 1,000
trees that are eight inches or larger in size. Of the trees that are to be destroyed include
20 trees that have a 30 inch diameter. The replacement trees required by the
ordinance are 2.5 inches in size. Clearly, what is being lost would be the woodlands as
a whole. The removal of regulated woodlands at this scale in a residential
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development is completely contrary to the City's Master Plan and the City's woodland
protection ordinance. The items that meet the Master Plan have been used where
some do not, The Master Plan does not contemplate clear cutting large areas of a site
and removing large areas of regulated woodlands of this nature. He mentioned the
wetland consultant commented that the plan includes proposed impacts to onsite
wetlands with 25 foot wetland setbacks. The current plan impacts have increased from
the previous plan submittal. Also he said the woodland consuliant noted the applicant
should demonstrate alternative site layouts that would reduce the overall impacts to
woodland. The applicant should consider modification of the proposed lot boundaries
in order to preserve existing woodland areas. He didn't see significant effort to protect
the regulated woodlands. He noted the open space calculation of 30% included
detention basins and landscaping required by ordinance and is only 7.5 acres open
space without it. The key of the PRO is the intent to allow the developers flexibility in
developing challenging sites and in exchange for providing public benefits. The intent
is not to allow developers to evade the City's ordinance requirements or develop
properties in a matter confrary to our Master Plan. The public benefit should be
tangible, long lasting and benefit the City at large. He felt most of the listed public
benefits either benefit the developer or future residents of the development and are
because of market demand. The decisions are mainly about public policy and City
Council has the responsibility and authority to make those decisions. He thought one of
the flaws of the PRO process is that City Council is asked to make those decisions at the
end of the process. He feels they should be asked in the initial process. In review of the
R-1 proposal, he sees wetland and woodland destruction. He didn't think that plan
could be approved. Some areas of the site present challenges for any development
proposal but most of the major concerns related to this proposal could be addressed
by a plan that preserves a majority of the natural resources on the site.

Member Poupard asked what would be the benefit to the City by not asking for a
deviation and going back to the R-1 plan. Mr. Fingeroot said the R-1 plan is a bad plan
as Member Mutch pointed out. The central part with all the trees is where they were
forced to put a detention because they had to make this site efficient in order to make
economic sense. It is a plan that is the best of all bad plans. They vetted the plan with
staff and consultants and they said it was the best option. The R-1 plan can be done
and would not be as environmentally friendly as the R-3 PRO. Member Poupard
couldn't imagine the people that she heard speaking against the R-3 PRO plan
recommending the R-1 plan,

Member Markham was pleased with the interest about this development and seeing
community activism. She thought a residential development is the right development
for the property. She was glad that Mr. Fingeroot accumulated enough parcels for a
quality development. She is concerned with not having an entrance on-Ten Mile Road.
She would like to see an entrance on Ten Mile to support the development. She noted
the PRO proposal is planned with the maximum of 66 homes. The R-1 plan didn't
include all the parcels and had fewer homes. She asked if he knew how many homes
could be built if all the parcels were used under R-1. Mr. Fingeroot said he didn’t know
how many. It wouldn't make sense for him to do that because the homes would back
up to the main roads. That is why he took out the parcels near the intersection.
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Member Markham said that is probably the number they need to be working with in the
PRO. Maybe that number can be laid out differently on the site. She doesn't support
the waivers to the pathway requirements. She would expect the development to
connect to other pathways. Mr. Fingeroot said they would connect the pathway north
to 10 Mile Road. There is a pathway south that runs into one of the neighbor's yards
and they didn't want it to end in their property. He would put it in if that was what
Council wanted. Member Markham would like more discussion with those who have a
concern. It is better to resolve the issues now to put any sidewalk segments in at this
time. Mr. Fingeroot recommended doing it at the site plan process and they will put it
in if decided. Member Markham felt there could be a better placement of the homes.
She would rather see minimizing cutting into the woodlands to the greatest extent
possible. She didn't think it would be necessary to preserve the woodlands on the
corner and put in plantings along 10 Mile Road. She thinks it is important to preserve the
woodlands that are internal to the site because they are bigger and more contiguous.
She would like to see a nice corner site and sacrifice the trees there rather than the
quality woodlands in the middle. She agrees the PRO is the way to go. She agrees
having the small lot sizes to increase the density can be a benefit. There is less
infrastructure and less maintenance to the City. She thought it was important to protect
the woodlands and try to put homes around those. She didn't think this was the right
plan. She didn't think it was the intention of the woodland ordinance to replace cut
regulated woodlands by planting trees somewhere else.

Member Wrobel thanked everyone for their involvement. He commented about the
Master Plan. He has served on the Planning Commission for many years and has served
as a Chairman of the Master Plan Committee. He noted the Master Plan is a fluid
document and is not written in stone. There can be variances made by Council over
time to correct it where they feel it necessary. That is why it is updated every five years.
The Master Plan is a guide but it is not the law. The R-1 development plan is horrible but
said he is curious that they want to do an R-3 PRO including all the property but the R-1
excludes the property and asked if he did a plan incorporating all the properties. Mr.
Fingeroot said it didn't make sense for him because it would push too many of the units
close to Ten Mile and Beck Roads. They would be too difficult to sell and not very
attractive. He didn't like the R-1 plan.

Member Wrobel said the intersection at Ten Mile and Beck Roads is very congested.
Any entrance on Beck or Ten Mile will be horrible. The traffic situation will have to be
addressed by Council and Oakland County Road Commission in the future. He spoke
about his experience with an entrance on both roads. He thinks the R-3 PRO offers
more buffer to the residents. The corner property has had a lot of commercial
proposals. He would like to see residential on that corner.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt spoke about the votes necessary to pass this development. He
had never talked to the developer. He would like to see a 50 foot conservation
easement. [t is important to him to have a residential development in that area. This is
a good development for the area. Mr, Fingeroot made the development across the
street acceptable to the residents and Council. It is important to look at all viewpoints.
He didn't see a win-win with an R-1. He didn't want it in the City. Mr. Fingeroot said
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there is a 15 foot easement buffer that is owned by the homeowner's association and
on the lot there is a 15 conservation easement. They will populate where possible with
trees. Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said his definition of a conservation easement is not part of
the property. He would prefer to see the 30 feet to be a part of the homeowner's
association as opposed to the 15 foot easements. Mr. Fingeroot said it is in favor of the
homeowner's association because they will have all the rights and obligations with it.
Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said he heard two members in favor of the Ten Mile entrance
and said they need to consider some of the issues presented. He didn't think a decision
could be made fonight. He would not approve an R-1 plan. He is looking to get this
approved but he felt it is possible to get an approved plan in the future. Mr. Fingeroot
said the process has taken so long and he is trying to keep the eight homeowner's
property together and he will close on the property that is zoned R-1. He said they
have worked together in good faith. He didn’t know if he could deliver and asked
what would be the process. Would he have to start over? Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said
he could come back to Council with it instead of going to the Planning Commission
again. It is similar to what they went through with Valencia North. He thought the
public benefit should go to the people who abut to the property. It is a benefit to the
whole city to build the development. He didn't want it voted down. Maybe another 10
feet of easement would accommodate another 200 trees. He would like to see it done
with the R-3 PRO.

Mayor Gatt said R-1 is a bad plan. He didn't think those opposed would want the R-1
plan. The development would add to the tax base and it is good for Novi. He agreed
with Mayor Pro Tem Staudt. The developer is close to getting his vote. He thought if he
saved more trees and presented a drawing with an entrance on Ten Mile. They should
listen to the professionals who are paid a lot of money by the City but it will take 5
members of Council to vote yes and in order to get that it may take an entrance on
Ten Mile. He was a policeman in Novi for a long time and he said it may create road
hazards. The police will be vigilante but he would like to see a drawing with it. He
would like to postpone action on the item. He said the neighbors have seen what
could happen with an R-1 zoning. He stated again the developer did not have to
come back to Council with an R-1. The developer could clear cut the land while
following the building codes. He didn't think that was what everyone wants,

Member Casey said to the developer that she didn't get a sense of comfort when he
said the R-1 is a salvage plan of what is out there. She would like him to come back
with a better plan. Residents are not seeking an R-1 and it may be acceptable. She
knew it was their chance to have the conversation with him about the challenge. Mr.
Fingeroot said he will try to make the R-3 plan better. He didn't want to disappoint
Council and come back with a better R-1 plan. He wanted to take it off the table.

Member Mutch spoke about his initial comments.  He felt the approach of putting as
many homes as possible on the property is creating problems. He thought the
developer is putting too many lots on the collection of properties to sustain their
ordinances. The properties to the south have environmental challenges. Some of the
woodlands have been there since the 1940's. He feels the proper approach would be
to work with those limitations. He didn't know the economics driving the decision to
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come up with the amount of lots. This site, unlike Valencia North, needs a much
different approach because it didn't have as many natural resources. That is what he is
looking for. He asked the woodlands consultant, Matt Carmer, Environmental Services,
Inc., what would be the important areas to focus on. Mr. Carmer said the highest
quality woodlands are in the central and southern portions of the site. Some of it being
preserved is high quality woodlands. The southern portion of the site is more mature
woodlands and closer to Ten Mile are lower quality tfrees. Member Mutch asked about
replanting the high quality woodlands that will be removed. Mr. Carmer said the trees
on the corner are of less quadlity. Member Mutch asked about specific lots. He pointed
out the lots that will have an impact to a number of trees that are larger and higher
guality frees and on the southern lots would be the ones along Beck Road. Member
Mutch asked him about the buffer area and what would be the viability of the areas if
the trees are removed around it. Mr. Carmer said that a 30 foot easement is better
than 15 foot. An easement in the owner's back yard doesn't persist as woodlands over
time without enforcement in his experience. Member Mutch said that he agreed. The
concept didn't work in other areas in the Community. He felt the developer should
look at the site as a whole. Mr. Carmer said that the easement was proposed on the
green areas but he hasn't seen it in the plan and it is important to make sure there is an
easement over all the remaining woodlands. He suggested protecting it with split rail
fence and signs to protect the areas. Member Mutch said he has high expectations
from the developers and for staff and consultants to adhere to the ordinances. There
needs to be a give within the buffer area and he didn’t think they should throw our
standards out to accommodate 66 lots.

Member Wrobel commented that R-1 will not be considered. Mr. Fingeroot said he was
willing to work with the City and would like to have a meeting in July to keep all the
sellers in place. He didn't think he could come up with a plan that Mr. Mutch will
approve but he will do the best he can do.

CM 15-06-82 Moved by Wrobel, seconded by Staudt ; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:

To postpone the consideration of the request of Beck South, LLC for
JSP13-75 with Zoning Map Amendment 18.704 to rezone property in
Section 29, on the southwest corer of Beck Road and Ten Mile
Road from R-1, One-Family Residential to R-3, One-Family
Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay until the July 27, 2015
City Council meeting. The property totals 41.31 acres dand the
applicant is proposing a 64 unit single-family residential
development.

Member Markham added there was a question about needing a waiver to not build @
berm by the Church property because our ordinance requires it. She would support not
building a berm. The quality woodland is there and it wouldn't make sense to her to
put a berm there. She wanted to have a good understanding of the number homes
that can be built on the site. Mr. Fingeroot said he directly and indirectly employs 200
people. These projects have to make sense with 200 families benefiting from the profits
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he makes. Member Markham said she understood and she is in favor of the R-3 PRO.
There are a lot of good things in the proposal.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said it important to provide Mr. Fingeroot with the issues
necessary to approve the plan. He is done looking at R-1 zoning. The developer would
have no incentive to make it better. The ones who back up to it should not consider it.
He commented that high standards go along with a level of fairness. He thought they
looked at his project objectively. He hopes the developer comes back with something
that can be approved with the minimum 5 votes.

Mayor Gatt said the PRO gives the City a chance to regulate the developer. If they
turn down the PRO, the property will be developed without any regulation. We want
what is best for the City. Progress keeps Novi great.

Roll call vote on CM 15-046-82 Yeas: Markham, Mutch, Poupard, Wrobel,
Gatt, Staudt, Casey
Nays: None

ember Markham left the room at 10:11 p.m.

2. Sonsideration of Ordinance 15-104.10 to amend the City of Movi Code of
Ordlipances Chapter 21, “Nuisances" Article I, "Related to B¥perty” Division 1
“Lot Blgaring” in order to amend the title and the definilidn of plant materials
affecteANFIRST READING

CM 15-046-83 ayed by Wrobel, seconded by Stgutit; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:

To appraye Consideration ofOrdinance 15-104.10 to amend the
City of NovikCode of Ordipdnces Chapter 21, “Nuisances” Article II,
“Related to Pheperty” Bivision 1 “Lot Clearing” in order to amend
the title and the AAefinition of plant materials affected. FIRST

READING
Roll call vote on CM 15-06-83 Yeas: Wiutch, Poupard, Wrobel, Gatt, Staudit,
Cagey
Nays: Noné
Absent: Markie
3. Approval 3 award a service contract for Sanitary Sewer Televising and Cleaning

Serviceg{for Sections 35 and 36) and as-needed additiongl services City-wide to
Metrg”Environmental Services, Inc., the low bidder, in the % hma’red amount of
$195,100.56, subject to final review and approval of form of greemen’r by the
' ity Manager's office and the City Attorney. .

M 15-06-84 Moved by Casey, seconded by Wrobel; CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:
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