

  
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 


February 1, 2022 – 7:00 P.M. 
 
LOCATION:  Northville Community Center, 303 W. Main St., Northville, MI 48167,         
                       248-449-9902 (the public may attend the meeting in-person or use the Zoom option below) 
 


         Zoom public participation option:   Members of the public may participate electronically as if  
         physically present at the meeting using the following links:      
         https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81960328827?pwd=bnBtbGE1ZGFTc0NPQloyV3lLVWNzUT09, or   
         1-301-715, 8592, 1-312-626-6799, Webinar ID: 819-6032-8827, Passcode: 961726 


 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2 ROLL CALL  
 


3.  APPROVE MINUTES   January 4, 2022 
                       
4.  AUDIENCE COMMENTS (limited to brief presentations on matters not on the agenda) 
  
5.  REPORTS & CORRESPONDENCE 
 


A. City Administration  
B. Planning Commissioners 
C. Other Community/Governmental Liaisons 
D. Correspondence 


 
6.  APPROVE AGENDA 
 


              Consideration of agenda items generally will follow this order: 
A. Introduction by Chair 
B. Presentation by City Planner 
C. Commission questions of City Planner 
D. Presentation by Applicant (if any) 
E. Commission questions of Applicant (if item has an applicant) 
F. Public comment 
G. Commission discussion & decision 


 
 
7.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 
8.  SITE PLAN AND ZONING CHANGE APPLICATIONS 
 


- The Downs Planned Unit Development/Preliminary Site Plan Review / Hunter Pasteur Northville LLC    


   [Vacant parcels on the south side of Cady St. (between S. Center & Griswold), the Northville Downs  
   racetrack property south of Cady St. (between S. Center and River Streets), and two areas on the  
   west side of S. Center St.]  


 
9.  OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 
  
 


10.  ADJOURN         


 
 
   


 
 
 



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81960328827?pwd=bnBtbGE1ZGFTc0NPQloyV3lLVWNzUT09





  DRAFT 
   
   
    


  CITY OF NORTHVILLE 
215 W. Main Street 
Northville MI 48167 


Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
January 4, 2022 


Council Chambers 
7:00 PM 


 
1. CALL TO ORDER:  
 
Chair Tinberg called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and welcomed new Commissioners DeBono and 
Vollick. 
 
2. ROLL CALL: 
 
Present:  Thomas Barry 
  Paul DeBono 


Jeff Gaines  
David Hay 
Steve Kirk 
Carol Maise 
William Salliotte, Jr. 


  Donna Tinberg 
  AnnaMaryLee Vollick 
    
Absent:  None 
       
Also present: Sally Elmiger, Planning Consultant 
  Patrick Sullivan, City Manager 
  Brian Turnbull, Mayor 
  Barbara Moroski-Browne, City Council 
  Marilyn Price, City Council 
   
  Approximately 5 audience 
 
3. APPROVE MINUTES: December 21, 2021 
 
MOTION by Kirk, support by Barry, to amend and approve the December 21, 2021 meeting minutes 
as follows: 
 


• p. 7, 3rd to last paragraph: Chair Commissioner Kirk . . .  
• p. 14, 8th paragraph, change to read as follows: Commissioner Hay thanked Mr. Burden for 


his thoughtful presentation. He noted there were some terms used throughout the presentation 
with which he was unfamiliar on page 57 of Mr. Burden’s walkability report with which he 
was unfamiliar, specifically HAWK Beacons, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PBH), and RRFB 
system and asked that in the future unfamiliar terminology might be clarified. He emphasized 
that the City needed to get the 7-Mile/Sheldon Road intersection right. 


 
Motion carried unanimously. 
            
4. AUDIENCE COMMENTS: (limited to brief presentations on matters not on the agenda) 
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None. 
 
5. REPORTS & CORRESPONDENCE  
 


A. CITY ADMINISTRATION:   
 
City Manager Sullivan 
At last night’s Council meeting, City Council approved consulting fees of up to $10,000 for Gibbs 
Planning Group, Birmingham, to study the question of how much commercial space the proposed Downs 
development will support, taking into account the Downs Team’s marketing study and the marketing 
study commissioned several years ago by the DDA. 
 
Mayor Turnbull 
Future meetings will likely be streamed via YouTube. The City continues to encourage the State 
Legislature to authorize hybrid (Zoom/in person) meetings.  


 
Commissioner Gaines asked what measures had been taken to make meeting facilities safer during the 
pandemic for Commission/Board members and the public. City Manager Sullivan said the City was doing 
what it could, including: 
• Spacing out Board and Commission members during meetings. 
• Reserving community room space at the Community Center for meetings where larger public 


attendance was anticipated. 
• The list of potential building improvements submitted earlier by Commissioner Gaines had been 


passed on to the Department of Public Works. Attempts to get as much fresh air exchange as possible 
were ongoing, including manually opening the City Hall air damper. 


 
Commissioner Gaines asked the City to share information regarding the current air changes per hour and 
what those values were after opening the air damper. He noted that windows could be opened slightly to 
help air circulate.  
 


B. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS:    
 
Commissioner Maise, Downtown Development Authority 
• City Council approved Bizzell Design’s proposal to produce a mural at 102 E. Main, pending Historic 


District Commission review and approval.  
 
Commissioner Hay, Farmer’s Market Task Force 
• Presentation to City Council soon, date to be determined. 
 
Commissioner Vollick, Sustainability Team, Rouge River Restoration Task Force, Mobility Network 
• Next Sustainability Team meeting scheduled for January 24, 2022. 
• River Restoration Task Force submitting framework plan to City Council in January, with 


presentation tentatively planned for January 18. 
• Mobility Network Study will be presented to DDA on January 18. 
 
Chair Tinberg: Board of Zoning Appeals 
• Next meeting scheduled for January 5.  
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Chair Tinberg invited Commissioners DeBono and Vollick to introduce themselves to the Commission 
and the Public.  
 
Commissioner DeBono highlighted his long-time residency in Northville, his commercial real estate 
experience, along with his background as past president of Greater Corktown Development Corporation, 
where he worked with the relevant Historic District Commission, City Council, etc.  
 
AnnaMaryLee Vollick also highlighted her roots in Northville, having lived here all her life, and her 
background as a strategic planner for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as well as her experience with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at the Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge, including at the 
John D. Dingell Visitor Center.  
 
Chair Tinberg reported on efforts being made by the City, including her personal efforts, to encourage the 
State Legislature to again allow remote meetings, especially as the numbers of COVID infections 
remained high and continued to grow in Michigan. Representative Koleszar had co-sponsored House Bill 
5608 of 2021, which would permit some virtual meetings until March 2022, but the bill had not been 
allowed to move out of Committee. She encouraged all concerned to share their views regarding remote 
meetings with their state representatives and senators, and the relevant leadership in the State House and 
Senate.  
 


C. OTHER COMMUNITY/GOVERNMENTAL LIAISONS:   
 
None. 
 


D. CORRESPONDENCE:   
 


• January 3, 2022 letter from Kathy Spillane regarding Planning Commission priorities going forward, 
especially regarding sustainability topics.  


• January 4, 2022, letter from James Porterfield, 46950 Timberland, Northville Township, and 
Northville City property owner, addressed to Dave Gutman, Chair, Sustainability Team, regarding 
suggested changes in the Tree Preservation Ordinance.  


 
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
MOTION by Maise, support by DeBono, to approve the agenda as submitted. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Consideration of agenda items generally will follow this order:  


A.  Introduction by Chair  
B.  Presentation by City Planner 
C.  Commission questions of City Planner 
D.  Presentation by Applicant (if any) 
E.  Commission questions of Applicant (if item has an applicant)  
F.  Public comment 
G.  Commission discussion & decision  


 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
None. 
 
8. SITE PLAN AND ZONING CHANGE APPLICATIONS 
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318 S. Main Street / Preliminary Site Plan Review 
 
The applicant was not present this evening. 
 
Referencing her December 27, 2021 memorandum, Planning Consultant Elmiger gave the 
background and review for this request for preliminary site plan approval.  
 
The applicants had submitted a site plan in August, 2021, which Planning Consultant Elmiger had 
reviewed. The applicants had subsequently revised that site plan, and tonight’s review and discussion 
would address the revised plan.  
 
The applicant owned a medical office building at the corner of Beal St. and S. Main St. (304-308 S. 
Main) that was served by a parking lot to the west. The applicant also owned the adjacent property to 
the south (318 S. Main St.), which was occupied by a single-family residential building currently used 
as a residence. The applicant’s long-term plan was to convert the house into additional medical office 
space. Before this conversion, the applicant would like to first extend the existing parking lot to the 
south, behind the residential building.  
 
The existing parking lot was being modified to an angled orientation, one way in from Beal and one-
way out to South Main Street.  
 
Primary outstanding issues included: 
1. Use of the house: In order to build a parking lot in the back of the house, the parking lot needed to 


be accessory to the use. The use of the house needed to be modified so that the parking lot was an 
actual accessory use to whatever was in the house. A single family residence would not normally 
have a 10-space parking lot in the back yard. The applicant would need to address the question as 
to whether they were they going to use the house as additional medical office space. 


2. The orientation of the driveway was directly adjacent to the house and almost directly abutting an 
existing driveway on the neighbor’s parcel to the south; this resulted in 1) Increased impervious 
surface, and 2) The question of whether it was necessary to have two driveways next to each 
other. The minimum driveway width for a commercial property was 20’; there was only 16’ 
between the house and the property line. The ordinance did allow the Planning Commission to 
reduce the width of the driveway; however in order to do this, additional width needed to be 
added to an adjacent driveway to create a driveway that was 20’ wide between the two properties. 
Alternatively, a variance would be needed.  


3. Creating the angled parking spaces across the entire parking lot was a good idea and was a 
modification to the site plan that had been submitted in August 2021.  


4. There were relatively minor issues regarding the proposed landscaping.  
5. The dumpster location was proposed to be located relatively close to the existing home. This was 


not permitted by the ordinance, which required at least 10’ feet between an accessory structure 
and a principal building.  


6. There was a third driveway that served the existing non-screened dumpster. Because the proposed 
number of parking spaces was more than required. Planning Consultant Elmiger suggested the 
applicants move the location of the dumpster to the parking lot and possibly remove the third 
driveway, thereby avoiding the increase in impervious surface shown on the plans. Relocating the 
dumpster to the rear of the site would also give better access to a trash hauler. 


 
Planning Consultant Elmiger recommended giving the applicant more time to revise the plans in 
response to these comments and other issues as listed in the review memorandum. 
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In response to questions from Commissioner Barry, Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that both 
the earlier plans and the revised plans had been included in the packets in order to support discussion 
of this request. 
 
Because the applicant was not present to answer questions and clarify their plans, the following 
motion was offered: 


 
MOTION by Gaines, support by Vollick, that the Planning Commission postpone action on the 
request for preliminary site plan approval at 318 South Main Street, until the applicant can be present 
to address issues as discussed. 
 
Motion Discussion: 
• Planning Consultant Elmiger said the situation with the side-by-side driveways had been 


discussed with the applicant, and there had been a modification at the sidewalk to give a refuge 
space between the two driveways.  


• It was unknown whether the applicants had talked with their southern neighbor about combining 
their driveways to form a 20-foot common driveway accessing each of their properties. The new 
traffic pattern for the angled parking was one-way to the south, and do not enter signs would need 
to be posted if the driveways were combined, as there was concern that people might enter from 
S. Main to try to get to Beal Street. 


• The property to the south contained a commercial building.  
• Apparently cars were parking on the gravel shoulder on S. Main Street, which was not designated 


as on-street parking. 
• Noting that he lived close to this site, Commissioner Kirk said he would be interested as to how 


the applicants were planning on mitigating tree removal and installing landscaping in the parking 
lot, and how they would be handling lighting on the site. Currently the lighting from the building 
and the parking lot was very bright in nearby residential rear yards. 


• Commissioner Gaines commented that the existing building was an eyesore to the neighborhood, 
in that the building faced the parking lot, with no building frontage to the street. At the least, 
landscaping should be improved on this site. 


• Per ordinance, the entire driveway needed to be 20’ wide. 
• Existing 90 degree spaces met dimensional requirements, but the maneuvering lane was too 


narrow, resulting in a nonconforming situation. Large vehicles ended up sticking out into the 
maneuvering lane. 


• The health of the trees to the southwest of the existing medical building was discussed; Planning 
Consultant Elmiger suggested the City’s landscape architect visit the trees on site to evaluate their 
health. Commissioner Vollick requested that Arborist James Porterfield, who had been working 
with the Sustainability Team, visit the site with the City’s landscape architect. 


• The applicants were suggesting continuation of the existing wood fence to separate the 
commercial use from residential uses to the west. Commissioner Kirk pointed out the existing 
fence needed maintenance.   


• The DPW had looked at traffic circulation on site and shared the concern about cars going the 
wrong way to get access to Beal Street. The plans would be reviewed by the City’s Engineer after 
final site plan review.  


• Signs needed to be located on private property. 
• If the use of the house was changed to a commercial use, it could be used for any of the uses 


consistent within the zoning ordinance, including for storage.  
 
Chair Tinberg called the question. 
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Motion to postpone carried unanimously. 
 
9. OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 


 
Development Review Process Overview 
 
Utilizing a PowerPoint presentation entitled Development Review Process Overview, January 4, 
2022, Planning Consultant Elmiger led a discussion of the development/site plan review process. The 
process operated under four major review categories: 
1. Development review process before site plan review, completed by the developer 


• Market study/determination 
• Financing availability 
• Building development team 
• Site investigation/acquisition 
• Community approvals/permits 


2. Development review process during site plan review – under direction of the Planner 
• Community approvals/permits 


o Pre-application process with City Staff/Consultants 
o Site Plan Review/Special Land Use/PUD/Rezoning – Planning Commission with 


Public Input 
o City Council approval for zoning issues, if needed 
o HDC approval, if needed, either during site plan review or before/after 
o BZA approval if any variances, if needed 


3. Development review process after site plan review, completed by DPW & Building Official 
• Community approvals/permits, continued 


o Detailed engineering review of construction documents – DPW and City Engineering 
Consultant 


o Wayne/Oakland County permits 
o Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes & Energy (EGLE) 


4. Further development review process after site plan review 
• Legal review – City Attorney 
• Building Permits 
• During Construction – inspection for building code/zoning compliance 


 
Discussion: 
• Building reviews are completed by the City’s Building Official, with backup by plan reviewer 


Larry Pickel, Code Enforcement Services, especially for large commercial projects. 
• Engineering reviews are completed by the City’s engineering consultants, Fleis & VandenBrink, 


or alternatively, OHM. 
• Planning Consultant Elmiger reviewed the process for site plan review for the Downs (or any) 


PUD project: The project will be reviewed against the zoning ordinance as well as the PUD 
design standards. After review, the Planning Commission will host a public hearing, following 
which the Commission will make a recommendation regarding the site plan and PUD to City 
Council, who will make the final decision to approve the site plan and PUD. After City Council 
approval, the final site plan will be reviewed for approval by the Planning Commission. The PUD 
agreement would be a legal contract between the City and the developer.  


• A PUD is a rezoning to a specific site plan. 
• If the Planning Commission does not recommend approval of the site plan/PUD, the applicant 


can still submit to City Council for approval. 
• A flow chart in the ordinance describes the PUD approval process. 
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• If after approval, the PUD developer needs or desires to change the approved plan, they must 
follow a process outlined in the ordinance. 


• A development proposal can die at any point in the approval process if the financial feasibility 
requirement is not met. 


• City Manager Sullivan advised that, upon request, engineering review can occur at any point 
during the review process. 


• While not all cities follow the exact same timeline for engineering review, ultimately the results 
are the same – the plans have to meet engineering standards before they can be approved. 
Completing engineering reviews for larger projects earlier in the process can expedite the review 
process. If this was determined to be desirable as policy, there would be need to be a reasonable 
standard for separating large from small projects. 


• Commissioner Gaines asked how the City and/or Planning Commission could have the biggest 
impact on prospective projects. Planning Consultant Elmiger said that for a straight site plan (not 
a rezoning, special land use, or PUD) to be the most effective, both the developer and the 
Commission needed to follow the law. If there were certain elements the Commission wanted to 
see in a project, those elements needed to be required by ordinance. When a project was being 
developed under the ordinance, the Planning Commission did not have much flexibility to require 
something not defined by the ordinance. The purpose of preliminary meetings held with the 
applicants was to make sure ordinance requirements, as allowed by the Zoning Enabling Act, 
were being followed. For a straight site plan, if an application met ordinance requirements, the 
Planning Commission was required to approve the application. 


• Developers could come to the Planning Commission for a conceptual review, and perhaps this 
could be listed as an encouraged voluntary step in the approval process.  


• Commissioner Gaines thought it important to discover if there was a way, while still acting within 
the confines of the Zoning Enabling Act, to encourage developers to bring appropriate projects to 
the Commission, that fit with the character of the City. 


 
Chair Tinberg opened the meeting to public comment. 
 
Jim Petres, 343 Fairview Court, referenced the December 21st presentation by Walkability Consultant 
Burton. Mr. Petres wondered at what point a developer was asked to incorporate in proposed projects 
some of the features described in that walkability presentation. 
 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Tinberg closed public comment and 
brought the discussion back to the Commission.  
 
In response to Mr. Petres’ comment, Planning Consultant Elmiger said that during a PUD proposal, 
for instance, the Planning Commission had the ability to request reasonable items related to ordinance 
standards. This was not an option for a proposal that was submitted under straight zoning 
requirements. 
 
Planning for 2022 Discussion 
 
Utilizing a PowerPoint Presentation, Planning for 2022, Identifying the Important/Urgent Work, and 
her memorandum dated December 28, 2021, Planning for 2022,  Chair Tinberg led a Planning 
Commission discussion and exercise to help prioritize Planning Commission work during 2022. 
 
Potential new ordinances might include: 


• Roof top uses 
• Short-term rentals 
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• Standards for architectural design 
• Stormwater management/impervious surfaces  


 
Potential revision/clarification of existing ordinances: 


• Buffers between commercial and residential properties 
• Building elevation changes after Final Site Plan approval required to return to Planning 


Commission 
• Exposed foundations on single-family residential as a result of final average grade plane 


calculations  
• LEED, energy efficiency, and green infrastructure incentives  


Discussion: LEED is a “brand” and might be eliminated as a term in the ordinance, while still 
providing language descriptive of preferred outcomes, relating to sustainability and climate 
resiliency. 


• Mechanical penetrations as a site plan requirement    
• One-year extension for Final Site Plans 
• Parking requirements in downtown 
• Rezoning lots/parcels west of the Cady Street Overlay and south of Main Centre to CSO 
• Sign ordinance amendments per Supreme Court ruling  
• Site Plan Review if parking is not required (Sec. 19.03(c)) 
• Site Plan to show setback from the top of slope of a watercourse, flood plain delineation, and 


location of existing head walls and their condition 
• South Main as a Gateway feature, including on-street parking  
• Survey requirement for BZA variance application 
• Traffic study requirement for site plans 
• Tree ordinance (reminder:  the tree ordinance is not a zoning ordinance) 
• “Walls” edging/enclosing front yards 


 
Procedural issues might include: 


• Ensuring that applications are “agenda-ready” 
• Enforcement of final site plans 
• FAR: review impact to date 
• Planning Commission agenda: include “old business” 
• Timeline for distribution of PC packet to commissioners and public 


 
Discussion: 


• Add a procedural item: allow more controlled dialogue between Planning Commission and 
the applicant during meetings 


• Consider Master Plan revision regarding re-use of the area around and including the post 
office building. The post office is apparently now empty in the back portion, as mail is now 
being sorted in Farmington Hills. Perhaps this could be a marketing opportunity for future 
development. 
 


Chair Tinberg opened the discussion to public comment. 
 
Dave Gutman, 903 Spring Drive, Sustainability Team Chair, gave feedback regarding the list of items 
being prioritized this evening. The list was exciting, and the Sustainability Team will be directing 
their efforts in concert with the list. He encouraged the Commission to continue to incorporate 
sustainability goals in ordinance changes and updates, including those related to stormwater 
management, and developing a standard for certification similar to LEED standards. The 
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Sustainability Team remained vested in strong mobility and walkability outcomes.  Jim Porterfield, 
mentioned above in correspondence, was being invited to join the Sustainability Team.  
 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Tinberg brought the matter back to 
the Commission, which then completed the exercise regarding prioritizing items on the above list for 
inclusion on 2022 Planning Commission agendas, utilizing a matrix labeling items more urgent/more 
important/less urgent/less important.  
 
At the end of the exercise, Chair Tinberg explained that she and Planning Consultant Elmiger would 
work with the results to prioritize items for the Planning Commission agenda during the coming year. 
 
Election of Officers 
 
Motion by Kirk, support by Maise, to re-elect Donna Tinberg as Chair of the Planning Commission 
for 2022.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
MOTION by Maise, support by Hay, to re-elect Steve Kirk as Vice-Chair of the Planning 
Commission for 2022. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
10. ADJOURN    
 
Commissioner Kirk encouraged everyone to contact Mark Russell and Anne Smith, both of whom left the 
Commission during 2021, to thank them for their long service to the Commission and the City.  
 
Chair Tinberg expressed appreciation to Clerk Massa for her timeliness in getting the new commissioners 
sworn in today. 
 
MOTION by Kirk, support by Maise, to adjourn the meeting at 9:53 pm. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire 
Recording Secretary  
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January 20th, 2022 


 


Dear Northville Planning Commission, 


The Hunter Pasteur team is pleased to submit a The Downs development application for 
Preliminary Review. The Downs development is a planned, high quality, mixed-use development 
proposed for the 48.12-acre parcels which are currently the site of the Northville Downs racetrack 
situated on Seven Mile Road and Center Street extending to Cady Street to the North and River 
Street on the East. Hunter Pasteur Homes, along with The Forbes Company, Oboran and Toll 
Brothers, have assembled an experienced team of development professionals to develop the 
proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD), including Northville based consulting firms Grissim 
Metz Andriese Associates, M Architects, and Presley Architecture, each of which are experienced 
with the ordinances, master plan, culture, architectural precedent, and history of the City of 
Northville. 


The Downs has been designed to provide a full range of residential housing options, commercial 
space, flex space and approximately 16 acres of natural and green spaces which will include 
multiple first-class parks donated to the City for Public use. The developer is funding  up front the 
total cost to construct the parks to be donated to the City, which is ~ $15.5 million and includes 
daylighting the river. The updated plan offers a diverse selection of housing types planned to 
accommodate a wide array of home buyers and renters; products for empty nesters, young 
families, millennials who choose to rent and millennials who choose to be homeowners. The new 
plan includes a 174-unit apartment for-rent, a 53-unit for-sale condo building, 31 for-sale row 
houses, 26 for-sale carriage homes, 151 for-sale townhomes, and 39 for-sale single-family homes.  


The following criteria of the design standards for The Downs Development have been addressed;  


1. All regulations within the City Zoning Ordinance applicable to setback, parking and loading, 
general provisions, and other requirements shall be met in relation to each respective land use 
in the development based upon the zoning districts in which the use is listed as a Principal Uses 
Permitted. In all cases, the strictest provisions shall apply. 


a. The proposed PUD will comply with the regulations set forth in the City Zoning 
Ordinance with regards to setback, parking, loading, general provisions, and other 
requirements of the zoning district in which the proposed development is located in.   
 


2. The uses proposed will have a beneficial effect, in terms of public health, safety, welfare, or 
convenience, on the present and future potential surrounding land uses.  


a. The proposed uses of the plan will have a beneficial effect, in terms of public health, 
safety, welfare, or convenience, on the present and future potential surrounding land 
uses. The development team has worked diligently to create a plan designed to meet 
the principles and vision of City’s Master Plan, incorporating all the elements vital to 
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City residents, as voiced during the several community meetings, with over 100 
residents, conducted by the developer, including public spaces, vehicular traffic, 
increased commercial development, flexible commercial space, variety of housing 
options, pedestrian, and bike accessibility to activate continuation of the City’s street-
grid pattern.  In addition, The City of Northville is currently preparing a plan to provide 
a River Walk from Ford Field to the pedestrian path connection to the Hines Park 
Trailhead at the corner of 7 Mile Road and River Street.  The Downs development will 
help facilitate the River Walk by providing the 8.89-acre park along River Street and the 
daylighted Middle Rouge River.  Pedestrian path connections will be provided at Beal 
Street to connect to the River Walk on the north end of the park and a new sidewalk 
along River Street will provide the connection to the south at the Hines Park 
Trailhead.  Although subject to the design determined by the City River Walk Task Force, 
a pedestrian bridge is contemplated to connect the River Walk Park to River St.  
Additionally, pedestrian sidewalks will be provided throughout the 8.98-acre park for 
public use, as well as throughout the development. 


 
3. The uses proposed will not adversely affect the existing public utilities and circulation system, 


surrounding properties, or the environment.  
a. The development has been designed to upgrade numerous infrastructural needs for the 


City including the replacement of a potentially hazardous sanitary sewer pipe currently 
located in the river. The parking spaces in the Cady Street neighborhood will be 
underground or screened by architecture and landscaping from public to enhance the 
aesthetic appearance of the public areas within the development. 


b. With regards to circulation, the development proposal addresses the current “super 
block” configuration of Northville Downs by the addition of an extension of Beal St. to 
the west, Fairbrook St. to the east, extensions of Hutton to the north, addition of the 
proposed Central Park and pedestrian promenade to the north and the previously 
noted pedestrian connection to River St. to the west.  The development team has 
committed to continue collaboration with City and County traffic engineers to identify 
any additional necessary measures and to participate in the cost of implementation. 


c. The Downs development proposal includes pedestrian sidewalks and bike paths 
throughout the site.   
 


4. The public benefit shall be one which could not be achieved under the regulations of the 
underlying district alone, or that of any other zoning district.  


a. The proposed PUD uses are consistent with and are complimentary to the adjoining 
zoning districts and great care has gone into the design, which is of benefit to the 
adjacent uses and natural features of the surrounding properties. 


b. The proposed site plan includes mixed use and higher density development in the Cady 
Street area and lesser density single family and multi-family housing in the area south 
of Beal Street, consistent with the Master Plan.  Density north of Beal Street is 30.4 
DU/AC (net) and density south of Beal Street is 9.08 DU/AC (net). Natural high water 
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table elevations are a constraint on the location of single family and multi-family 
housing in the area south of Beal Street. 
 


5. The number and dimensions of off-street parking shall be sufficient to meet the minimum 
required by the ordinances of the City of Northville. However, where warranted by overlapping 
or shared parking arrangements, the Planning Commission and City Council may reduce the 
required number of parking spaces.  


a. The number and dimensions of off-street parking is planned to meet the minimum 
required by the ordinances of the City of Northville In total, the Development will 
provide 1,334 off-street parking spaces between the 295 spaces for residents of the 
apartments, 105 parking spaces for the residents of the condos, 78 parking spaces for 
the residents of the row houses, 700 parking spaces for the residents of the carriage 
and townhomes, and 170 parking spaces for the residents of the single family homes.  
 


6. All streets and parking areas within the planned unit development shall meet the minimum 
construction and other requirements of City ordinances, unless modified by the Planning 
Commission and City Council.   


a. All streets and parking areas within the planned unit development are designed to meet 
the minimum construction and other requirements of City ordinances. 
 


7. Landscaping shall be preserved and/or provided to ensure that proposed uses will be adequately 
buffered from one another and from surrounding public and private property.  


a. The current Northville Downs site contains very minimal landscaping.  The required tree 
survey will, however, be provided. Extensive natural landscaping will be provided to 
ensure that the proposed uses will be adequately buffered from one another and from 
surrounding public and private property. 
 


8. Efforts shall be made to preserve significant natural, historical, and architectural features and 
the integrity of the land, including MDEQ regulated and non-MDEQ regulated wetlands or 
floodplains.  


a. The site is largely covered by impervious pavements and gravel parking 
areas.  Additionally, the existing site does not currently have any storm water detention 
facilities or sediment removal capabilities.  Rather, storm water is collected in storm 
sewers that outlet directly to the Johnson Drain and the Middle Rouge River untreated 
and undetained. 


b. The proposed PUD will improve existing conditions on the site through a proposed 
stormwater management system including a naturalized storm water detention pond 
and bio-swale improvements that will filter stormwater runoff into the Rouge River, 
creating infrastructural and environmental sustainability. Current conditions allow the 
runoff to enter these important water areas unfiltered across the 48.12-acre site from 
the current racetrack operations, the racetrack’s parking lot, and its’ maintenance 
facilities. In its current condition and assuming average annual rainfalls, it is estimated 
that tens of millions of gallons of contaminated stormwater currently enter the Rouge 
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watershed, adversely affecting environmental, habitat and flooding conditions. 
Daylighting the 1,100’ of the Rouge River will be a transformative enhancement of the 
aesthetic and environmental condition of the site and its surrounding area. 


c. The developer has already received Federal Emergency Management Agency approval 
of a reduction in the floodplain designation on the existing site from appx. 26.5 acres 
to 3.4 acres, and we believe that the future floodplain designation will be contained 
within the banks of the daylighted Middle Rouge River as a result of the proposed 
development plan.  The elimination of the historic floodplain designation will benefit 
The Downs development and residents of the Beal Town community. 


d. There is a “cabin” structure on the property facing River Street.  The developer has 
included a memo with this submittal detailing the log cabin and the work associated to 
relocate the cabin.  


 
9. Thoroughfare, drainage, and utility design shall meet or exceed the standards otherwise 


applicable in connection with each of the respective types of uses served.  
a. The development team has committed to continue collaboration with City and County 


traffic engineers to identify any necessary utility and thoroughfare related measures 
and to participate in the cost of implementation.   
 


10. There shall be underground installation of utilities, including electricity and telephone.  
a. The development team intends to install underground utilities including electricity and 


telephone services and has been in communication with DTE Energy. 
 


11. The pedestrian circulation system, and its related walkways and safety paths, shall be separated 
from vehicular thoroughfares and ways.  


a. The development includes a circulation system that has walkways and safety paths that 
are separated from vehicular thoroughfares and way.  
 


12. Signage, lighting, landscaping, building materials for the exterior of all structures, and other 
features of the project, shall be designed and completed with the objective of achieving an 
integrated and controlled development, consistent with the character of the community, 
surrounding development or developments, and natural features of the area.  


a. The development team has hired local architects Greg Presley and Robert Miller as well 
as local landscape architecture firm Grissim Metz Andriese to provide architectural 
designs that are consistent with the character of the Northville community. 
 


13. Where non-residential uses adjoin off-site residentially zoned or used property, noise reduction 
and visual screening mechanisms such as earthen and/or landscape berms and/or decorative 
walls, shall be employed in accordance with Section 18.08.  


a. Where non-residential uses adjoin off-site residentially zoned or used property, the 
plan will incorporate visual screening mechanisms into the landscape plan in 
accordance with Section 18.08. 







5 
 


 
14. The proposed density of the planned unit development shall be no greater than that which would 


be required for each of the component uses (measured by stated acreage allocated to each use) 
of the development by the district regulations of the underlying zoning district unless otherwise 
permitted by the Planning Commission and City Council.   


a. The proposed PUD uses are consistent with and are complimentary to the adjoining 
zoning districts and great care has gone into the design, which is of benefit to the 
adjacent uses and natural features of the surrounding properties. The proposed site 
plan includes mixed use and higher density development in the Cady Street area and 
lesser density single family and multi-family housing in the area south of Beal Street, 
consistent with the Master Plan. 


 
With regards to the cost of the public benefits in the form of the River Park and Central Parks, the 
developer is estimating the costs to total $15.5 million, which will be funded and constructed by the 
developers. This assumes a $10.5 million brownfield will be approved by the Northville Brownfield 
Authority and Northville City Council. A separate breakdown on the funding of benefits has been 
included in our submittal.   


 


 
 


Sincerely,  
Randy Wertheimer, Seth Herkowitz, Tim O’Brien & The Hunter Pasteur Team 
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January 20, 2022 


 


PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS from the 1/7/22 CWA RESPONSE LETTER   


Dear Planning Commission of Northville,  


The Northville Downs development team has reviewed CWA’s Preliminary Site Plan response letter to 
the Downs Development, as provided a written response to the items below, along with the supporting 
documents that have been requested by Sally Elmiger and CWA. 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Information required for Preliminary Site Plan Review, as outlined in Sec. 20.06 (items 1 – 10 
listed above).  


1. See included document “NDPrelimSitePlanNarrative2” document attached. 
2. Civil Engineering Plan Sets (Digital and Hard Copies) have been stamped and signed as 


required. 
3. The City of Northville Zoning Map has been added to the Cover Sheet as requested and 


the CSO District has been added to the Site existing zoning list. 
4. The survey sheets have been revised to include the intersection of River Street and 7 


Mile Road. 
5. The survey sheet has been revised to include trees 6” DBH and greater. 
6. Rights-of-Way widths have been indicated on sheet 4 Overall Site Plan as requested. 


- Cady Street: 50’ Wide / Variable Width 
- Griswold Street: These are city parcels – No ROW Width existing 
- River Street: 50’ Wide 
- Beal Street: 60’ Wide 
- Center Street: 60’ Wide 


7. All roads have been named for reference and indicate that they are “Public” or 
“Private”.  The 22’ wide roads behind the Townhome units are unnamed “Private 
Driveways”.  If the City of Northville requires an “Access Easement” along the Private 
Driveways, one will be provided.  Density calculations are performed as Net Density 
(Public ROW is not included in density calculations). 


8. As shown on the Preliminary Site Plan, a “Proposed” 60’ Wide ROW line is indicated on 
Griswold Street.  These road parcels are currently owned by the City of Northville.    


9. Density calculations are performed as Net Density (Public ROW is not included in density 
calculations).  The Alley Easements are included in the Net Density calculation. 


10. Proposed Identification Signing will be determined during the Final Site Plan Phase as 
noted in the review letter. 


2. City Traffic Engineer to provide an assessment of the Traffic Impact Study. N/A 
3. Applicant provide, in writing, what portion of the benefit costs they will pay for, and what 


proportion will be left to the City.  
a. See included document “ND_PrelimsitePlanNarrative2” document provided. 


4. City Assessor/Finance Director to provide assessment of information regarding estimated tax 
revenue generated by project, and funding requested of City for public benefits. N/A 
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5. City departments to provide estimated costs of services for this project, and capacity to cover 
these costs. N/A 


6. Geotechnical report.  
a. Please find the included Soils Investigation Report prepared by McDowell & Associates 


dated March 16, 2018.  The report discusses ground water elevations throughout the 
site.  The report includes maps showing the soil boring locations, existing ground surface 
elevations, ground water elevations and a map showing the allowable basement depths 
from the existing ground surface.  As shown in basement depths map, allowable 
maximum basement depths in the racetrack area range from 0’ to 6’ typically.  This 
shows that the high ground water in this area will not support single family home 
basements that can range from 8’ to 10’ in depth.  Basements should not extend into 
the existing ground water because these basements are prone to flooding and sump 
pumps running continuously.  Ideally, the basement sump pump should be placed a 
minimum 1’ above known groundwater elevations to avoid pumps running 
continuously.   


b. Additionally, SKL has provided an exhibit showing all the soil boring locations, existing 
ground elevations and depth of the ground water.  This map shows that the southern 
portion of the development would better support Townhome slab construction rather 
than Single Family home construction that will be constructed with basements. 


7. Estimate for first year maintenance and warranty costs for on-going maintenance of proposed 
parks.  


a. The estimated maintenance costs for the River Park is ~$97,500 and the work associated 
with maintaining the River Park are; 


i. Lawn Cuts 
ii. Fertilization 


iii. Fall/Spring Clean-up 
iv. Tree Trimming 
v. Irrigation Maintenance 


vi. Lawn Weeding 
vii. Riverbank Inspections/Weeding 


viii. Winter Shoveling/Salting of Walkways 
b. The estimated maintenance costs for the Central Park is ~ $52,500 and the work 


associated with maintaining the Central Park are; 
i. Lawn Cuts 


ii. Fertilization 
iii. Fall/Spring Clean-up 
iv. Tree Trimming 
v. Irrigation Maintenance 


vi. Lawn Weeding 
vii. Winter Shoveling/Salting of Walkways & Promenade 


8. General steps involved in the river restoration project.  
a. Please See the attached memorandum discussing the design and approval process of 


the River Restoration Project. 







3 
 


9. Recommend that Planning Commission/developer agree to retain/remove or relocate log cabin, 
and that appropriate City/community group be named to work with developer on details of 
decision.  


a. Please see attached Log Cabin Memo 
10. Confirm accuracy of Detail 1: SECTION THROUGH NEW BUILDING/CADY STREET/MAIN STREET. 


a. The section was corrected in the 12/14/21 submission (sheet A0.2) to address the 
commissions concerns. 


 


AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Deviations presented in summary table.  
a. For Apartments/Condos, See included “22_0118 ND Setback Study.pdf” for implications 


of revising setback. 
b. Single Family Lots: 


i. The Townhomes along Beal Street have been adjusted to show a 15’ Front 
Setback as requested.  As a result, Lots 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36 have 
widened to 73’ typical and the depth of Lots 37-39 have increased to 120’. 


ii. Please refer to the Single Family Unit detail on Sheet 7 – Overall Site Plan.  The 
rear setback is located 19 feet from the edge of pavement for a typical driveway 
length.  The detached garage is located at the rear setback line.  The Single 
Family house is located Garages will be detached, gar is at set back line and 
house is located 30’ from the rear setback line.   This arrangement is typical for 
all Single Family Units. 


c. Townhomes: 
i. The Townhomes along Beal Street have been adjusted to show a 15’ Front 


Setback as requested. 
ii. Front setbacks along Center Street are indicated on the Site Plan and range 


between 15’ – 17.5’.  Internal roads are all perpendicular to each other, but 
slightly askew from the Center Street frontage.  This results in the variable 
setback dimension along Center Street. 


iii. The High Visibility Townhome units will be provided with a brick to belt 
treatment on the side facades.  Please refer to the Architectural Plans for 
further details.   


iv. Toll Brothers considers the 19’ driveways behind all of the Townhome units to 
be essential to the success of the project as these driveways provide flexibility 
to the homeowners and their guests.  Toll Brothers is proposing to leave these 
driveways as is. 


v. Toll Brothers will provide considerable funding toward the proposed public 
benefits on the project including daylighting of Rouge River, creation of the 
River Park and central Townhome Park.  Toll Brothers contribution toward these 
amenities will exceed 10% of the project cost and will therefore meet the FAR 
requirement as noted in the Planning review.  
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vi. An illustration of the views looking south from Fairbrook are provided in the Site 
Plan submittal.  Please refer to the Streetscape Sections provided by Grissim 
Metz Andriese.  


d. Carriage Homes: 
i. Toll Brothers considers the driveways in front all the Carriage Home units to be 


essential to the success of the project as these driveways provide flexibility to 
the homeowners and their guests.  Toll Brothers is proposing to leave these 
driveways as is. 


ii. The front setbacks are shown as is to provide adequate space for the front 
facing garages and driveways. 


2. Height dimensions shown on the elevations for Cady St. row houses; single-family home designs; 
townhouse designs; carriage home design.  


a. Height dimensions have been shown on the Architectural Plans as requested. 
3. Site plan to show townhouse front setback dimension (varies) along S. Center St. 


a. The Overall Site Plan has been revised to show the front setbacks on the Townhomes 
along Center Street as requested. 


4. Site plan to label location of two townhouse styles. 
a. The Overall Site Plan has been revised to show which Townhome units are Flat Roofed 


as requested. 
5. Site plan to show location of rear property line encompassing carriage houses.  


a. The Site Plan has been revised to show the rear property line of the Carriage Homes 
along the River Park as requested. 


6. Applicant to confirm that development of the single-family lots will comply with the R-1B 
maximum lot coverage, maximum floor area ratio, and minimum landscape area requirements. 


a. Toll Brothers will meet all the R-1B requirements as discussed in the Planning Review 
letter.  Additionally, Toll Brothers will be eligible for a 25% area bonus for the FAR 
calculations because their contribution toward public amenities will exceed 10% of 
construction cost. 


 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Include outside agency review in description of daylighting/restoration of Rouge River.  
a. Please See the attached memorandum discussing the design and approval process of 


the River Restoration Project. 
2. Detail protective fencing next to Johnson Drain and trees to remain on Grading Plan. 


a. Please refer to Sheet 9 – Grading and Utility Plan.  Additional spot elevations have been 
provided along the southern property line adjacent to the Johnson Drain.  Additionally, 
protective Silt fence and Tree Fencing has been shown to provide protection of the 
Johnson Drain as requested.  Additional grading details will be provided on the Final Site 
Plan. 


3. Defer evaluation of Grading Plan to City Engineer.  
a. Please see the attached response letter to the OHM review of the Site Plan.  
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BUILDING LOCATION AND SITE ARRANGEMENT 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Specific townhome location along S. Center St. determined after streetscape improvements 
(green panel/street trees & lights/ sidewalk) are addressed along this corridor.  


a. Townhome front setbacks along Center Street are noted on the Preliminary Site Plan.  
Center Street streetscape cross sections are also provided in the Preliminary Site Plan 
submittal. 


2. Modify carriage home location so that terminus of Hutton St. vista is Johnson Creek; connect 
River Park pedestrian pathway so that it is in line with the north/south sidewalk in Greenway 
Park. 


a. The carriage homes have been shifted and 2 were eliminated to create a vista to 
Johnson Creek and we connected the River Park pedestrian pathway with the Greenway 
Park. 


3. Eliminate residential uses “in” River Park by reconfiguring road so that Griswold extends south at 
an angle and meets up with the U-shaped road; locate residents on west side of road and River 
Park on east side of road.  


a. A site plan showing the U-Shape Plan has been attached to this submittal which shows 
an overlap of the extended 60’ ROW Griswold Street with the daylighted river 
embankment which will have an impact on daylighting the river. 


b. As it related to this specific issue, OHM’s response to Dan Burden’s walkability 
presentation dated January 13th, 2022, OHM notes that “Griswold north of Main St is 
functioning as a minor arterial and Hines Dr to the south is a principal arterial. Making 
this connection creates the risk of Griswold operating at a far more intense level that 
what is desired.” 


c. OHM also states that if “the goal is adequacy of access from The Downs out to the 
roadway network, then crossing Johnson Creek and accessing 7 Mile is not needed. The 
other proposed connections to the existing network are fully adequate.” 


4. Extend north/south sidewalk (between lots #22-#27) all the way to Fairbrook, eliminating lot 
#19.  


a. The widths of Lots 15-21 have been adjusted to allow the north /south sidewalk 
between Lots 22-27 to be extended to Fairbrook Street as requested. 


5. Relocate central mailbox out of River Park to be incorporated into single-family lot cluster. 
a. The central mailbox has been relocated out of the River Park as requested.  The central 


mailbox has been relocated south of Fairbrook Street in the Townhome area of the 
development 


6. Has applicant considered locating higher-density four- or six-plex building along Hutton St., given 
its relative importance?  


a. Toll Brothers has relocated Townhome units to the southside of Beal Street to create a 
better transition of density from north to south.  Single Family units are proposed along 
Hutton Street south of Beal Street. 


7. Building style with front-facing garage inconsistent with Northville character; applicant 
considered other options?  







6 
 


a. Toll Brothers has provided the Carriage House units to provide additional diversity of 
products as requested by the City of Northville.   Additionally, the Carriage House units 
provide a better aesthetic to the River Park because there are no rear entry garages and 
drive aisles.   


 


PARKING 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Amend site plan to show a 600-foot distance from the boundaries of the existing City lot to 
evaluate provided public parking required in purchase agreement.  


a. Sheet 7 – Overall Site Plan has been revised to show a 600’ radius from the existing 
parking lot on Cady Street.  A summary calculation is also provided showing there are 
102 available parking spaces along Hutton Street, Beal Street and in the parking lot to 
the north of the park. 


2. The architectural plans for the apartment building and condominium building should be 
amended to label the barrier-free spaces and provide dimensions of parking spaces and 
maneuvering lanes.  


a. The attached plans have been revised to show barrier free spaces within the garage 
parking. Barrier free spaces in the surface lots are reflected in the Civil/Landscape 
drawings. 


3. Planning Commission consider recommendation that the 18-space parking lot on Cady St. be 
eliminated, and that the Central Park extend all the way to Cady St.  


a. We defer to the direction of the planning commission with regards to the 18-space 
parking lot on Cady Street. 


4. Recommend narrowing maneuvering lanes as much as possible in all surface lots. 
a. See response to item #5  


5. Evaluate need for 22-foot wide lanes behind townhomes; recommend that they be substantially 
reduced in width, consistent with alleys behind single-family homes.  


a. Parking Lot have been revised to provide 22’ wide drive aisles.  Providing less than 22’ 
within the parking lots will make turning movements difficult, especially for large 
vehicles such as pickup trucks.  Similarly, all of the private driveways behind the 
Townhome units have been revised to 22’ widths (back of curb to back of curb 
dimension).  Reducing the drive aisles to 20’ will make these drive lanes very tight for 
two-way cars passing each other and making turning movements into the driveways.  It 
should also be noted that the curbs behind the Townhome units are intended to be 2’ 
wide mountable curbs, effectively reducing the drivable width of the road to 20’. 
 


SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. DPW Director, City Engineer, Police Chief and Fire Chief evaluation of Dan Burden’s 
recommendations for street/pedestrian facilities.  N/A 
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2. Planning Commission and applicant to discuss possible connection to E. Hines Drive. N/A 
 


LANDSCAPING & STREETSCAPE AMENITIES 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Existing streetlights and proposed trees should be coordinated on along Cady St., and the 
northern portion of S. Center St.  


a. Existing streetlights to remain are shown on the plans.  Existing streetlights along Cady 
are to be removed to provide a consistent streetscape condition for the proposed 
development.  New streetlights matching the requirements of the Secondary Streets 
Design Standards will be provided.   


2. Streetlight locations along new streets should be shown on the plans. 
a. Existing streetlights to remain are shown on the plans.  Existing streetlights along Cady 


are to be removed to provide a consistent streetscape condition for the proposed 
development.  New streetlights matching the requirements of the Secondary Streets 
Design Standards will be provided.   


3. New decorative streetlights along Griswold and portions of S. Center St. should be shown on the 
plans. 


a. Existing streetlights to remain are shown on the plans.  Existing streetlights along Cady 
are to be removed to provide a consistent streetscape condition for the proposed 
development.  New streetlights matching the requirements of the Secondary Streets 
Design Standards will be provided.   


4. Applicant to describe reason for no improvements along/within the River St. right-of-way, or 
street trees along this corridor.  


a. A 5’ wide sidewalk is proposed running the full length of River Street. The intention is to 
include a lawn parkway between the proposed sidewalk and the existing road 
pavement.  No traditional street trees have been included along River Street due to the 
existing utility poles and the overhead utility lines.   


5. Coordinate on-street parking lot depth dimension between street cross sections (Sheets L110-
L113) and site plans.  


a. The site plans have been updated to match the streetscape sections indicating an 8’-0” 
wide on-street parallel parking depth.   


LIGHTING 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Detailed lighting information upon Final Site Plan Review. 
a. Detailed lighting information will be provided upon Final Site Plan Review. 


UTILITIES  


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Consideration of stormwater catch basin in center of Greenway Park pedestrian circle. 
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a. The stormwater catch basin in the center of the Greenway Park has been relocated as 
requested.  The Stormwater system will be shown with further details in the Final Site 
Plan submittal. 


2. Defer review of utility connections to DPW Director and City Engineer. 
a. Please see the attached response letter to the OHM review of the Site Plan.  


 


FLOOR PLANS / ELEVATIONS 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Site plan to identify row house design located at the Beal/Griswold and Beal/S. Center St. 
intersections (north side).   


a. The Overall Site Plan has been revised to identify row house design located at the 
Beal/Griswold and Beal/S. Center St. intersections. 


2. Site plan to identify location of different townhouse designs.  
a. The Overall Site Plan has been revised to show which Townhome units are Flat Roofed 


as requested. 
3. Applicant to respond to alternative suggestions for carriage home design, located along Hutton 


St.  
a. Toll Brothers has provided the Carriage House units to provide additional diversity of 


products as requested by the City of Northville.   Additionally, the Carriage House units 
provide a better aesthetic to the River Park because there are no rear entry garages and 
drive aisles.   


4. Review by the Historic District Commission concurrent with Preliminary Site Plan review. 
a. The development team will begin the HDC approval process prior to February 1st, 2022. 


 


PROJECT PHASING 


Items to be Addressed:  


1. Evaluation of the proposed phasing schedule by DPW Director, Building Official and City 
Engineer. N/A 


2. Recommending that daylighting the river be included in the first phase of the Toll Brothers 
project and being concurrently with HPH Phase 1 timing. 


a. Please see the ND River Memo attached. 
3. Phasing of all improvements described in PUD Agreement. 


a. The phasing of all the improvements will be described in the PUD agreement. 


 


 







           
       


       


 


Jason M. Emerine, PE 


Robert J. Emerine, PE 


William J. Thompson, PE 


Robert R. Drouillard, PS 


Clinton Township Office 


17001 Nineteen Mile Road, Suite 3 


Clinton Township, MI 48038 


586.412.7050 


Farmington Hills Office 


39205 Country Club Drive, Suite C8 


Farmington Hills, MI 48331 


248.308.3331 


 


 


 


January 20, 2022 


 


City of Northville 


Department of Public Works 


215 W. Main St. 


Northville, MI 48167 


 


Dear Mr. Domine, 


 


In accordance with the OHM Preliminary Site Plan Review for Engineering letter, dated January 


14, 2021, we offer the following comments in response.  The comment numbers shown below 


correspond with the review letter comments, where applicable. 


 


Preliminary Engineering Level Comments 


1. It is understood that easements for public utilities will be required when the utilities are 


located outside a future City owned Right-of-Way.  The locations of the easements will be 


provided in the Final Site Plan as noted by OHM. 


 


2. The small area of Right-of-Way (ROW) will be dedicated to the City of Northville along 


Cady Street as requested.  The Preliminary Site Plan has been revised to show this small 


Right-of-Way dedication.  As noted by OHM, the City owned the parcels along Griswold 


Street are wide enough to establish a 60’ wide ROW (or 30’ wide ½ ROW).  Hunter Pasteur 


Homes will work with the City to establish this ROW along Griswold Street. 


 


3. Additional preliminary rim grade elevations as requested. 


 


4. Preliminary grading for the site has been provided on the Preliminary Site Plan only.  Once 


the layout of the Site Plan has been established and approved, a more detailed grading 


plan will be provided to the City for review as a part of the Final Site Plan. 


 


5. The line type for the sanitary sewer has been revised for clarity as requested. 


 


6. Noted.  Due to the smaller front yard setbacks throughout the site, the utilities will be 


closer roads and occasionally in the road pavement.  A more detailed design of the 


utilities will be provided in the Final Site Plan submittal. 


 


7. Noted.  It is understood the City of Northville will provide the design and analysis of the 


upgraded water main system as described in the Utility Improvement Technical 


Memorandum – Northville Downs Racetrack Area report, dated September 2018.  As 


discussed in the memorandum, the upgrades to the existing water main system are 


required for the overall water system in the City of Northville. 


 







            


8. It is understood that sanitary pump stations are discouraged.  However, we believe that a 


sanitary pump station offers the best solution to provide sanitary service to the site given 


the shallow existing sewer depth in the City. 


 


9. Noted.  Sanitary sewers have been extended as requested. 


 


10. Hunter Pasteur will work with the City of Northville and provide a Sanitary Basis of Design 


to determine proposed flows to the existing City of Northville sewer network.  The City 


will need to provide existing sewer flows and available capacities in the sewer networks.  


This information was requested during the Site Plan review process in 2018 for the 


Northville Downs project and resulted in the Utility Improvement Technical Memorandum 


– Northville Downs Racetrack Area report, dated September 2018.  Hunter Pasteur and 


SKL will continue to work with the City and OHM during the Final Site Plan submittal 


process as noted. 


 


11. The roads and private driveways throughout the site are proposed to be curbed with a 


crowned road in the Preliminary Site Plan.  Alleyways are intended to be uncurbed and 


will be graded to direct storm water to catch basins in the center of the alleys.  Additional 


details for the road designs will be provided in the Final Site Plan submittal. 


 


12. Storm sewer has been revised so all single family sump leads will connect directly to a 


catch basin.  A single sump lead will be provided for each multi-family unit and will 


connect to the nearest available catch basin. 


 


13. Sheet 15 was added to the Preliminary Site Plan showing turning movements throughout 


the development for review by the City of Northville Fire Marshal.  It should be noted that 


all internal curb radii have been revised to minimum 25’ radius. 


 


14. Dumpster locations for the Apartment and Condominium buildings are internal to the 


buildings.  Please refer to the Architectural Plans for details.  Trash pickup for Single 


Family and Multi-family units will be curbside. 


 


15. Parking locations have been revised as requested. 


 


16. A Detail “M” curb is provided at all alleyway connections to other roads.  This will allow 


the gutter lines to continue though the alley approach as requested. 


 


17. The sweeping bend has been revised as requested. 


 


18. The sidewalk through lots 22-27 has been extended to Fairbrook as requested. 


 


19. Pedestrian crossings have been revised as requested throughout the development. 


 


20. Sidewalks have been adjusted to 7 feet wide when minimum when adjacent to parking 


spaces as requested. 


 







            


21. Sheet 16 has been added to the Preliminary Site Plan showing the previous conceptual 


design of the roundabout at 7 Mile Road and Center Street as requested.  A note is also 


provided stating “Roundabout shown Is not part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.  It 


is should for illustrative purposes only per the request of the City Engineer”. 


 


22. Noted. 


 


Please feel free to contact me a 248.639.9442 or be@seiberkeast.com if you have any questions 


on the preliminary Site Plan submittal. 


 


Very Truly Yours, 


 


SEIBER KEAST ENGINEERING, LLC      


 


 


 


 


 


Robert J. Emerine, P.E 



Bob Emerine

Snapshot







January 19, 2022 


Northville Downs – Funding of Public Benefits  


 


                  Sources of Funds  
Brownfield  $10.5m 
Developer Contribution $3m 
Grants & Foundations $2m 


Total Sources $15.5m 


  
Total Uses of Funds  


Land Acquisition $4m 
Demolition & Asbestos Remediation $1.5m 
Environmental Remediation $2m 
Open Space Improvement  


Central Park $2m 
River Park & Daylighting River $5m 


Contingency $1m 


  
Total Uses $15.5m 


 


 


*The Developer will fund 100% (15.5m) for the public benefits upfront. 
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January 19, 2022 


 


Northville Downs Response to Dan Burden’s Walkability Recommendations 


 


Dear Planning Commission of Northville,  


Below is a response from the development team to Dan Burden’s 20 recommendations he had 
presented in his Northville Walkability Study from December 21, 2021.  


Dan Burden’s Proposed Recommendations: 


1. Eliminate the super block 
a. The northern blocks fronting on Cady Street are broken up into three smaller sites with 


a one-acre park located between the NW and NE sites. Additionally, tree lined and 
landscaped pedestrian paths connect north to south through the sites between Beal 
Street and Cady Street. One is located at the west side of the NW block and the other 
between the NE and Griswold sites. 


b. The overall site plan addresses the current “super block” by the addition of an extension 
of Fairbrook St. to the east, extensions of Beal, Hutton and Church streets to the north, 
addition of the proposed central park and pedestrian promenade to the north and the 
previously noted pedestrian connection to River St. to the west. The pedestrian 
connections created throughout the site in the form of walkways, the bridge at the River 
Park and the promenade at the Central Park enhance the connectivity throughout the 
site, and its perimeter entry points. 
 


2. Place the pond in the flood plain  
a. Wayne County and FEMA will not permit placing the detention pond in the flood plain.  


3. Locate densities to build a center 
a. The highest density in the site plan is along Cady Street closest to the downtown area. 


The site plan provides a coherent commercial frontage along Cady Street with breaks at 
the one-acre park and at the north / south pedestrian paths. Along the park, building 
frontages step down from Cady to Beal Streets while providing a park enclosure at an 
ideal 1:3 portion of open space to facade height per New Urbanism design guidelines. 
The highest concentrated densities in the site plan are adjacent to Cady Street, at the 
northern most point of the site.  


4. Heal the citywide street system 
a. We defer on Northville’s Mobility Network team with regards to Mr. Burden’s 


recommendations of improving the citywide street system. 
5. Open access and views to the water 


a. The River Park will be designed to provide access from the North, East, and West sides 
of the park. Due to the location of the Johnson Drain to the south and the site, as well as 
the absence of a pedestrian sidewalk along 7 Mile Road, we do not provide access into 
the River Park from the south. Although, we are putting a pedestrian sidewalk along the 
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east side of the site along the west side of River Street, which will connect from 7 Mile 
road to Beal Street. 


b. Views to the water are incorporated in the plan, the daylighted river will be exposed 
along River Street, Beal Street, the end of Fairbrook Street, and the roadway off of Beal 
that goes through the Toll Brothers’ site. 


6. Place density toward downtown  
a. Higher density is concentrated in the northern portion of the site, closest to the 


Downtown Northville area. 
b. See answer #3 


7. Build lighter density single family toward 7-Mile  
a. Due to the high water table at the southern portion of the site, single-family homes with 


basements are not permittable within this area. 
8. Townhomes toward center and 7 Mile  


a. The updated site plan includes townhomes on Center Street towards 7 Mile Road.  
9. Mixed Income residential 


a. The diverse selection of housing types in the current plan addresses the desired price-
points for a wide range of demographics for home buyers and renters, from entry-level 
apartments to luxury condos, and every price-point between. 


10. Age friendly 
a. The updated plan offers a diverse selection of housing types planned to accommodate a 


wide array of home buyers and renters; products for empty nesters, young families, 
millennials who choose to rent and millennials who choose to be homeowners 


11. Biophilic Design/Blend nature with urban form 
a. The recommendation to incorporate biophilic design is an architectural 


recommendation, it is the development team’s opinion that the open park space 
provided in the plan, specifically in the form of the Central and River Parks, provide an 
exceptional blend of nature with urban form. 


12. Walk-first street design  
a. The site plan offers a pedestrian friendly, walk first street design.  These conditions are 


indicated in the streetscape sections which are shown at key locations throughout the 
development.  Sidewalks are provided along all roadways with a separation or 
“amenity” zone between the sidewalk and parallel parking for safety.  The amenity 
zones contain street trees and within the Cady Street Overlay District, City standard 
lighting as well.   


b. The pedestrian friendly, walkable streets integrated throughout the development 
provide a high level of connectivity to the surrounding neighborhoods and downtown 
district.   


13. Eyes on streets, parks and public spaces 
a. The three northern sites provide ground level entries and terraces that both activate 


and engage with the sidewalks and park space.  The upper level residential levels, many 
with balconies, provide activated facades.  


b. The townhomes in the southern portion of the site will have front-facing entry, and 
views onto the public streets and greenways. The single family homes and row houses 
will all have porches that will also activate the relationship between the homes and 
public streets. 


14. At least one social/retail street 
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a. Cady Street will feature active commercial space along the northwest and northeast 
sites. Two important restaurant locations with outside dinning will be located at the 
opposing park corners on Cady Street. The park will create a grand outside living room 
for Northville providing a diverse range of social experiences from passive activities to 
larger programmed events. The central park this will be a 24-hour social space for 
anything from morning coffee and conversation with neighbors, to group yoga classes, 
to larger group activities and organized events.  


15. Green Spaces and pocket parks within 3 minutes of all homes 
a. Green spaces and pocket parks incorporated into the site plan are within 3 minutes 


walking distance from every unit and/or home in the development. 
16. No street to operate above 20 mph  


a. We agree with Dan Burden’s speed limitations but defer to the City Northville and 
Mobility Task Force to determine the speed limits of each street. 


17. Maximize on-street parking, especially on perimeter  
a. In addition to the 1,342 parking space that are being provides to residents in The Downs 


development, 226 spaces are being created for public on street parking. 
18. Block perimeters of 800-1600 perimeter feet 


a. The placement of the apartments, Central Park, condos, and row housing breaks up the 
block along Cady Street and further eliminates the notion of a “super block”. The 
significant landscaped pedestrian access via the Central Park and its pedestrian 
promenade also provides two significant north and south landscaped paths at the 
apartments and condos.  


19. Consider 90 degree angled parking on both sides of Beal Street and reduce parking lot size 
a. 90 degree angled parking on both sides of Beal Street is not feasible in the current plan 


and would have a negative effect on the street scape of Beal street.   
20. Consider a festival street or open street at the center  


a. The Central Park along with the adjacent promenade, and the extension of Hutton to 
Beal street can be considered a festival block. In addition, the tree lined streets allow for 
activities at different scales within the neighborhoods. 
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Northville Downs
Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Review Response
January 18, 2022


COMMENT #2 (FROM PSP/PUD REVIEW DATED 1/7/22)


The apartment building is 4-stories along Cady St. ,  and rises to 5-stories toward Beal.   On the Beal St.  façade, the top three stories 
are stepped back by about 32-feet from the ground-level two-stories.   The total height dimension is within the 65-foot maximum.  The 
condominium building is 3-stories along Cady St. ,  and rises to 4-stories toward Beal.   On the Beal St.  façade, the top three stories are 
stepped back by 57-feet from the ground-level one story.  The total height dimension is also within the 65-foot maximum.   


In previous reviews, we had commented that the apartment building at five stories seems to overwhelm the Beal/Hutton intersection, and 
asked if  the top stories could be set back further.   We continue to have this concern.  In our opinion, the apartment building should be 
stepped back at least the same distance (approximately 57 feet) as the condominium building from Beal St.


RESPONSE #2


See following pages for implications of revising setback.







Beal Street Setback Plan


3631302524
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2 Stories 
(At Beal St)


4 Stories


5 Stories 
(At Beal St)


1 Story
(At Beal St)


4 Stories
(At Beal St)


3 Stories


In order to cut back to align with
condo building setback, a 3rd
story would need to be added on
Beal St wing.
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Beal Street Setback Sections


LEVEL 2 - EL. 824' - 8"


GROUND FLOOR
(CADY STREET) - EL. 810'


LEVEL 3 - EL. 835' - 4"


LEVEL 4 - EL. 846'


ROOF - EL. 859'


LOWER LEVEL
(BEAL STREET) - EL. 796' - 8"


32'-0"


LEVEL 2 - EL. 824' - 8"


GROUND FLOOR
(CADY STREET) - EL. 810'


LEVEL 3 - EL. 835' - 4"


LEVEL 4 - EL. 846'


ROOF - EL. 859'


LOWER LEVEL
(BEAL STREET) - EL. 796' - 8"


53'-0"


Current Setback ProfileCurrent Setback (32’)


53’ Setback to match condos
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September 19th, 2022 
Memo: Existing Log Cabin at 318 River St., Northville MI 
 
Dear Planning Commission of Northville, 
 
The development team has preliminarily studied the existing structure, commonly referred to as the Log 
Cabin, at 318 River St. Unable to access the interior of this structure, the evaluation is based on working 
knowledge of the structure, leveraging professionals with rehabilitation experience and knowledge of 
the future plans for the daylighted river. There are a number of considerations and concerns with 
relocating the structure and repurposing it, within the River Park. It can be done, however it’s going to 
take a dedicated and open‐minded approach.   
 
Below are the development team’s conceptual thoughts: 
 


 The existing structure is within the designed embankment of the future daylighted river. 
Maintain the log cabin within its existing location is not a viable option, as the grade change 
from the ROW line along River St. to the top of river is approximately 10’. 


 The structure appears to be a slab on grade style construction, with what appears to be an 
addition on the south side of the original log structure (garage and walkway) which is not built 
with the original log style construction.  


 Without a crawl space or basement, moving this structural will prove to be extremely difficult if 
not nearly impossible. This is based on professional experience of a local builder and experience 
with D&B House Movers and in past experiences. With that said, the viable approach is a 
reconstruction effort, not relocation.  


 An expert carpentry company would have to photograph and measure the existing conditions, 
dismantle the home, catalog each and every piece, and then reconstruct it either on its own or 
in addition to a new, modern structure to support the logs.  


 Being that the house is somewhat small and rectangular, ~700 SF, the structural bearing is at the 
outer edge of the home.  


 It is unknown at this time if the logs which are part of the original structure are truly solid logs or 
they are hollow/half logs, which only provide the cabin aesthetic on the exterior. This would be 
an important aspect to hone in on, as it would guide reconstruction efforts.  


 An architect would have to design a code compliant ADA accessible structure with the internal 
toilet rooms for this use to make sense. Essentially a new standalone structure matching the 
homes existing exterior dimensions would be built, and then the logs would be used as exterior 
cladding to mimic the existing conditions.  


 We have also made best efforts to create an early budget for the reconstruction. Again, this 
budget is only conceptual and subject to change. Hunter Pasteur nor Toll Brothers have the 
necessary experience in reconstruction of historical structures; however, the development team 
would support the City of Northville’s efforts to reconstruct these asset within the River Park. 
Hunter Pasteur and its entity would be willing to contribute up to 50% of the construction costs 
to re‐build this asset within the River Park, serving as an amenity to the park as agreed to 
between the developer, River Task Force and City of Northville.  


 
 


 
 







0 A B E F
1 Project Northville Downs Log Cabin 
2 Scope of Work Conceptual Improvement Budget
3 Location 318 River St. Northville, MI 48167
4 Date 11/15/2021
5 700 SF
6
7 Scope of Work Responsibility Projected Costs Costs per SF Notes
8
9 Architectural TBD $12,000 $17
10 Site Engineer Seiber Keast $4,000 $6
11 Water & Sewer Tap City of Northville $16,000 $23
12 Building Permit City of Northville $3,500 $5
13 Erosion GC $1,000 $1
14 Gas Service Consumers Energy $5,000 $7
15 Utilitie Connections DTE $4,000 $6
16 Selective Interior Demo GC $3,000 $4 assuming no asbestos
17 Final Cleaning GC $500 $1
18 New Foundation GC $10,500 $15
19 House Moving GC $25,000 $36 Dismantle and reassemble
20 Steel GC $3,500 $5
22 Finish Carpentry GC $7,000 $10
23 Insulation GC $2,000 $3
24 Gyp Board & Framing GC $7,000 $10
26 Bathroom Buildout GC $17,500 $25
27 Flooring GC $3,500 $5
28 New Windows GC $8,000 $11
29 Front Door GC $2,500 $4
30 Gutters GC $2,000 $3
31 Roofing GC $7,500 $11
32 Ext. Paint GC $4,000 $6 repaint post reconstruction
33 Interior Paint GC $4,000 $6
34 Garage Doors GC $1,500 $2
35 Electrical GC $8,500 $12
36 HVAC GC $9,100 $13
37 Plumbing GC $8,400 $12
38 Sidewalk or Stoop GC $1,500 $2
40 Earthwork GC $7,500 $11
41 Landscaping GC $5,000 $7
42 Punch List GC $2,000 $3
43 Contingency GC $50,000 $71
44 Total $246,500 $352



















           
       


       


 


Jason M. Emerine, PE 


Robert J. Emerine, PE 


William J. Thompson, PE 


Robert R. Drouillard, PS 


Clinton Township Office 


17001 Nineteen Mile Road, Suite 3 


Clinton Township, MI 48038 


586.412.7050 


Farmington Hills Office 


39205 Country Club Drive, Suite C8 


Farmington Hills, MI 48331 


248.308.3331 


 


 


 


January 20, 2022 


 


Mrs. Nancy Darga 


Chairperson - River Task Force 


City of Northville 


 


MEMORANDUM:  RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT SUMMARY 


 


The Preliminary Site Plan / PUD Review Planning Letter requested a summary of the River 


Restoration Project as a part of the Northville Downs Development.  This memorandum discusses 


the design and approval process for the daylighting of the Middle Rouge River through the 


Northville Downs property. 


 


The daylighting of the Middle Rouge River will be designed and permitted by ECT and Grissim 


Metz Andriese (GMA) on behalf of the City of Northville and in consultation with Seiber Keast 


Lehner (SKL) on behalf of the developer Hunter Pasteur Homes. 


  


The following Tasks will be performed by the Design Team for Approval and Permitting of the 


project: 


Task 1: Data Collection and Existing Information Review (8 Weeks) 


• Review existing data to date including surveys and hydraulic models of the existing box 


culvert and Beal Street Bridge.  These models are a part of the currently approved FEMA 


LOMR and CLOMR acquired by Hunter Pasteur Homes. 


• Review existing reference studies prepared by King & MacGregor (Barr Engineering) 


presented to EGLE during the 2019 Pre-Application Meeting for the daylighting of the 


Middle Rouge River.  


• Obtain additional Geotechnical data as required. 


• Conduct a geomorphic study of reference conditions 


• Prepare a feasibility study document. 


Task 2: Design and Municipal Approvals (23 Weeks) 


• Prepare 50% Schematic Design Documents – Submit to Northville River Task Force for 


review and comment. 


• Prepare 100% Schematic Design Documents – Submit to City of Northville for Preliminary 


Site Plan Approval (City Council) 


• Prepare 50% Design Development Documents - Submit to Northville River Task Force for 


review and comment. 







            


• Prepare 100% design Development Documents – Submit to City of Northville for Final Site 


Plan Approval (City Council) 


• Develop Proposed Conditions Hydraulic Model 


Task 3: Construction Documents (8 Weeks) 


• Preparation of Construction Documents for Permitting 


Task 4:  EGLE Water Resource Permitting (20 Weeks) 


• Preparation of Joint Permit Application and Basis of Design Memorandum 


• Prepare Permit supporting documents (Hydraulic Modelling Report) 


• Submit Joint Permit Application and coordinate with EGLE (Min. 14 weeks) 


Task 5: FEMA CLOMR Application (26 Weeks) 


• Apply for Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) with FEMA. 


Task 6: SESC and Wayne County Approval (6-8 weeks – concurrent with FEMA CLOMR 


Application) 


• Apply for SESC Permit and Wayne County Approval 


  


After approval by the City of Northville, Wayne County and FEMA CLOMR Approval, construction 


of the River Restoration Project can begin.  Construction of the river will begin within 6 Months of 


receipt of all Permit Approvals. 


  


Estimated Time frame to complete design and obtain all permits (85 Weeks) 


Estimated Construction Time (6 Months) 
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TO: Planning Commission 
 
FM: Sandi Wiktorowski, Finance Director/Treasurer 
 Mitchell Elrod, City Assessor 
 
SJ: Review of Brownfield Redevelopment Project – Northville Downs Property 
 
DT: February 1, 2022 
 
We have reviewed the revenue projections provided by the Northville Downs’ developer.  This 
project is proposed as a Brownfield Redevelopment Project.  A Brownfield is a piece of property 
that is known to be contaminated or suspected to be contaminated based on prior use.  A brownfield 
TIF (tax increment financing) is a financing tool used by local governments to help finance 
qualifying costs of eligible activities for a new development or redevelopment using the incremental 
increase in taxes. 
 
A Brownfield captures all mills at 100% with the exception of debt mills, Zoo, DIA and must have 
approval from the State of Michigan for state school tax capture which consists of the 6 State 
Education Tax mills and 18 local school operating mills. .  If there is a DDA and then a Brownfield 
Plan, the DDA has the first right of capture.  An interlocal agreement under the Urban Cooperation 
Act of 1967 (Act 7 of 1967) would be required to allow the Brownfield to capture the incremental 
increase on DDA parcels.  The captured taxes are used to reimburse the developer for approved 
costs. 
 
Overall, the developer’s revenue projections appear reasonable.  However, the calculations are 
based on assumptions and estimates for two to eight years into the future.  From an assessing 
perspective, projecting values multiple years into the future can be a risky project. Market 
conditions are always changing. However, the information the developer provided is a very 
conservative and reasonable estimate.  
 
Below are some of the key assumptions and estimates. 
 


• The projections estimate 2024 as year 1 of build-out with an assumption of a five-year build-
out. 


• The population is estimated to increase by 867, or 14%. 
• Their revenue projections assume the State approves capture of state and local school taxes. 
• Their analysis projects $20,000 per year in admin fees to be kept by Brownfield to cover 


administrative costs.  These costs could be higher or lower. 
• Their analysis projects $10.6 million in developer reimbursement which would be fully paid 


out in four years. If the capture of the state and local school taxes is not approved by the 
State, the reimbursement period would increase from four to five years. 
 







• Their analysis assumes an interlocal agreement with DDA that allows capture of the 
incremental tax revenues by the Brownfield until developer is fully reimbursed.  This 
agreement expedites the developer payback period which reduces the length of the 
Brownfield Plan. 


• Sale price projections of $700,000/unit are appropriate given the size and quality of the 
units. If current market trends continue, the future sale prices will likely exceed $700,000 
but for current estimation purposes, it appears acceptable.  


• The rental unit's estimate of taxable value also appears to be reasonable and acceptable. 
They are projecting a total value of over $19 million for their 174 units available for rent. 
Again, the style and quality of these units falls in line with their rent and value projections. 
These properties will be valued based on the income approach and will use the rental rates at 
the time of completion for valuation. 


 
Some parcels may need to be combined before construction begins.  Consideration of moving 
the DDA boundary (expanding or contracting) should be given. 
 
The investment in public capital improvements in that area are estimated at $15 million to be 
paid by the developer.  The City will likely not have to invest in new infrastructure for another 
twenty years.  Therefore, we analyzed tax revenue projections over the next twenty years (2022 
through 2041).  The 20-year average tax revenue per capita (city-wide) is $1,313 without the 
project and $1,426 with the project.  The 20-year average tax revenue per acre (city-wide) is 
$6,123 without the project and $7,428 with the project.   
 
When the project is completed and the developer fully reimbursed, the additional tax revenues 
to the City is estimated at $2.1 million in 2028 and $2.7 million in 2041.  That revenue will be 
spread between the City (operating and streets) and the DDA to help pay for additional city 
services required.  The City will receive additional state shared revenue and Act 51 revenue 
after the 2030 census due to the population increase.  However, the City will lose its racetrack 
breakage.  That revenue at its peak year in 2000 was $641,000 and the low in 2016 was 
$108,000.  For calendar year 2021, it was $214,000. 
 
Attached is the 20-year analysis prepared based on the developer’s revenue projections. 


 
 
 







Brownfield Redevopment Project - Northville Downs Property
20 Year Tax Revenue Projections


2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041
City Taxable Value 450,619,082    459,631,464       468,824,093    478,200,575    487,764,587    497,519,879      507,470,277      517,619,683      527,972,077      538,531,519    549,302,149    560,288,192      571,493,956      582,923,835      594,582,312      606,473,958      618,603,437      630,975,506      643,595,016      656,466,916      
Less DDA Capture (28,555,582)     (29,126,694)       (29,709,228)     (30,303,413)     (30,909,481)     (31,527,671)       (32,158,224)       (32,801,388)       (33,457,416)       (34,126,564)     (34,809,095)     (35,505,277)       (36,215,383)       (36,939,691)       (37,678,485)       (38,432,055)       (39,200,696)       (39,984,710)       (40,784,404)       (41,600,092)       
Subtotal w/o Project 422,065,522    430,506,793       439,116,889    447,899,187    456,857,132    465,994,235      475,314,081      484,820,324      494,516,691      504,406,986    514,495,086    524,784,948      535,280,607      545,986,179      556,905,863      568,043,940      579,404,779      590,992,835      602,812,652      614,868,865      
Incremental Difference -                   -                     41,536,845      71,918,299      87,451,016      103,618,218      119,578,181      122,110,550      124,693,564      127,187,435    129,731,184    132,325,808      134,972,324      137,671,770      140,425,205      143,233,709      146,098,383      149,020,351      152,000,758      155,040,773      


Net City TV 422,065,522    430,506,793       480,653,734    519,817,486    544,308,148    569,612,453      594,892,262      606,930,874      619,210,255      631,594,421    644,226,270    657,110,756      670,252,931      683,657,949      697,331,068      711,277,649      725,503,162      740,013,186      754,813,410      769,909,638      


City Operating - no project 13.0496 5,507,786$      5,617,941$         5,730,300$      5,844,905$      5,961,803$      6,081,038$        6,202,659$        6,326,711$        6,453,245$        6,582,309$      6,713,955$      6,848,234$        6,985,198$        7,124,901$        7,267,399$        7,412,746$        7,561,001$        7,712,220$        7,866,464$        8,023,793$        
Street Improvement - no pr 1.6256 686,110           699,832              713,828           728,105           742,667           757,520             772,671             788,124             803,886             819,964           836,363           853,090             870,152             887,555             905,306             923,412             941,880             960,718             979,932             999,531             
DDA Capture - no project 419,059           427,440              435,989           444,709           453,603           462,675             471,928             481,367             490,994             500,814           510,830           521,047             531,468             542,097             552,939             563,998             575,278             586,784             598,519             610,490             


Incremental Tax Revenue - City -                   -                     387,799           602,923           821,722           1,049,649          1,274,349          1,301,805          1,329,810          1,356,407        1,383,535        1,411,205          1,439,430          1,468,218          1,497,582          1,527,534          1,558,085          1,589,246          1,621,031          1,653,452          
Incremental Tax Revenue - DDA 221,762           275,463           334,957           396,881             458,012             467,711             477,605             487,157           496,900           506,838             516,975             527,314             537,860             548,618             559,590             570,782             582,197             593,841             
DDA Capture Other Juris 11.3801 171,969           350,892           357,985           365,220             372,599             380,126             387,804             395,560           403,471           411,541             419,772             428,167             436,731             445,465             454,374             463,462             472,731             482,186             
DDA Capture debt millage 0.8311 12,559             25,626             26,144             26,672               27,211               27,761               28,322               28,888             29,466             30,055               30,656               31,269               31,895               32,533               33,183               33,847               34,524               35,215               


Brownfield Capture - City (781,530)          (1,229,278)       (1,514,664)       (1,811,750)         
Total Tax Revenues 6,612,955$      6,745,213$         6,892,676$      7,043,345$      7,184,217$      7,327,906$        9,579,428$        9,773,606$        9,971,667$        10,171,099$    10,374,521$    10,582,011$      10,793,650$      11,009,523$      11,229,712$      11,454,306$      11,683,392$      11,917,059$      12,155,400$      12,398,507$      


New Tax Revenues - City & DDA -$                 -$                   794,089$         1,254,904$      1,540,808$      1,838,423$        2,132,171$        2,177,404$        2,223,541$        2,268,012$      2,313,372$      2,359,639$        2,406,832$        2,454,969$        2,504,068$        2,554,150$        2,605,233$        2,657,337$        2,710,484$        2,764,694$        
Brownfield Capture -$                 -$                   (781,530)$        (1,229,278)$     (1,514,664)$     (1,811,750)$       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                 -$                 -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   
Net Change w/ new development -$                 -$                   12,559$           25,626$           26,144$           26,672$             2,132,171$        2,177,404$        2,223,541$        2,268,012$      2,313,372$      2,359,639$        2,406,832$        2,454,969$        2,504,068$        2,554,150$        2,605,233$        2,657,337$        2,710,484$        2,764,694$        


Tax Revenue per Capita w/o Project 1,081$             1,102$                1,124$             1,147$             1,170$             1,193$               1,217$               1,241$               1,266$               1,292$             1,317$             1,344$               1,371$               1,398$               1,426$               1,455$               1,484$               1,513$               1,544$               1,574$               
Tax Revenue per Capita with Project 1,081$             1,102$                1,126$             1,112$             1,096$             1,082$               1,371$               1,399$               1,427$               1,456$             1,485$             1,515$               1,545$               1,576$               1,607$               1,640$               1,672$               1,706$               1,740$               1,775$               
Change due to new development -$                 -$                   2$                    (35)$                 (73)$                 (111)$                 154$                  158$                  161$                  164$                168$                171$                  174$                  178$                  181$                  185$                  189$                  193$                  196$                  200$                  


Tax Revenue per Acre w/o Project 5,040$             5,141$                5,244$             5,349$             5,456$             5,565$               5,676$               5,790$               5,906$               6,024$             6,144$             6,267$               6,392$               6,520$               6,651$               6,784$               6,919$               7,058$               7,199$               7,343$               
Tax Revenue per Acre w Project 5,040$             5,141$                5,254$             5,368$             5,476$             5,585$               7,301$               7,449$               7,600$               7,752$             7,907$             8,066$               8,227$               8,391$               8,559$               8,730$               8,905$               9,083$               9,265$               9,450$               
Change due to new development -$                 -$                   10$                  20$                  20$                  20$                    1,625$               1,660$               1,695$               1,729$             1,763$             1,799$               1,834$               1,871$               1,909$               1,947$               1,986$               2,025$               2,066$               2,107$               


20 Year Averages:
Tax Revenue per Capita w/o Project 1,313$             
Tax Revenue per Capita with Project 1,426               
Tax Revenue per Acre w/o Project 6,123$             
Tax Revenue per Acre w Project 7,428$             


Projected Payback Period - 2024 to 2028
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Northville Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sally M. Elmiger, AICP  


DATE: January 24, 2021 
 
RE: Technical Review from Dan Burden, Walkability Consultant 
 
Attached is a technical review memo containing comments from Dan Burden, Walkability Consultant, on 
the Downs site plans submitted on January 20, 2022.  The City Manager and I spoke to Mr. Burden on 
January 24, 2022 about his comments, and have provided the following clarifications.   
 


D. Burden Comment 1:  No additional street connectivity was added. This is a special concern 
since the historic 49 acres formed a Super Block, and thus became a major transportation 
system impactor to the greater town and adjacent neighborhoods. 
 
Clarification:  This comment relates to the recommendation to add a vehicular connection 
across Johnson Creek to 7-Mile at E. Hines Drive.   
 
 
D. Burden Comment 2:  No evidence of increased “eyes on the trail” or other public spaces is 
evident. 
 
Clarification:  This comment refers to orienting homes so that the front of the buildings 
overlooks open space, providing opportunities to keep an eye on activities in the open space.  
Locations of additional opportunities are identified as “A” on the Site Plan image below.  


 
 
D. Burden Comment 3:  Missed opportunity for building orientation to watch over the Hutton 
Street open space connector.   
 
Clarification:  Location identified as “B” on the Site Plan image below. 
 
 
D. Burden Comment 4:  No further density was added in key locations such as open spaces and 
no open space perimeter trail or road was added. 
 
Clarification:  Location of additional opportunities for higher density identified as “C” on the 
Site Plan image below. 
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D. Burden Comment 5. Off-street parking should not be in view and not interrupt walking 
enjoyment (corner of Hutton and Cady). Two-story Liner buildings would correct this. 
 
Clarification:  This comment refers to the proposed parking lot on the south side of Cady St., 
across the street from the church.  
 
 
D. Burden Comment 6. Missed opportunity to provide a direct open space connector to the 
waterfront (by rearranging one housing cluster). 
 
Clarification:  Location of additional opportunities for higher density identified as “D” on the 
Site Plan image below. 
 
 
D. Burden Comment 7. No changes explored the concept of a festival street.  


 
 
This information will be included in the Planning Commission packet for February 1, 2022.  
   


 
 
Cc: Patrick Sullivan 


Dianne Massa 
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Figure 1:  Downs Preliminary Site Plan (1-20-22) 
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Re: Northville Downs Technical Memorandum (01-25-22) 
 
To the Northville Planning Commission: 
 
With this technical memo I wish to review the opportunities taken and not taken to 
make the NORTHVILLE DOWNS a more walkable and livable contribution to the 
downtown center. I was able to review changes made between the 12-08-21 submittal 
and the 1-20-22 revision. A number of minor walking connectors were made in this 1-
20-22 revision. In addition to many features of this project that are restorative to 
nature, enhance biophilic elements, and build walkability and livability, there are a 
number of missed opportunities that would correct significant impactful historic land 
use/transportation errors, add value and an economic return to the project. This memo 
addresses on site opportunities only. Significant walkability value continues to be 
missed. It is my observation that further corrections to the 1-20-22 revision would add 
value to adjacent neighborhoods, to the town tax base and to the development 
company investment. Items 1, 2 and 3 are considered crucial omissions, while 4-7 are 
less critical, but beneficial, if corrected. 
 
MISSED INTERIOR OPPORTUNITIES: 


1. No additional street connectivity was added. This is a special concern since the 
historic 49 acres formed a Super Block, and thus became a major transportation 
system impactor to the greater town and adjacent neighborhoods; 


2. No evidence of increased “eyes on the trail” or other public spaces is evident; 
3. Missed opportunity for building orientation to watch over the Hutton Street 


open space connector; 
4. No further density was added in key locations such as open spaces and no open 


space perimeter trail or road was added; 
5. Off-street parking should not be in view and not interrupt walking enjoyment 


(corner of Hutton and Cady). Two-story Liner buildings would correct this; 
6. Missed opportunity to provide a direct open space connector to the waterfront 


(by rearranging one housing cluster); 
7. No changes explored the concept of a festival street. 


 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  


 
 
 


Dan Burden 
Director of Innovation and Inspiration 
Blue Zones, LLC 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Northville City Council and Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sally M. Elmiger, AICP  


DATE: January 25, 2022 
 
RE: Northville Downs Development – Staff/Project Team Meeting Summaries 
 
The Downs project team submitted Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan to the City on December 14, 2022.  
City staff and consultants participated in three meetings with the project team to clarify comments 
provided in the reviews of these plans: 
 
1. Discussion of planning review conducted by Carlisle/Wortman (dated January 7, 2022) was held on 


January 11, 2022, and was attended by me, Nancy Darga as a representative of the River Taskforce, 
and the project team.  


2. Discussion of the engineering review conducted by OHM (draft dated January 11, 2022) was held on 
January 12, 2022, and was attended by me, City Manager, DPW Director, City Engineer, Nancy Darga 
as a representative of the River Taskforce, and the project team. 


3. Discussion of planning comments on Toll Brother’s residential products was held on January 19, 
2022, and was attended by me, and two members of the Toll Brother’s project team.    


 
This memo summarizes the meeting discussions with the project team.   
 
1) Planning Review Discussion:   


The project team started off the meeting by stating that they would incorporate many of the items 
identified in the planning review into the plans (Note: Most of these items were clarifications such 
as dimensions, consistency between plan sheets, etc.).  They also indicated that they would provide 
answers to the questions identified in the planning review.  Remaining topics discussed included: 
a. Recommendation from Walkability Consultant that the north/south Griswold St. extension 


connect over Johnson Creek with 7-Mile at E. Hines Drive. 
b. Recommendation from Walkability Consultant that the north/south Griswold St. extension only 


have residential units on west side of street, and only have the River Park on the east side of 
street. 


c. Proposed building style with front-facing garage, and alternatives that would require vehicle 
lanes/garage access behind buildings. 


d. Parking in driveways behind townhome units. 
e. Designation of public and private streets.  Required widths of streets, lanes, and alleys and City 


Engineer’s input/recommendations. 
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2) Engineering Review Discussion:  This group discussed the engineering review draft, and noted the 
details that will be further discussed (per OHM’s memo) at the Final Site Plan stage.  Remaining topics 
discussed included: 
a. Griswold St. right-of-way changes, if any; Cady St. right-of-way change at Griswold. 
b. Turning movements of fire trucks/trash haulers. 
c. Radius of Griswold St. extension (near Johnson Creek). 
d. 7-Mile/Center St. intersection (round-about option/bridge extension-left turning lane option). 
e. Recommendations of Walkability Consultant; Mobility Network report. 
f. Outside agency reviews (such as Wayne County/Michigan Department of Environment, Great 


Lakes and Energy) 
 


3) Townhouse/Carriage Home Design Discussion:  The main topics discussed at this meeting include: 
a. Options for side façade architecture of townhome buildings facing streets at intersections. 
b. Carriage home design (front-facing garage) and alternatives with garage in rear; needed site plan 


changes and impacts on River Park. 
c. Illustration identifying location of various townhome roof designs. 


 
Lastly, the City Manager and I attended a meeting on January 25, 2022, with two project team 
representatives to discuss project phasing, and timing of outside agency approvals, such as FEMA and 
EGLE.  This meeting discussed the PUD process, and not the project materials. 
 
The applicant revised their submission on January 20, 2022, which will be discussed by the Planning 
Commission at the February 1, 2022 meeting.  The original and revised project materials are available on 
the City’s website.  And all the materials are available for viewing at City Hall. 
 


 
 
Cc: Patrick Sullivan 


Dianne Massa 
Tim O’Brien 
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Date: January 13, 2022 


 


To: George Tsakoff, PE; Nicholas Bailey, PE 


cc: John Katers, PE 


 
From: 


 
Stephen Dearing, PE, PTOE 


 
 


Re: The Downs Site Development 
Commentary on Dan Burden’s Walkability and City Mobility Suggestions  


 
We have reviewed the matrix which summarized the various suggestions and recommendation from Dan Burden, 
Blue Zones LLC for the redesign of the Northville Downs site (The Downs development).  We find that the 
proposed development site plan already encompasses many of the concepts Mr. Burden is promoting.  However, 
we offer the following opinions regarding some of his ideas. 
 
Speed limits  
There seems to be some confusion regarding the difference between operating speeds and speed limits.  We agree 
with Dan Burden that operating speeds in the range of 15-20 mph is desirable.  However, operating speeds should 
be construed to be the normal or prevailing speed of traffic.  That is not the same as a speed limit.  In Michigan, 
Act 300 of P.A. 1949 (amended), also known as the Michigan Vehicle Code (MVC), precludes the posting of any 
public road at a speed limit less than 25 mph.  An excerpt of this law is provided as an attachment. 
 
Regarding changing the speed limit on S. Center St south of Cady from 35 to 25 mph, this segment does not meet 
the legal definition of a business district.  As such, Sect. 257.627 of MVC provides that a speed limit must either be 
based on the number of vehicle access points within the segment or based on the 85th percentile speed of free-
flowing traffic.  As such, an engineering study would be required to justify any changes. 
 
Regarding the proposed alleys, as we assume that they are private, they are not eligible for a public posted speed 
limit.  If the owners of the alleys were to post them, such a speed posting would not be eligible for enforcement by 
the police.  If the alleys are public (which we assume is not desirable to City), we note that the MVC is silent about 
appropriate speed limits.  It may be construed that they would be treated as other public roads and subject to the 
same restrictions noted above for a minimum 25 mph posting.  The City Attorney should advise on this issue. 
 
Road Right of Way (ROW)   
We are relatively sanguine regarding ROW widths, so long as the proposed width can accommodate public 
interests in these corridors of land.  That includes proposed overhead and underground utilities (electric, gas, 
water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, telecom, cable TV, fiber optic lines, etc.) and their above ground manifestations 
(junction boxes, fire hydrants, utility poles, etc.), clear pedestrian paths meeting ADA requirements, and vehicle 
needs of travel and parking lanes.  For most communities in Southeast Michigan, 60’ wide ROW for local roads is 
considered the norm for a local street with only two travel lanes, one in each direction.  OHM recommends that  
streets be configured with a minimum 60’ ROW. 
 







Memorandum  


Page 2 of 4 


 


 


Regarding these considerations, the Dan Burden recommendation for 90-degree parking on Cady St and Beal St 
calls into question if the existing 50’ ROW on Cady or planned 60’ ROW on Beal is adequate.  By our calculations, 
at least 70’ minimum is required, or 80’ if dedicated on-street bike lanes are desired.  The topic of angle parking 
will be further discussed below. 
 
Public versus Private Streets 
Strictly speaking, this is not an issue that Dan Burden commented upon.  We provide this 
discussion as a follow-up to that of ROW.  It appears that Fairbrook, Hutton, and 
Griswold will be extended as public streets and the balance of the streets and all alleys will 
be private.  But this leaves the public street network a bit disjointed and point up 
enforcement issues for right of way controls (STOP / YIELD) and speed limits on 
private streets.  OHM recommends that one additional street be considered public 
jurisdiction, as shown in the adjacent sketch highlighted in green: 
 
Sidewalk Width 
Burden has the generic recommendation for 5’ widths for residential frontage or 8’ for commercial.  The 
development plan conforms to these widths for residential frontages but show widths from 10’ to 25’ for 
commercial.  To that we would recommend that the minimum width should also depend on if the sidewalk is 
immediately back of curb or if there is a green belt separation.  If the walk is back of curb, then the minimum 
width should be 7’.  The added width would be needed for a variety of reasons: vehicle bumper overhang for angle 
parking, door swing for parallel parking, a place for snow plowing windrows leaving enough room for the walk,  
utilities, etc. 
 
Lane width 
The current development plan is showing lane widths for streets varying from 11.5’ to 14’, with the latter being for 
the extension of an already wide Griswold St.  Burden is recommending 10’ regardless of on-street parking being 
provided or not.  OHM recommends a minimum of 11’ travel lanes along segments with parallel parking to 
account for door swing.  For the proposed local roads without on-street parking and sparce driveway access, 10’ 
travel lanes are acceptable.  We concur with the development plans for a standard alley width of 22’, as there will 
not be any sidewalk provided along the alleys and many segments will involve rather numerous driveways with 
scant spacing between them. 
 
On-street Parking 
Where proposed, on-street parking is shown as parallel style based on a parking stall width of 8.5’.  This is 
acceptable.  Burden is recommending that most all of this be shifted to 90-degree angle parking.  We do not 
concur.  This would require additional land be set aside for ROW.  Even for low-speed roadways, 90-degree head-
in parking is inhospitable to bicyclists, whether sharing the vehicle travel lane or using dedicated bike lanes.  If for 
some reason it is desired to increase the amount of on-street parking beyond what parallel parking provides, then 
we recommend 60-degree back-in parking with 12’ travel lanes. 
 
On-street Bike Lanes 
The proposed development is not showing any dedicated on-street bike lanes.  Rather the idea is for bicyclists to 
share the road within the regular travel lanes.  The City’s Non-Motorized Plan (2014) notes that Cady St, Griswold 
St, a one-block portion of Beal St, and River St are Priority 2 planned non-motorized routes.  Moreover, the Plan 
(Figure 12) indicates that Cady is to utilize sidewalks and lane sharing, while Griswold, Beal and River are to have 
on-street bike lanes.  If on-street bike lanes are to be required, OHM recommends the following geometrics apply:  
For streets without on-street parking, use 10’ travel lanes and 4.5’ bike lanes (measured to face of curb).  For 
streets with on-street parking, use 10’ travel lanes, 6’ bike lanes, 8.5’ parking lanes (measured to face of curb). 
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Bump Outs (Curb Extensions) 
So far as we can tell, the proposed plan provides bump outs in all instances where parallel on-street parking is 
being provided.  However, the ADA ramps need to be adjusted to be placed at the location that minimizes 
pedestrian crossing distances and allow for desired landscaping.  We note that Section 257.674 of the MVC 
requires that parking be prohibited within 20’ of a pedestrian crosswalk, so this needs to be taken into 
consideration in the redesign of the bump outs. 
 
Streetscaping Elements (Trees, Vegetation, Lighting) 
We commend the efforts to add streetscaping elements to the development.  However, we caution that the 
placement of the elements should not compromise other key considerations.  For example, placing trees in grates 
should not constrict sidewalks to less than 5’ wide, preserving ADA requirements. 
 
Mid-block Pedestrian Crossings 
Burden is recommending that mid-block crossing be provided every 150’ regardless of the block spacing or area 
context.  We are not aware of the basis for selecting this 150’ dimension, or what latitude should be giving for 
varying from this stricture.  We do not agree with a single, strict rule and believe that the spacing of mid-block 
crossings should be flexible to accommodate the various competing interests. 
 
We have provided the following table to compare the current state of the development plans for crossings, what 
Burden’s recommendations would translate to, and our recommendations.  Please note that the numbers shown 
are in addition to the crossings that would occur at the recognized street intersections within the development. 
 


Street Block 
The 
Downs 


Burden 
OHM 
Advisors 


Cady Center to Hutton 1 3 1 
 Hutton to Church 0 1 0 
 Church to Griswold 0 2 1 
Beal Center to Hutton 0 3 1 
 Hutton to Pvt Street opposite vacated Church St 0 1 0 
 Pvt St (Church St vacated) to Griswold 0 1 0 
Fairbrook Center to Pvt Street east loop* 0 1 1 
 Pvt Street east loop to Hutton 0 1 0 
 Hutton to Pvt Street west loop (Church St vacated) 0 1 0 
Hutton Cady to Beal 0 3 1 
 Beal to Fairbrook 0 2 1 
Griswold Cady to Beal 0 3    0** 
Pvt Street Beal to Fairbrook 0 2 1 
 Fairbrook to Fairbrook (loop) 3 7 3 


 
Notes    * - Crossing needed at new intersection of Fairbrook and Pvt Street east loop, not mid-block. 
 ** - No pedestrian facilities on east side of Griswold, so no need for crossing. 
 
Speed Table Crossings 
The final point to address is the use of speed tables for pedestrian crossings.  Recognizing the difficulties in 
designing, building, and maintaining these types of traffic calming features, we generally concur that they would be 
valuable.  If not provided for every crossing, then priority should be given to crossings at intersections, taking the 
form of raised intersections. 
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Extension of Griswold St to 7 Mile Rd/ Hines Dr 
One of the keynote recommendations from Dan Burden, is to re-layout the internals streets in The Downs 
development such that Griswold St would be extended south of Beal St, run alongside the new open space and 
daylighted river and cross Johnson Creek to form a north connection to the 7 Mile Rd at Hines Dr. intersection.   
The City Mobility Focus Group echoed a similar concept of connecting the subdivision at 7 Mile Rd and Hines. 
We understand the basis of this recommendation, given the general goal of providing a grid network pattern for 
the street system.  However, we note that Griswold north of Main St is functioning as a minor arterial and Hines 
Dr to the south is a principal arterial.  Making this connection creates the risk of Griswold operating at a far more 
intense level that what is desired.   
 
It then comes down to a question of the rationale for making the connection to 7 Mile Rd.  If the purpose is the 
broad goal of redundancy in the major road network for Northville, then crossing Johnson Creek and connecting 
opposite Hines Dr is appropriate.  The extension of Griswold should then assume the geometric characteristics of 
a major road to handle higher volumes, even if traffic calming measures are desired to mitigate speeds.  If, 
however, the goal is adequacy of access from The Downs out to the roadway network, then crossing Johnson 
Creek and accessing 7 Mile is not needed.  The other proposed connections to the existing network are fully 
adequate. 
 
Needed Improvements for 7 Mile Rd at Sheldon Rd/Center St 
Much has already been evaluated and discussed regarding this key intersection.  We anticipate that the new TIS for 
the proposed development will again note that there are pre-existing capacity and safety problems with this 
location, that will just be further exacerbated with the construction of the development.  A key failing is not having 
adequate NB left turn storage due to the narrow bridge that carries Sheldon Rd over Johnson Creek.  This 
precludes being able to provide left turn signal phasing to address this heavy movement.   
 
One option is to retain the intersection control being a traffic signal and address the lack of turn lane storage.  As 
the existing bridge is an arch-span design, widening it will be difficult.  So, a complete replacement of the bridge 
should be anticipated. While the update for the TIS has not yet been finalized, the preliminary draft suggests that 
about 500’ of left turn storage is needed to handle existing and development traffic.  This represents an additional 
340’ of widening on Sheldon south of the replacement bridge, of which about 75 – 90’ will be through wetlands 
and floodplain.  Once achieved, it is anticipated that the overall Level Of Service (LOS) would be ‘C’ for the a.m. 
and p.m. peak periods, with certain individual movements seeing LOS D. 
 
The alternative is for a roundabout, the center of which would be shifted to the north of the centerline of 7 Mile 
Rd to avoid impacts to the bridge, Johnson Creek and associated wetlands and floodplain.  The concept level 
design identified back in 2018 had an inscribed circle diameter of about 130’.  The anticipated overall LOS was ‘A’ 
for both a.m. and p.m., but this was based on the TIS of the anticipated development plan dating back to 2018.  
This option does not require the widening of the Sheldon bridge over Johnson Creek. 
 
OHM recommends that The Downs development be required to ensure that buildings proposed for their 
development are adequately set back from the ROW that would be needed to construct a roundabout for 7 Mile 
Rd at Sheldon Rd / Center St.  As it stands, it appears that the proposed townhouse units east of Center St are 
acceptable.  On the west side of Center St, the single southern-most unit facing of a proposed 4 plex, is in 
question.  Whether this unit may need to be eliminated will require a better understanding of how the concept 
design for a roundabout fit into the dimensioning of the development site. 
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City of Northville 


Department of Public Works 


215 W Main St,  


Northville, MI 48167 


 


 


Attn:  Mr. Michael Domine, DPS Director 


  


Re:  The Downs - Preliminary Site Plan Review for Engineering 


 OHM Job No. 0152-21-1020 


  


Dear Mr. Domine, 


 


On behalf of the City of Northville, we have reviewed the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted by Seiber Keast 


Lehner, and dated December 5, 2021, and revised plans dated January 20, 2022, for the above referenced 


project.  The revised plans have addressed many of our comments from our letter dated January 14. We have 


also attached review comments on the revised Traffic Impact Study (as prepared by Applicant’s consultant) 


and provided professional opinions related to Dan Burden recent walkability analysis and The City Mobility 


Task Force. Based on the information presented, we offer the following comments for your consideration at 


this preliminary site plan stage: 


 


Preliminary Engineering Level Comments 


 


1. The necessity for utility easements will be reviewed in the future at the final site plan and 


engineering review stages.  Easements for public utilities will be necessary when located outside of a 


future City-owned Road Right-of-Way. Easement widths to be shown on Final Site Plan submittal. 


2. At the Cady St and Griswold St intersection, a small area of Right of Way should be dedicated, where 


the property line deviates across approximate 260 ft frontage. The portion of the parcel abutting Beal 


Street should have sufficient ROW to provide a 60 ft width or 30 ft half width as applicable. To be 


addressed a Final Site Plan submittal.  


3. Sufficient grading detail has not been provided on the plans at this time to allow for review and 


comment.  Since mass grading on this site will be changing over existing conditions, the grading will 


require detailed review at a later stage. We request that prior to final site plan submittal, plans with 


sufficient proposed grading are provided for cursory grading review. To be addressed on Final Site 


Plan submittal. 


4. We recommend to place water main, sanitary sewer, and storm utilities outside the road pavement 


whenever possible. To be addressed in Final Site Plan submittal. 


5. Hydraulic network analysis of the proposed water system will be necessary during final site plan and 


engineering review stages to confirm that water main sizing is adequate throughout the 


development and at connection points. To be addressed in Final Site Plan submittal.  
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6. The City discourages the use of sanitary pump stations and as such we encourage the Applicant’s 


continued search for a gravity option thru connection(s) to a Oakland/ Wayne County Interceptor.  


7. Sanitary sewers shall be extended such that a sanitary lateral servicing each building can connect 


downstream of the dead-end MH, perpendicular to the building face.  Several locations have been 


addressed but the sanitary sewer needs to be extended to lot 39 and most westerly Townhome on 


the west end of Beal Street extension. 


8. Sufficient sanitary sewer conveyance capacity would need to be verified for Phase 1, Downs North 


and (utility phase 1) and the Downs South Phase 1 Townhomes west of Center Street. To be 


addressed in the Final Site Plan submittal.  


9. Pedestrian crossings should be located at the narrowest part of the road formed by the curb 


extensions. Extensively addressed, however the sidewalk from Lots 22-27 shall have a receiving ramp 


on the north side of the Beal Street as a mid-block crossing. 


10. Cost sharing of improvements to Cady St water main upsizing per CIP recommendations have yet to 


be determined by the City DPS.  Once determined, Applicant will be notified of City requirements. 


11. Plans shall include the new 8- inch water main extending along Griswold from Beal to Cady per City 


Water Master Plan and September 2018 Utility Tech memo.  


12. Existing 4-inch water main within the vacated Church St ROW, and loops thru to Beal Street shall be 


shown and called out to be removed.  


 


 


Walkability Mobility  


 


We have reviewed the recently prepared slide presentation prepared by the City Walkability 


Consultant and The City Mobility Task Force and have provided our opinion in the attached 


memorandum.  We plan to further engage technical staff from the City and Applicant regarding how 


these recommendations mesh with current City planning and road design standards, as well as 


impact to pedestrian circulation goals for this site plan.   


 


Rouge River Daylighting  


 


The Applicant has not begun detailed design for the removal of the box culvert enclosure (which the 


Rouge River runs through) on the site along the west side of River Street. Separately, the Applicant’s 


Engineer has applied for and received approval from FEMA for a reduction of the floodplain through 


the site and an EGLE permit for work within the water course.  This work specifically consists of 


removal of the existing Northville owned Sanitary Sewer which crosses the river at the Beal Street 


Bridge.  From the content of the Applicants CLOMR application, (removal of the inlet obstruction to 


the box culvert), it can be inferred that a future daylighting of the river including removing the top 


and opening the side slopes will allow for a larger volume of water to be efficiently conveyed through 


this area.  The future design of the river daylighting will determine the proposed river bottom width, 


channel material and alignment. The revised PSP includes a memo detailing the anticipated tasks and 


expected time frame for each task. In summary 85 weeks for permitting and 6 month for 


construction.  


 


It is also worth noting that the preliminary site plan shows a proposed sanitary sewer re-alignment 


south of the Beal Street Bridge connecting to the Oakland County arm of the Huron-Rouge 


Interceptor on River Street. This sanitary sewer work at the river crossing is proposed to be phased. 
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The Downs North sanitary sewer is proposed to connect to the existing 10-inch diameter sewer on 


the west side of the Beal Street bridge as part of the first utility phase. It is proposed during a second 


utility phase that this sanitary sewer be constructed to cross under the river and connect to the 


interceptor. The new connection to the interceptor would provide a lower elevation for the sanitary 


sewer allowing it to be separated from the river flow. The Applicant’s Engineer, City DPS and City 


Engineer are in active talks with the applicable regulatory agencies for approval of this proposed 


connection. This revised connection would be beneficial for the City by providing an improved 


sanitary sewer crossing of the river, where the sewer pipe would be protected from river flow and 


freezing temperatures.   


 


Phasing 


 


The future phasing of the site utilities will be an important aspect for future final site plan stage, 


engineering review, and construction of The Downs site improvements.  It is our understanding that 


the final site plans will be submitted under two phases a north phase of The Downs (area north of 


Beal extension, and west of Center Street) and a south phase of The Downs (area south of Beal 


extension thru to Center Street). It is our understanding that the engineering plans and utility 


construction will be similarly phased. The revised plans dated January 20 reflect 3 phases within the  


South Downs: Phase 1 west of Center, Phase 2 the perimeter of the Private Road “A” end and up 


along the east side of Center Street, Phase 3 area within Private Road “A” and area south of Beal 


extension. The North and South phasing reflect independent sanitary sewer service systems. North 


Downs is proposed to be connected to via a new connection the 30-inch Oakland Interceptor via 


Beal. South Downs Phase 1 will be connected to the existing sanitary sewer on Center Street. South 


Downs Phase 2&3 is proposed to be connected to a new sanitary pump station which will discharge 


via a new connection to the Wayne County 18-inch Interceptor. 


 


The River Park is proposed to be constructed mid-way thru South Downs Phase 2 and completed 


before South Downs Phase 3 begins.  


 


Traffic Impact Study 


 


OHM has reviewed the F&V traffic impact study dated December 14, 2021, and the synchro database 


from which the study was prepared. Additionally, we met with F&V via a zoom meeting on January 


4th to outline our preliminary comments. Revised comments were provided in a memo dated January 


11, 2022.  We have subsequently meet with the applicant’s team via zoom on January 12,2022 and 


from that meeting sent revised review comments dated Jan 14, 2002. The Applicant’s Traffic 


Engineer revised the study based on all the feedback received and resubmitted their TIS dated 


January 20, 2022. Our current comments dated January 26, reflect the review on this latest TIS 


submittal.  


 


Summary of Necessary Future Permits and/or Approvals 


 


1. Future approval and permit from the Wayne County Department of Public Services will be required 


for stormwater management, including any proposed underground detention system, infiltration 


swales, and detention basins.  An initial review on The Downs North site (R21-315) was already 


performed by OHM Advisors, and on The Downs South site (R21-316) by Spicer Group, on behalf of 
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Wayne County DPS on November 1st and September 1st, 2021, respectively.  Detailed comments 


could not be provided at that time due to the level of engineering detail provided on the plans.  We 


anticipate that another stormwater review could be completed during final site plan stage if further 


engineering detail is provided.  


2. Future approval and permit from Wayne County Department of Environment for Soil Erosion and 


Sedimentation Control will be required.  


3. Future review and approval from Wayne County Department of Environment will be required for 


connections of the public sanitary sewer to the existing Wayne County Sewer Interceptor. 


4. City of Northville Fire Department review and approval will be required for proposed fire hydrant 


locations.  This review will typically take place at final site plan stage or early in the engineering 


review stage. 


5. Concurrence with the approved CLOMR by FEMA for the removal of the sanitary sewer at Beal Street 


bridge is required by the Applicant prior to submittal of the LOMR to FEMA for final approval.  The 


Applicant is required to construct the improvement shown on the already approved CLOMR unless 


otherwise amended by Applicant.  


6. Future review and permits for Michigan EGLE Public Act 399 and Part 41 for water main and sanitary 


sewer construction will be required during the engineering review stage.  


7. We recommend to the City that most outside agency permits be reasonably assured by the Applicant 


prior to Final Site Plan approval (except for the EGLE PA 399 and Part 41 permits which can take place 


during engineering review stage).  Therefore, Wayne County DPS review and EGLE Joint Permit 


reviews (if required) are recommended to make significant progress during the final site plan stage. 


 


Should you have any questions regarding our review comments outlined above, please do not hesitate to 


contact Nicholas at (734) 466-4538 or via email at nicholas.bayley@ohm-advisors.com. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


OHM Advisors  


 


 


________________________                                                               ____________________ 


Nicholas Bayley, PE      George Tsakoff, PE 


Client Representative      Principal 


 
Attachment:  OHM TIS review Memo, January 26, 2022 


  OHM response to D. Burden Suggestions, January 13, 2022 


 


cc: Patrick Sullivan, City Manager, via email 


Sally Elmiger, CWA, City of Northville Planner, via email 


 Dianne Massa, City Clerk, via email 


Brent Strong, City Chief Building Official, via email 


 Matthew Samhat, City Fire Marshall, via email 


 Randy Wertheimer, Hunter Pasteur, via email 


 Omar Eid, Hunter Pasteur, via email 


 Seth Herkowitz, Hunter Pasteur, via email 


 Tim O’Brian, Applicant’s consultant, via email  


Bob Emerson, SKL Applicant Engineer, via email 


Julie Kroll, F&V Traffic Engineer, via email 


Stephen Dearing, OHM, via email 
 


P:\0126_0165\SITE_NorthvilleCity\2021\0152-21-1020 Northville Downs Redevelopment\Muni\Preliminary Site 
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memorandum 
 
 


 


Date: January 26, 2022 


 


To: George Tsakoff, PE; Nicholas Bayley, PE 


CC: John Katers, PE 


From: Stephen Dearing, PE, PTOE 


 


Re: 
The Downs Site Development, City of Northville 
Traffic Impact Study Review  


 
We have completed our review of the revised traffic impact study for the proposed development study in City of 
Northville, Michigan.  The Downs project site is located adjacent to the south side of Cady Street, between Center 
Street and Griswold Street on the property that was previously occupied by Northville Downs. The proposed 
development includes the construction of a mixed-use retail and multi-family residential units. 
 
The traffic impact study was prepared by Fleis & VandenBrink Engineering, Inc., the original TIS reviewed was 
dated December 14, 2021. This review includes the most recently revised TIS dated January 20, 2022.  Synchro 
traffic modeling files were also provided for review.   
 
Fleis & VandenBrink Engineering, Inc. has addressed many of the concerns raised in our previous memo dated 
January 13th.  There are a variety of minor issues that remain and need to be addressed in our opinion.  We 
recommend that the study be updated based on the following summary/comments.   
 


1. Page iv & Table E2:  There are several items that need to be addressed. 
a. As a holdover from the earlier version of the report, this table shows that installing a traffic signal 


for the following locations and scenarios are recommended.  However, subsequent signal warrant 
analysis shows that these locations do not meet warrants, so signals should not be installed: 


i. Randolph at Center – Scenario 1 
ii. Cady at Center – Scenarios 1 & 3 


b. Moreover, the table also shows that Randolph at Center should have an all-way stop control even 
though the analysis of pg. 16 Table 3-3 indicates that the warrant for all-way stop is not met. 


2. Pages 1 to 15: Existing conditions for the scenarios.  This remains a point of concern.  As we 
previously indicated, the three scenarios are based on different volume counting and adjustment regimes, 
and as such do not facilitate direct comparisons.  For Scenario 1, 2019 counts (pre-covid pandemic) were 
used and expanded to a 2021 horizon year.  These volumes result in intersections and road segments that 
have significantly more traffic loadings than Scenario 2 or 3, which are based on the 2021 turning 
movement counts where no COVID adjustment factors were applied.   
 
In their report, F&V implies that at a scoping meeting held on October 1, 2021 that OHM and the City 
fully endorsed the proposed methodology for utilizing the traffic counts to run Scenarios 2&3 (closure of 
Center and Main remaining in place). The concept was agreed to, but as this meeting pre-dates the actual 
data collection, it was impossible to know how large the discrepancies would be in the traffic counts at the 
various locations and throughout the network.  If known at the time of the scoping meeting, or if we had 
been updated soon after the counts were taken, we would have advised that counts be adjusted to bring 
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them in line with the pre-pandemic data, prior to being used to run Scenario 2 and 3 analyses.  As it 
stands, in our opinion, these scenarios present an overly optimistic prediction for the impacts to traffic for  
these options. 
 


3. Page 17, Section 3.4.3: This may be a holdover error, the summary and recommendation incorrectly 
suggest that this location meets traffic signal warrants for scenario 1 and all-way stop warrants for scenario 
2. 


4. Page 17, Section 3.4.3:  Please revise recommendation based on signal warrants for scenarios 1& 3  
5. Page 18, Table 3.4:  This table needs to be corrected to reflect the changes noted above in our items # 3 


& 4. 
6. Page 19, Table 3.5:  This table needs to be corrected to reflect the changes noted above in our items # 3 


& 4. 
7. Page 20, Section 3.4.6:   


a. Option 3 please provide more clarification regarding sight distance issues for the roundabout 
alternative  


b. In our previous review, we questioned the impacts of eliminating existing on-street bike lanes for 
SB Center St under Options 1 and 2.  This comment was not addressed in the revised TIS.  
Specifically, what SB left turn lane storage is needed for these options?  Please provide the length 
of queuing required which will reflect the length of on-street bike lanes that will need to be 
removed. 


8. Page 28, Section 4.4.2, Table 4.3:  The intersection of Center at Randolph does not meet warrants for an 
all-way stop. F&V recommendation shall reflect warrants being met. 


9. Page 29, Table 4.4:  Similar to Table 3.4, this table needs to be corrected to reflect improvements meeting 
warrants for installing signals and all-way stop controls. 


10. Page 30, Table 4.5:  Similar to Table 3.5, this table needs to be corrected regarding average delay and LOS 
for improvements meeting warrants for installing signals and all-way stop controls. 


11.  Page 40, Section 7.4.2, Table 7.3:  Similar to comment #8 revise recommendation meeting warrants.  
12. Page 41, Table 7.4:  Similar to Tables 3.4 and 4.4, this table needs to be revised to reflect improvements 


meeting warrants. 
13. Page 42, Table 7.5:  Similar to Tables 3.5 and 4.5, this table needs to be corrected regarding average delay 


and LOS for improvements meeting warrants.  
14. Page 46, Table 8.1:  Similarly, this table needs to be corrected regarding the various items noted above. 
 


 







MICHIGAN VEHICLE CODE (EXCERPT)
Act 300 of 1949


257.627 Speed limits.
Sec. 627. (1) A person operating a vehicle on a highway shall operate that vehicle at a careful and prudent


speed not greater than nor less than is reasonable and proper, having due regard to the traffic, surface, and
width of the highway and of any other condition existing at the time. A person shall not operate a vehicle
upon a highway at a speed greater than that which will permit a stop within the assured, clear distance ahead.
A violation of this subsection shall be known and may be referred to as a violation of the basic speed law or
"VBSL".


(2) Except as provided in subsection (1), it is lawful for the operator of a vehicle to operate that vehicle on
a highway at a speed not exceeding the following:


(a) 15 miles per hour on a highway segment within the boundaries of a mobile home park, as that term is
defined in section 2 of the mobile home commission act, 1987 PA 96, MCL 125.2302.


(b) 25 miles per hour on a highway segment within a business district.
(c) 25 miles per hour on a highway segment within the boundaries of a public park. A local authority may


decrease the speed limit to not less than 15 miles per hour in a public park under its jurisdiction.
(d) 25 miles per hour on a highway segment within the boundaries of a residential subdivision, including a


condominium subdivision, consisting of a system of interconnected highways with no through highways and a
limited number of dedicated highways that serve as entrances to and exits from the subdivision.


(e) 25 miles per hour on a highway segment with 60 or more vehicular access points within 1/2 mile.
(f) 30 miles per hour on a highway segment with not less than 50 vehicular access points but no more than


59 vehicular access points within 1/2 mile.
(g) 35 miles per hour on a highway segment with not less than 45 vehicular access points but no more than


49 vehicular access points within 1/2 mile.
(h) 40 miles per hour on a highway segment with not less than 40 vehicular access points but no more than


44 vehicular access points within 1/2 mile.
(i) 45 miles per hour on a highway segment with not less than 30 vehicular access points but no more than


39 vehicular access points within 1/2 mile.
(3) A person operating a truck with a gross weight of 10,000 pounds or more, a truck-tractor, a


truck-tractor with a semi-trailer or trailer, or a combination of these vehicles shall not exceed a speed of 35
miles per hour during the period when reduced loadings are being enforced in accordance with this chapter.


(4) Where the posted speed limit is greater than 65 miles per hour, a person operating a school bus, a truck
with a gross weight of 10,000 pounds or more, a truck-tractor, or a truck-tractor with a semi-trailer or trailer
or a combination of these vehicles shall not exceed a speed of 65 miles per hour on a limited access freeway
or a state trunk line highway.


(5) All of the following apply to the speed limits described in subsection (2):
(a) A highway segment adjacent to or lying between 2 or more areas described in subsection (2)(a), (b),


(c), or (d) shall not be considered to be within the boundaries of those areas.
(b) A highway segment of more than 1/2 mile in length with a consistent density of vehicular access points


equal to the number of vehicular access points described in subsection (2)(e), (f), (g), (h), or (i) shall be posted
at the speed limit specified in the adjoining segment. A separate determination shall be made for each
adjoining highway segment where vehicular access point density is different.


(c) A speed limit may be posted on highways less than 1/2 mile in length by prorating in 1/10 mile
segments the vehicular access point density described in subsection (2)(e), (f), (g), (h), or (i).


(6) A person operating a vehicle on a highway, when entering and passing through a work zone described
in section 79d(a) where a normal lane or part of the lane of traffic has been closed due to highway
construction, maintenance, or surveying activities, shall not exceed a speed of 45 miles per hour unless a
different speed limit is determined for that work zone by the state transportation department, a county road
commission, or a local authority, based on accepted engineering practice. The state transportation department,
a county road commission, or a local authority shall post speed limit signs in each work zone described in
section 79d(a) that indicate the speed limit in that work zone and shall identify that work zone with any other
traffic control devices necessary to conform to the Michigan manual of uniform traffic control devices. A
person shall not exceed a speed limit established under this section or a speed limit established under section
628.


(7) The state transportation department, a county road commission, or a local authority shall decrease the
speed limit in a hospital highway zone by up to 10 miles per hour upon request of a hospital located within
that hospital highway zone. The state transportation department, county road commission, or local authority
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may decrease the speed limit in a hospital highway zone by more than 10 miles per hour if the decrease is
supported by an engineering and safety study. The state transportation department, county road commission,
or local authority shall post speed limit signs in a hospital highway zone that indicate the speed limit in that
hospital highway zone and shall identify that hospital highway zone with any other traffic control devices
necessary to conform to the Michigan manual of uniform traffic control devices. If a change in a sign, signal,
or device, is necessitated by a speed limit decrease described in this subsection, the hospital requesting the
decrease shall pay the cost of doing so. As used in this subsection, "hospital highway zone" means a portion
of state trunk line highway maintained by the state transportation department that has a posted speed limit of
at least 50 miles per hour and has 2 or fewer lanes for travel in the same direction, traverses along property
owned by a hospital, contains an ingress and egress point from hospital property, and extends not more than
1,000 feet beyond the boundary lines of hospital property in both directions in a municipality.


(8) Subject to subsection (17), the maximum speed limit on all limited access freeways upon which a speed
limit is not otherwise fixed under this act is 70 miles per hour, which shall be known as the "limited access
freeway general speed limit". The minimum speed limit on all limited access freeways upon which a
minimum speed limit is not otherwise fixed under this act is 55 miles per hour.


(9) Subject to subsection (17), the speed limit on all trunk line highways and all county highways upon
which a speed limit is not otherwise fixed under this act is 55 miles per hour, which shall be known as the
"general speed limit".


(10) Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, the speed limit on all county highways with a gravel
or unimproved surface upon which a speed limit is not otherwise fixed under this act is 55 miles per hour,
which shall be known as the "general gravel road speed limit". Upon request of a municipality located within
a county with a population of 1,000,000 or more, the county road commission in conjunction with the
requesting municipality may lower the speed limit to 45 miles per hour on the requested road segment and if a
sign, signal, or device is erected or maintained, taken down, or regulated as a result of a request by a
municipality for a speed limit of 45 miles per hour, the municipality shall pay the costs of doing so. If a
municipality located within a county with a population of 1,000,000 or more requests a speed different than
the speed described in this subsection, the county road commission in conjunction with the department of
state police and the requesting municipality may conduct a speed study of free-flow traffic on the fastest
portion of the road segment in question for the purpose of establishing a modified speed limit. A speed study
conducted under this subsection shall be completed between 3 and 14 days after a full gravel road
maintenance protocol has been performed on the road segment. A full gravel road maintenance protocol
described in this subsection shall include road grading and the application of a dust abatement chemical
treatment. Following a speed study conducted under this subsection, the speed limit for the road segment shall
be established at the nearest multiple of 5 miles per hour to the eighty-fifth percentile of speed of free-flow
traffic under ideal conditions for vehicular traffic, and shall not be set below the fiftieth percentile speed of
free-flow traffic under ideal conditions for vehicular traffic. A speed study conducted under this subsection
shall be the responsibility of the department of state police, and if a sign, signal, or device is erected or
maintained, taken down, or regulated as a result of a request by a municipality under this subsection, the
municipality shall pay the costs of doing so.


(11) A public record of all traffic control orders establishing statutory speed limits authorized under this
section shall be filed with the office of the clerk of the county in which the county highway is located or at the
office of the city or village clerk or administrative office of the airport, college, or university in which the
local highway is located, and a certified copy of the traffic control order shall be evidence in every court of
this state of the authority for the issuance of that traffic control order. The public record filed with the county,
city, or village clerk or administrative office of the airport, college, or university shall not be required as
evidence of authority for issuing a traffic control order in the case of signs temporarily erected or placed at
points where construction, maintenance, or surveying activities is in progress. A traffic and engineering
investigation is not required for a traffic control order for a speed limit established under subsection (2). A
traffic control order shall, at a minimum, contain all of the following information:


(a) The name of the road.
(b) The boundaries of the segment of the road on which the speed limit is in effect.
(c) The basis upon which the speed limit is in effect.
(d) The section of law, including a reference to the subsection, under which the speed limit is established.
(12) Except for speed limits described in subsections (1), (2)(d), and (9), speed limits established under this


section are not valid unless properly posted. In the absence of a properly posted sign, the speed limit in effect
is the basic speed law described in subsection (1). Speed limits established under subsection (2)(b), (e), (f),
(g), (h), and (i) are not valid unless a traffic control order is filed as described in subsection (11).


(13) Nothing in this section prevents the establishment of a modified speed limit after a speed study as
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described in section 628. A modified speed limit established under section 628 supersedes a speed limit
established under this section.


(14) All signs erected or placed under this section shall conform to the Michigan manual on uniform traffic
control devices.


(15) If upon investigation the state transportation department or county road commission and the
department of state police determine that it is in the interest of public safety, they may order city, village,
airport, college, university, and township officials to erect and maintain, take down, or regulate speed limit
signs, signals, and devices as directed. In default of an order, the state transportation department or county
road commission may cause designated signs, signals, and devices to be erected and maintained, removed, or
regulated in the manner previously directed and pay the costs for doing so out of the designated highway
fund. An investigation, including a speed study, conducted under this subsection shall be the responsibility of
the department of state police.


(16) A person who violates a speed limit established under this section is responsible for a civil infraction.
(17) No later than 1 year after the effective date of the amendatory act that added this subsection, the state


transportation department and the department of state police shall increase the speed limits on at least 600
miles of limited access freeway to 75 miles per hour if an engineering and safety study and the eighty-fifth
percentile speed of free-flowing traffic under ideal conditions of that section contain findings that the speed
limit may be raised to that speed, and the department shall increase the speed limit of 900 miles of trunk line
highway to 65 miles per hour if an engineering and safety study and the eighty-fifth percentile speed of
free-flowing traffic under ideal conditions of that section contain findings that the speed limit may be raised to
that speed.


(18) As used in this section:
(a) "Traffic control order" means a document filed with the proper authority that establishes the legal and


enforceable speed limit for the highway segment described in the document.
(b) "Vehicular access point" means a driveway or intersecting roadway.
History: 1949, Act 300, Eff. Sept. 23, 1949;Am. 1957, Act 190, Eff. Sept. 27, 1957;Am. 1959, Act 76, Eff. Mar. 19, 1960;


Am. 1962, Act 120, Eff. Mar. 28, 1963;Am. 1966, Act 223, Imd. Eff. July 11, 1966;Am. 1974, Act 28, Imd. Eff. Mar. 2, 1974;
Am. 1976, Act 190, Imd. Eff. July 8, 1976;Am. 1978, Act 510, Eff. Aug. 1, 1979;Am. 1986, Act 92, Eff. June 5, 1986;Am. 1988,
Act 460, Imd. Eff. Dec. 27, 1988;Am. 1990, Act 165, Imd. Eff. July 2, 1990;Am. 2003, Act 315, Eff. Apr. 8, 2004;Am. 2004, Act
62, Imd. Eff. Apr. 13, 2004;Am. 2006, Act 19, Eff. Nov. 9, 2006;Am. 2006, Act 85, Eff. Nov. 9, 2006;Am. 2012, Act 252, Imd.
Eff. July 2, 2012;Am. 2016, Act 445, Imd. Eff. Jan. 5, 2017.
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MICHIGAN VEHICLE CODE (EXCERPT)
Act 300 of 1949


257.674 Prohibited parking; exceptions; bus loading zone; violation as civil infraction.
Sec. 674. (1) A vehicle shall not be parked, except if necessary to avoid conflict with other traffic or in


compliance with the law or the directions of a police officer or traffic-control device, in any of the following
places:


(a) On a sidewalk.
(b) In front of a public or private driveway.
(c) Within an intersection.
(d) Within 15 feet of a fire hydrant.
(e) On a crosswalk.
(f) Within 20 feet of a crosswalk, or if there is not a crosswalk, then within 15 feet of the intersection of


property lines at an intersection of highways.
(g) Within 30 feet of the approach to a flashing beacon, stop sign, or traffic-control signal located at the


side of a highway.
(h) Between a safety zone and the adjacent curb or within 30 feet of a point on the curb immediately


opposite the end of a safety zone, unless a different length is indicated by an official sign or marking.
(i) Within 50 feet of the nearest rail of a railroad crossing.
(j) Within 20 feet of the driveway entrance to a fire station and on the side of a street opposite the entrance


to a fire station within 75 feet of the entrance if properly marked by an official sign.
(k) Alongside or opposite a street excavation or obstruction, if the stopping, standing, or parking would


obstruct traffic.
(l) On the roadway side of a vehicle stopped or parked at the edge or curb of a street.
(m) Upon a bridge or other elevated highway structure or within a highway tunnel.
(n) At a place where an official sign prohibits stopping or parking.
(o) Within 500 feet of an accident at which a police officer is in attendance, if the scene of the accident is


outside of a city or village.
(p) In front of a theater.
(q) In a place or in a manner that blocks immediate egress from an emergency exit conspicuously marked


as an emergency exit of a building.
(r) In a place or in a manner that blocks or hampers the immediate use of an immediate egress from a fire


escape conspicuously marked as a fire escape providing an emergency means of egress from a building.
(s) In a parking space clearly identified by an official sign as being reserved for use by disabled persons


that is on public property or private property available for public use, unless the individual is a disabled
person as described in section 19a or unless the individual is parking the vehicle for the benefit of a disabled
person. In order for the vehicle to be parked in the parking space the vehicle shall display 1 of the following:


(i) A certificate of identification or windshield placard issued under section 675 to a disabled person.
(ii) A special registration plate issued under section 803d to a disabled person.
(iii) A similar certificate of identification or windshield placard issued by another state to a disabled


person.
(iv) A similar special registration plate issued by another state to a disabled person.
(v) A special registration plate to which a tab for persons with disabilities is attached issued under this act.
(t) In a clearly identified access aisle or access lane immediately adjacent to a space designated for parking


by persons with disabilities.
(u) On a street or other area open to the parking of vehicles that results in the vehicle interfering with the


use of a curb-cut or ramp by persons with disabilities.
(v) Within 500 feet of a fire at which fire apparatus is in attendance, if the scene of the fire is outside a city


or village. However, volunteer fire fighters responding to the fire may park within 500 feet of the fire in a
manner not to interfere with fire apparatus at the scene. A vehicle parked legally previous to the fire is exempt
from this subdivision.


(w) In violation of an official sign restricting the period of time for or manner of parking.
(x) In a space controlled or regulated by a meter on a public highway or in a publicly owned parking area


or structure, if the allowable time for parking indicated on the meter has expired, unless the vehicle properly
displays 1 or more of the items listed in section 675(8).


(y) On a street or highway in such a way as to obstruct the delivery of mail to a rural mailbox by a carrier
of the United States postal service.


(z) In a place or in a manner that blocks the use of an alley.
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(aa) In a place or in a manner that blocks access to a space clearly designated as a fire lane.
(2) A person shall not move a vehicle not owned by the person into a prohibited area or away from a curb a


distance that makes the parking unlawful.
(3) A bus, for the purpose of taking on or discharging passengers, may be stopped at a place described in


subsection (1)(b), (d), or (f) or on the roadway side of a vehicle illegally parked in a legally designated bus
loading zone. A bus, for the purpose of taking on or discharging a passenger, may be stopped at a place
described in subsection (1)(n) if the place is posted by an appropriate bus stop sign, except that a bus shall not
stop at such a place if the stopping is specifically prohibited by the responsible local authority, the state
transportation department, or the director of the department of state police.


(4) A person who violates this section is responsible for a civil infraction.
History: 1949, Act 300, Eff. Sept. 23, 1949;Am. 1977, Act 19, Eff. Oct. 1, 1977;Am. 1978, Act 510, Eff. Aug. 1, 1979;Am.


1978, Act 546, Imd. Eff. Dec. 22, 1978;Am. 1979, Act 66, Eff. Aug. 1, 1979;Am. 1980, Act 518, Eff. Mar. 31, 1981;Am. 1985,
Act 69, Imd. Eff. July 1, 1985;Am. 1986, Act 69, Eff. Mar. 31, 1987;Am. 1986, Act 222, Eff. Oct. 1, 1986;Am. 1988, Act 150,
Eff. Nov. 11, 1988;Am. 1994, Act 104, Eff. Oct. 1, 1994;Am. 1998, Act 68, Imd. Eff. May 4, 1998;Am. 2000, Act 76, Eff. Oct. 1,
2000;Am. 2000, Act 268, Eff. Oct. 1, 2000.
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Date: January 7, 2022 
Rev.: January 26, 2022 


 
Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Review 


For 
City of Northville, Michigan 


 
 


 
Applicant: Hunter Pasteur Northville LLC 
 32300 Northwestern Highway, Suite 230 
 Farmington Hills, MI  48334 
 
Project Name: The Downs Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
 
Plan Date: December 15, 2021 
 
Latest Revision: January 20, 2022 
 
Location: Vacant parcels on the south side of Cady St. (between S. Center 


and Griswold), the Northville Downs racetrack property south of 
Cady St. (between S. Center St. and River St.), and two areas on 
the west side of S. Center St. 


 
Zoning: CBD – Central Business District 
 CSO – Cady Street Overlay District 
 RTD – Racetrack District 
 R-2 – Second Density Residential District 
 
Action Requested: Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Review 
 
Required Information: As noted within this review 
 
 


PROJECT UPDATE 
 
The applicant originally submitted a Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan to the City on December 14, 2021.  
Our office and the City’s Engineer (OHM) reviewed this set of plans and provided comments to the 
developer.  Comments were based on the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, conditions contained 
in the Planning Commission’s motion for PUD Eligibility, and recommendations made in Dan Burden’s 
Walkability presentation (given to the Planning Commission on December 21, 2021).  The applicant 
revised the plans and re-submitted them on January 20, 2022.  Both sets of plans are available for 
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viewing on the City’s website: https://www.ci.northville.mi.us/cms/one.aspx?pageId=14141984 .  This 
review is based on the resubmitted plans. 
 
Also, over the past six or so weeks, the City’s Finance Director and Assessor evaluated the project’s 
revenue projections provided by the developer, which they have now completed.  This evaluation is 
provided in the Planning Commission packet.   
 
 


PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The applicant is requesting review of the Preliminary Site Plan and Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 
a residential and commercial project on 48.12 acres of land that is currently vacant or occupied by the 
Northville Downs Racetrack.  The Planning Commission determined that the project was PUD Eligible at 
the November 2, 2021, meeting.    
 
As shown on the 12/14 and 1/20 plans, this mixed-use project proposes 16,204 square feet of 
“commercial” space, including: 


• Apartment Lobby: 1,500 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Apartment Leasing: 950 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Apartment Flex Space: 3,220 s.f. 
• Apartment Retail: 3,600 s.f. 
• Condominium Lobby: 1,600 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Condominium Retail: 3,250 s.f. 
• Rowhouse Flex Space: 2,084 s.f. 


 
The project also proposes a variety of residential living styles: 


• Apartments: 174 units along Cady St.  
• Condominiums: 53 units along Cady St.  
• Row houses: 31 units along Cady, Griswold, Beal & Center St. (3 more units than PUD Eligibility 


Plan) 
• Townhomes: 151 units along Beal, S. Center, and on the south end of the project site (19 fewer 


units than PUD Eligibility Plan) 
• Carriage Homes: 26 units (Not provided in PUD Eligibility Plan – new housing option; 2 fewer 


than previous Preliminary Site Plan) 
• Single-Family Dwellings: 39 units (17 fewer units than PUD Eligibility plan) 


Total: 474 units (7 fewer units than PUD Eligibility Plan, or 2% reduction) 
 


An aerial of the subject site is provided on the following page. 



https://www.ci.northville.mi.us/cms/one.aspx?pageId=14141984
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PUD PROCESS 
 
The PUD review process is described in Article 20 of the Zoning Ordinance.  In general, a “PUD” is a 
planning tool that rezones a property to a specific site plan.  This planning tool allows for flexibility in 
application of the zoning requirements to create a better project.   
 
As a rezoning (to PUD), it must follow the required steps outlined in the state Zoning Enabling Act, and in 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  The PUD review process has several steps.  These steps are generally 
described below.  We have highlighted the step the project is currently in. 
 
Step 1:  Pre-Application Conference (completed on July 21, 2021) 
 
Step 2:  PUD Eligibility determination by the Planning Commission (completed on November 2, 2021) 
 
Step 3: Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan review by Planning Commission 
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Step 4:  Public Hearing at Planning Commission & recommendation to City Council of Preliminary Site 
Plan/PUD Plan 


 
Step 5:  Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan review & action by City Council 
 
Step 6:  Final Site Plan review by Planning Commission 
 
Note that the steps may or may not occur at a single meeting. 
 
Currently, the Planning Commission is evaluating the Preliminary Site Plan against the PUD General 
Design Standards (Sec. 20.04) and the applicable ordinance requirements (Step 3 of the PUD review 
process).  Note that this section of the ordinance allows deviations from ordinance requirements, 
provided that the project achieves the objectives of the General Design Standards.  If the Planning 
Commission deems the information provided generally complete, the Planning Commission shall 
schedule a public hearing as the next step. 
 
 


PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS 
 
In our previous Preliminary Plan review, we identified information that is either required by Section 
20.06 of the zoning ordinance, or had been requested by the Planning Commission during the PUD 
Eligibility stage. 
 
Per Section 20.06, the following information was requested in the previous review.  We’ve indicated (in 
italics) after each item if it has been supplied in the recent submission: 
 
1. A narrative report providing a description of the project, discussion of the market concept of the 


project, and explanation of the manner in which the criteria set forth in the preceding design 
standards has been met.  (Note:  “Design Standards” are listed in Section 20.04.)  Provided. 


 
2. Plan set needs to be sealed by the professional who prepared the plans.  Note:  The paper copies 


may have been sealed; the digital copy doesn’t appear to include a professional seal.  The digital 
copy has been sealed, as required. 


 
3. Zoning and current land use of all abutting properties and of properties located across any abutting 


public or private street from the PUD site need to be provided.  Also, the list of existing zoning of the 
subject site (Sheet 4) needs to be updated to include the Cady Street Overlay (CSO) District.  This 
information is shown via a portion of the zoning map on the Cover Sheet, and Sheet 7 (old Sheet 4) 
has been updated. 


 
4. The property survey on Sheet 3 has been cut off by the title block, and does not show the 


intersection of River St. and 7-Mile.  The survey should include a small inset illustration (at the same 
scale as the rest of the survey) of this intersection.  Sheet 4 (old Sheet 3) has been updated and now 
shows this intersection. 


 
5. A tree survey indicating location and diameter (in Diameter at Breast Height) of trees greater than 


6” in diameter needs to be provided.  This information has been provided on Sheet 6. 
 







The Downs PUD 
January 26, 2022 
 


5 


6. Sheet 4, Overall Site Plan, should show dimensions of the following rights-of-way: 
a. Cady St. (between S. Center & Griswold) 
b. Griswold St. (between E. Cady & Beal) 
c. River St. (between Beal & 7-Mile) 
d. S. Center St. (between 7-Mile and Cady) 
This information is shown on Sheet 7 (old Sheet 4). 
 


7. Sheet 4, Overall Site Plan, should indicate the names of all streets (or a “placeholder” name if 
currently not decided); and should label all streets as “public” or “private.”  Also, the 22-foot wide 
“lanes” behind the townhomes and single-family homes are not labeled in any fashion.  The plans 
should indicate if these are intended to be “public” or “private,” if they are intended to be “streets” 
or simply wide “driveways” and if they will have a name.  Sheet 7 (old Sheet 4) has been revised with 
the requested information.  Will the lanes be located in an “easement,” and is the area occupied by 
these lanes included in the density calculations?  The applicant states that the “lanes” are 
“driveways,” and they are not in an “easement.”  Therefore, they are not required to be deducted to 
calculate density. 


 
8. The plans need to indicate if the applicant is proposing to purchase a portion of the existing 


Griswold St. right-of-way, as the plans show a “new” right-of-way along this road segment.  In 
reviewing this further, all of the proposed construction is outside of the “existing” right-of-way, and 
located the required setback from the “proposed” right-of-way.  We would suggest the DPW 
Director/City Engineer make a recommendation on if the land between the buildings and the 
proposed right-of-way should be purchased by/transferred to the developer.  Note that Sheet 7 
shows a 260-foot segment of road along the south side of Cady St. (at Griswold intersection) to be 
dedicated to the City.  


 
9. The rear of each single-family lot is occupied by the “alley easement.”  This is illustrated on the 


Single-Family Unit Detail (Sheet 4).  The plans should indicate that the “density” calculated for the 
single-family land use excludes the alley easement (or uses “net” lot area).  The response states that 
the alley areas are included in the density calculations. 


 
10. The ordinance requires information about the proposed identification signs.  We would recommend 


delaying consideration of this information to the Final Site Plan stage.  No response necessary. 
 
11. Sec. 20.06 also lists “Any additional graphics or written materials requested by the Planning 


Commission or City Council to assist the City in determining the appropriateness of the PUD…”  
During the PUD Eligibility discussion, and In previous discussions with the applicant, the Planning 
Commission has requested additional information.  We have listed the conditions included in the 
PUD Eligibility approval motion below (in bold), as well as a few other items that had been 
requested by the Planning Commission.   


 
The applicant was asked to provide the following information.  We have indicated (in italics) their 
response after each: 


 
a. Submittal of a current Traffic Study and City Traffic Engineers’ review and recommendations 


based on this plan.  A revised study has been provided (dated 1-20-22).  The project Traffic 
Engineer has also responded to comments from the City’s Engineer. 
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b. Applicant provides (in general) values of benefits, funding they are committing to cover, and 
funding being requested of the City for public benefits.  In our previous review, we described 
that the applicant stated that the “public benefits” (identified as the land, 
demolition/environmental remediation, and open space improvements – Central & River parks) 
are estimated to cost $15.5M, and that the developer would contribute $3M, and provide up-
front funding up to $15.5M.  As requested, the most recent submittal explains how the benefits 
will be paid for.  The developer will contribute $3M, and be reimbursed for the remainder via 
$2M from grants & foundations, and $10.5M from the Brownfield Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
payback.  (Note:  A report by the City Finance Director/Assessor is included in the Planning 
Commission packet regarding tax revenue estimates.) 


 
c. Address segregation of residential uses.  In the previous submission, the applicant’s narrative 


describes a change that reduces the number of single-family homes and townhouses, and adds 
another residential type: two-story “carriage home.”  The carriage home is an attached, single-
family residential product.  They have also revised the site plan to locate townhomes on the 
south side of Beal and both sides of S. Center St., and replace the townhomes in the River Park 
with the carriage homes.  We provide additional comments to these changes later in this review. 


 
d. Work with City staff to estimate the cost of City Services for this project & capacity to cover 


the increased cost.  The applicant’s narrative states that they have been working with city staff 
to estimate the cost of services for this project, and the capacity to cover increased costs.  The 
applicant is awaiting estimated costs from each of the City’s public service departments.  The 
City’s Finance Director and Assessor have prepared an analysis of the estimated tax revenue 
generated by this project into the future.  This information is provided in the meeting packet. 


 
e. Justification for requested deviations identified in the CWA review memo.  The applicant’s 


memo in their previous submission (dated December 14, 2021) describes the reasoning behind 
the proposed deviations.  We comment on each in the relevant portion of this review.   


 
f. Work with City Assessor regarding tax revenue estimates.  As mentioned above, the City’s 


Finance Director and Assessor have prepared an analysis of the estimated tax revenue generated 
by this project into the future.  This information is provided in the meeting packet. 


 
g. Applicant considers the addition of a Farmers Market as a public benefit.  This condition was 


clarified at the November 2, 2021 Planning Commission meeting to confirm that the Planning 
Commission was simply asking for a response to this issue, and not requiring that a new location 
for the Farmer’s Market be shown on the Preliminary Site Plan.   


 
In the applicant’s December 14, 2021 narrative, they explain that they have met with the 
owners of the McDonald Ford site (the preferred location for a new Farmer’s Market), to discuss 
environmental aspects of the Downs development that can facilitate relocation of the Farmer’s 
Market.  Further, the developer states that they will work with the City to accommodate the 
Farmer’s Market on the Down’s property through 2024.  The phasing plan (Sheet 11) shows the 
current Farmer’s Market property to be re-developed starting in March, 2023.  Therefore, the 
Farmer’s Market will have temporary accommodations in another location on the Downs site 
from March 2023 through 2024.  
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h. In our previous review, we also listed other information that has been requested by the Planning 
Commission.  The applicant’s response is included in “italics:” 


 
i. Geotechnical report, describing the site soils, elevation and location of the high water table, 


and other information about existing ground conditions.  This information needs to be 
provided.  The most recent submission includes a “Soils Investigation” report (dated March 
16, 2018), and a memo from the same firm (dated January 17, 2022) which provides a 
summary of environmental conditions at the Northville Downs property.  We defer 
evaluation of this information to the City Engineer.  


 
ii. Retail Demand Report, to justify the amount of commercial space proposed in this 


development.  This report has been provided to the City, and is posted on the City’s website 
in association with PUD Eligibility under “Proposed Redevelopment Project. 


 
iii. Information about how “trip generation” data was derived.  This information has been 


provided to City via memo from Fleis & Vandenbrink, dated 10-25-21; it is also posted on 
City’s website. 


 
iv. Estimate for first year maintenance and warranty costs for on-going maintenance of 


proposed parks needs to be provided.  The applicant’s response memo (dated January 20, 
2022) provides estimated maintenance costs for both the River Park and Central Park, as 
requested. 


 
v. General steps involved in the river restoration project.  This information needs to be 


provided.  The Planning Commission also requested the general timing of the river 
restoration and River Park development.  The Phasing Plan (Sheet 11) shows this work being 
conducted over a 5-month period, July 2024 – November 2024.  The project engineer (SKL) 
provided a memo (dated January 20, 2022) that lists the general steps involved in designing 
and permitting the daylighted river, as requested.  We defer evaluation of this information to 
the City Engineer. 


  
vi. Fate of the existing log cabin.  During the PUD Eligibility presentation, the applicant’s 


representative stated that the developer will work with the community to see what items 
may appropriately be preserved and displayed in the future.  In our previous review, we 
recommended that the Planning Commission/developer agree to the fate of the log cabin 
on site (remove or retain/relocate), and that the appropriate City/community group be 
named to work with the developer on the details of this decision.  The resubmission includes 
a memo (dated September 19, 2022) describing investigations by the project team on the 
steps involved in moving the log cabin to another location in the River Park, and re-purposing 
the building as a restroom for the park. 


 
vii. Applicant to confirm that cross section shown (PUD Eligibility Pre-App Site Plan Full Set, 


Sheet 8: Building Height Diagrams - 2 of 2; Detail 1: SECTION THROUGH NW BUILDING/ 
CADY STREET/ MAIN STREET) is accurate.  The Commission questions that Main St. is one full 
story below Mary Alexander Court.  This information needs to be provided.  This detail was 
revised in the most recent submission, and is shown on Sheet A0.2. 
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The most recent submission has addressed all of the information requirements/requests listed in our 
previous review.  Evaluation of some of this information, including additional questions, is provided in 
later sections of the review.     
 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Defer recommendation on ownership of land between proposed buildings and 
Griswold St. “proposed” right-of-way to DPW Director/City Engineer.  2) Defer evaluation of the 
Geotechnical Report and environmental conditions information to the City Engineer.  3) Defer evaluation 
of the river restoration design/permitting description to the City Engineer.  4) Recommend that Planning 
Commission/Developer agree to fate of log cabin (remove or retain/relocate), and name appropriate 
City/community group to work with developer on details of this decision.  
 
 


AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 
 
The table on the next page looks at the lot area, lot width, setbacks, maximum lot coverage, landscape 
area, and building height of the proposal. 
 
For the project area within the Cady St. Overlay District, we have compared the proposal to the 
requirements outlined in Section 10.06, Cady Street Overlay (CSO) District. For the remaining project 
areas, we have compared the proposal to the requirements in Section 15.01, Schedule of Regulations, 
which apply to that land use type.  The single-family home area is compared to the requirements of the 
R-1B District, and the townhome/carriage home areas are compared to the requirements of the R-3 
District.  Deviations from the ordinance are identified in the table on the next several pages, and we 
have provided comments on these deviations at the end of this section. 
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Table 1:  Area, Width, Height, Setbacks 


 


Apartments/Condos/ 
Row Houses Single-Family Homes Townhomes Carriage Homes 


Required 
(CSO) Provided Required 


(R-1B) Provided Required 
(R-3) Provided Required 


(R-3) Provided 


Lot Area N/A -- 7,200 s.f. 


22 lots 7,200 s.f. 
or greater 
 
17 lots less than  
7,200 s.f. 
 
(See SF Lot 
Summary in 
Appendix) 


10,000 s.f. 


Along Beal St. – 
approx. 2.69 ac. 
 
Along S. Center – 
approx. 2.65 ac. 
 
Farmers Mkt. – 
approx. 3.63 ac. 
 
Racetrack –  
approx. 5.32 ac. 
(Inc. Greenway Pk.) 


10,000 s.f. 
Along River Park – 
3.09 ac.  
 


Lot Width N/A -- 60 feet 


22 lots 60 feet or 
wider 
 
17 lots less than 
60 feet  
 
(See SF Lot 
Summary in 
Appendix) 


75 feet 


N.A. 
Clusters of attached 
units are between 
65 feet (3 units) – 
110 feet (5 units) 
wide 


75 feet 


N.A. 
Clusters of attached 
units are between 
90 feet (3 units) – 
120 feet (5 units) 
wide 


Setbacks         


Front 


Cady St. -  
Min. 10’ 
 
Hutton, 
Griswold 
& Beal 
St.- N.A. 


Cady St.-  
Apts.: 
11-19.5’; 
Condos.: 
11 – 18.8’  
 
Hutton -  
Apts.: 
15-18.1’ 
 
Griswold -  
Row 
Houses: 
16.9 – 21’ 
 
N. Beal –  
All: 6-7’ 


25 feet 15 feet 25 feet 


S. side of Beal –  
15’ 
 
Hutton St. –  
20’ (along side of 
building) 
 
S. Center – 15-17.5’ 
 
Fairbrook – 15’ 
(along side of 
building) 
 
Farmers Mkt. – 15’ 
 
Racetrack –  
10-15’ 


25 feet 19-25’, with most 
being 19-20’ 


Side  N/A -- 


7 feet 
min./    
15 feet 
total1 


7.5 feet/  
15 feet total 


15 feet 
min./  
30 feet 
total 


In general, 20’ 
between buildings 


15 feet 
min. /  
30 feet 
total 


Approx. 20’ 
between buildings 


Rear 20 feet No Rear 
Yards 25 feet 44’ from edge of 


alley easement 35 feet 
N.A.; 
19’ to edge of 
“driveway” 


 


35 feet 25 feet 
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Apartments/Condos/ 
Row Houses Single-Family Homes Townhomes Carriage Homes 


Required 
(CSO) Provided Required 


(R-1B) Provided Required 
(R-3) Provided Required 


(R-3) Provided 


Max. Lot 
Coverage N/A -- 30 - 


35%2 Per lot 35% Approx. 25% 35% Approx. 24.2% 


Max. 
Floor Area 
Ratio 


N/A -- 
0.36 or 
max. 
2,500 s.f. 


Per lot 


0.503 
(If 25% 
bonus 
applied, 
max. FAR 
is 0.625) 


0.59  
(Calculated if all 
units are 2,167 s.f.  
Note that an 
attached 
“basement” garage 
is counted toward 
FAR) 


0.503 
(If 25% 
bonus 
applied, 
max. FAR 
is 0.625) 


0.50 


Min. 
Landscape 
Area % of 
Lot 


N/A -- 30%2 Per lot 40%4 N.A. 40%4 N.A. 


Max. 
Building 
Height 


Cady St. 
Overlay:  
4 stories,  
48 feet, or 
5 stories, 
65 feet 
(Bonus 
floor)5  
 
 
 
Griswold 
& Beal 
St.- N.A. 


Cady St.: 
Apts.:           
4-5 
stories/ 
49-65 ft.;  
Condos.:     
3-4 
stories/ 
36 - 50 ft.;  
Row 
Houses:        
3 stories/ 
approx. 
41.3 ft. 
 
Beal St.: 
Apts.:           
5 stories/   
65 ft. 
Condos:        
4 stories/ 
50 ft.  
 
Griswold 
St.: 
Row 
Houses:  
2 stories/ 
21.7 – 
28.3 feet 
 


2.5 
stories 
 
Lots less 
than 
6,000 
s.f.: 26 
ft. 
 
Lots  
between 
6,001 & 
8,000 
s.f.: 28 
ft. 
 
Lots 
greater 
than 
8,000 
s.f.; 30 
ft.  


Per lot 
2 stories /  
21.7’ – 28.6’ 


2.5 stories 
/ 30 feet6 


3 stories/36 feet 
(flat roof); 38.75 
feet (pitched roof) 


2.5 stories 
/ 30 feet6 


2 stories / 27.25 
feet 
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1Single-family homes having a finished attic or other habitable space above a second floor shall be 
required to have a minimum side yard setback of fourteen (14) feet in the R-1B zoning districts. 
 
2For lots considered non-conforming because of insufficient lot area, the maximum allowable lot area 
coverage percent could be increased to 35%. 
 


3Maximum Floor Area Ratio may be increased by a factor of 25% if the development provides for 
features such as sculptures, fountains, plazas, and other types of streetscape improvements if the 
improvements are equal to a minimum value of 10% of the estimated project cost. 
 
4Lots that don’t meet the minimum lot width requirement, and don’t have access to an alley, may use 
the required front open space for a driveway of up to 16 feet in width. 
 
5Eligibilty for “bonus floor/height” must provide three or more public amenities, as listed in the CSO 
District (Sec. 10.06(f)). 
 
6One additional foot of setback shall be provided for every 5 feet increase of height. 
 
We have the following comments regarding the site design: 
 
Apartment, Condo, Row House Buildings: 
 


Building Stories/Height:  The Row House buildings meet the Cady Street Overlay District standards 
in all bulk and location requirements.  
 
However, the ordinance only permits the “bonus floor/65-feet height” along the Cady St. frontage.  
In contrast, the apartment building keeps the height to 4-stories along Cady St., which in our opinion 
is a more consistent scale with other buildings along this street (and the Maincentre Building).  The 
apartment building then takes advantage of the sloping topography, and adds the fifth story/taller 
height half way between Cady St. and Beal St., and then as a stepped-back story along Beal St.  The 
condominium building also takes advantage of the grade change, but is 4-stories/50 feet tall, which 
is just two feet taller than the maximum.  In general, we consider these buildings to fit into the 
character of Cady St., as well as the slope, and do not have concerns about the proposed heights.  In 
addition, the Beal St. façades doesn’t present a “rear building” character that could be unattractive 
from S. Center St.  However, we acknowledge that the height is a slight deviation from the 
ordinance.   
 
In our previous review, we observed that the apartment building façade along Beal St. steps the top 
three stories back by about 32-feet from the ground-level two-stories.  The condominium building 
steps back its top 3-stories along the Beal St. façade by 57-feet from the ground-level one story.  We 
asked if the top stories of the apartment building could be stepped back more (like the condo 
building) along this façade so that it has less dominance on the Hutton/Beal intersection.  The 
applicant has provided a comparison showing the effect of this change (Illustrations labeled “Beal 
Street Setback Plan” and “Beal Street Setback Section”).  The illustrations state that if the top stories 
were setback more then a third story would need to be added to the facades along Beal St.  In our 
opinion, the effects of our suggestion would make the situation worse at this intersection.    
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Single-Family Lots: 
 
See the Single-Family Lot Summary in the Appendix to this review. 
 
Lot Size and Width:  Slightly less than half of the single-family lots (or 17 lots) are smaller in area 
than a standard R-1B lot and narrower than the standard R-1B lot.  The applicant modified this plan 
to reduce the front setback of the townhomes along Beal St. (to create a more “urban” character), 
which allowed for shifting property lines, and creating three more lots that are compliant in lot area, 
and one fewer lot compliant in lot width.  This change reduced the lot size non-conformity shown in 
the previous plan. 
 
Regarding lots that are smaller/narrower than the required R-1B standard, we consider this variation 
to be desirable, as it makes the lots less expensive than the larger lots.  However, we acknowledge 
that this is a deviation from the ordinance. 
 
Front Setbacks:  The front setbacks proposed for the single-family lots is 15-feet, which is 10-feet 
less than the standard R-1B front setback.  In our opinion, this closer setback creates a more 
“walkable” neighborhood, placing front porches closer to people using the sidewalks.  But we 
acknowledge that this is a deviation from the ordinance. 
 
Rear Setbacks:  In our previous review, we mentioned that the garages were 14-feet from the alley 
easement line.  We asked what the purpose of this setback was, since the ordinance allows a garage 
to be 1-foot from an alley right-of-way.  The applicant states that this design offers driveway 
parking.  The typical house is shown as setback 44-feet from the alley easement, which is consistent 
with the R-1B required rear setback. 
 
Lot Coverage/FAR/Min. Landscape Area:  Because the new homeowner will choose the house style 
for their lot, it is not possible to confirm that these requirements will be met, given the number of 
possible combinations.  As requested, the response memo (dated January 20, 2022) states that the 
developer of the single-family homes will meet all of the R-1B zoning standards. 


 
 
Townhomes:   
  


Front Setbacks:   
A. S. side of Beal St.:  As suggested under the discussion of the Single-Family lots, the townhomes 


on the south side of Beal St. have been shifted 10-feet closer to the Beal sidewalk for a front 
setback of 15-feet.  We acknowledge that the required R-3 front setback is 25-feet; however, 
this street has a more urban character, and locating the townhomes closer to the sidewalk is 
consistent with this character. 


 
B. S. Center St.:  The Preliminary Site Plan has shifted townhomes from other areas of the project 


to the S. Center St. corridor.  We consider this a positive change, as a higher density is 
appropriate along this major street and gateway into the City, and is consistent with the 
Planning Commission’s discussion of this roadway.  The proposed front setbacks of the 
townhomes have been provided, as requested, and are proposed at 15-17.5 feet.  The range is 
due to the fact that S. Center St. intersections with the internal roads at a slight angle.  Given 
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that S. Center is a primary street, and that the CBD-O Overlay District on N. Center calls for a 
maximum front setback of 15-feet, we consider this deviation appropriate.  


 
C. Hutton, Beal & Fairbrook streets:  The sides of the townhomes face these streets.  The 


townhomes at the intersection of Hutton and Beal St. are 20-feet from the Hutton St. right-of-
way.  In our view, this is a relatively “urban” corner, and the buildings should be closer to the 
sidewalk, and certainly closer than the single-family lot further south.  This will create a 
“stepped down” configuration from the “downtown” character to “residential” character along 
Hutton.  The setbacks of townhome sides along Beal and Fairbrook have been moved closer to 
the sidewalk, which we consider positive.   


 
In addition, based on Planning Commission comments, the townhouse side façades facing 
Hutton, Beal & Fairbrook should have a “front” character, and secondary access from the street.  
The applicant has presented a “High Visibility Townhouse Unit” façade, which adds brick to the 
lower third of this facade.  The Planning Commission will need to discuss this change; however, 
we would suggest that it be addressed at the Final Site Plan stage. 
 


Side Setbacks:  In general, the proposal shows 20-feet between townhouse buildings. 
 
Rear Setbacks:  The townhomes are setback back from the internal “lanes” 19-feet, which is the 
dimension of a parking space.  In our previous reviews, we had suggested that these parking spaces 
are not necessary.  However, the applicant considers them necessary.  They explained that many 
people commonly fill up their garage with other possessions, and need another place to park their 
vehicles.  The driveway parking behind the townhouse units will accomplish this, out of the public’s 
view. 


    
Floor Area Ratio:  As shown in the table, Floor Area Ratio for the townhomes exceeds the base 
maximum for the R-3 zoning district.  However, the ordinance does permit “bonus” floor area ratio if 
the project is providing public amenities that represent 10% of the estimated project cost.  The 
response memo (dated January 20, 2022) state that Toll Brothers will provide considerable funding 
toward the proposed benefits on the project, including day lighting of the Rouge River and creation 
of the River Park and Greenway Park (townhome central park).  The applicant should show cost 
estimates for their contribution to these benefits in relation to the estimated project cost. 


 
Building Height:  The townhomes are proposed at three (3) stories.  The R-3 district calls for a 
maximum height of two and one-half (2.5) stories, as does the S. Center St. Sub-Area Plan and the 
Racetrack Sub-Area Plan.  As requested, the height dimension of the townhomes has been provided 
on the elevation drawings, and shows that the deviation is ½ story and 6-8.75 feet in excess of the 
maximum permitted height.  The applicant’s narrative response (dated December 14, 2021) states 
that the half-story deviation along S. Center St. outweighs the impact that the 3-story townhomes 
would have if the townhomes were retained along the southern portion of the River Park (as in the 
previous plan).   
 
In our opinion, three-story townhomes along the south side of Beal St., and S. Center St. are logical, 
as these two streets are more “urban” in character, and not like a typical Northville neighborhood.  
The 3-story buildings will also screen the residential uses to the south from activity along Beal St. 
and uses to the east from activity on S. Center St.  The townhomes that surround Greenway Park will 
be a full story taller than the single-family homes along Fairbrook, and the Carriage Homes along the 
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River Park.  This area is fairly flat.  Given the location of the Carriage Homes, most of the townhomes 
won’t be visible from the Park; however, from Fairbrook, the top story, as well as the rear and sides 
of the townhome buildings will be visible between the houses on Fairbrook.  This condition will exist 
until trees can become established that help to diminish the scale of the townhomes.  In our 
previous review, we suggested that the applicant could provide an illustration of the view from the 
Fairbrook sidewalk to confirm or negate this perception.  The response memo states that an 
illustration was provided; however, it wasn’t evident to us in the package.     
 
The townhome elevation drawings show two proposed styles: one with a flat roof, and one with a 
pitched roof.  The footprint of the two styles appears to be the same.  In our previous review, we 
asked that the site plan indicate the location of the two styles.  The most recent plan shows a “flat 
roof townhome interspersed with the pitched-roof design.  Another alternative we would suggest is 
to locate the flat-roof design on the more “urban” corridors, such as along S. Center St. and the 
south side of Beal St.  The more “residential areas,” such as the interior of the Racetrack, and the 
interior of the Farmer’s Market site, could receive the pitched-roof design.  This is a refinement that 
can be decided upon Final Site Plan review.  
 


Carriage Homes: 
 
The site plan shows the addition of an additional attached single-family residential unit (Carriage 
Homes).  The project narrative states that this house style was introduced to respond to the 
Planning Commission’s desire for additional residential variation.  The Commissioners had suggested 
four-plex or six-plex multi-family buildings. 
 
Building Style:  The proposed carriage homes are two-story attached units, in clusters of three and 
four, that have approximately 1,984 square feet of finished space, and a 420 square foot, front-
facing attached garage.  These units are located on the east/south side of the extension of Griswold 
(Private Road A).  We have used the R-3 zoning district to evaluate the bulk of these proposed 
buildings.  In our opinion, we consider the proposed size and height of the units desirable; however, 
the front-facing garage is undesirable for this development.  However, we acknowledge that a 
building design that has rear-access garages will require a driveway behind the buildings and along 
the River Park/open space.  Please see our comments under “Building Location and Site 
Arrangements.” 
 
Front Setbacks:  These units are set back from the street 19-25 feet.  As with the townhomes, the 
applicant considers driveways to be essential to the success of the project to provide flexibility to 
the homeowner and their guests. 
 
Rear Setbacks:  The site plan has been amended, showing a 25-foot rear setback between the 
Carriage Homes and the River Park.  We consider this dimension acceptable as it is consistent with a 
single-family home setback, and because it is slightly smaller than the required 35-foot setback, 
reserves more space for the River Park and open space.   
 


All other zoning requirements for area and placement are met.  
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The revised plans eliminated several deviations that had been identified in our previous review.  The 
table below summarizes the remaining deviations, our opinion of whether the deviation benefits the 
project, and the issues that are unresolved at this time: 
 


Table 2:  Summary of Area, Width, Height, Setbacks Deviations 
 


Deviation Potential Change/Comment 


Per CWA 


Be
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Location of 5th story half way between Cady 
St. and Beal St.  X   


Si
ng


le
-


Fa
m


ily
 


Lo
ts


 Area and lot width smaller on 17 lots than R-
1B standard  X   


Front setback smaller than R-1B standard  X   


To
w


nh
om


es
 


Front setback 15-feet along south side of 
Beal  X   


Front setback along S. Center St. 15-17.5’  X   


Side facades  Locate townhome “High Visibility Side” facades 10-15 
feet from Hutton   X 


Floor area ratio (FAR) 
Townhouse applicant to show cost estimates for their 
contribution to public benefits in relation to the 
estimated project cost to meet FAR “bonus” provisions.    


 X  


Building height ½ story taller than 
ordinance/Master Plan calls for along S. 
Center & in Racetrack 


Provide illustration of views looking south from 
Fairbrook sidewalk to evaluate impact of 3-story 
townhomes behind single-family homes. 


 X  


Ca
rr


ia
ge


 
Ho


m
es


 


Front-facing garage 
A rear-accessed garage building design will require a 
driveway behind the carriage homes, directly adjacent to 
River Park and open space. 


 X  


 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Address “unresolved” deviations in the summary table above.  2) Townhouse 
applicant to show cost estimates for their contribution to public benefits in relation to the estimated 
project cost to meet “FAR bonus” provisions of ordinance.  3) Provide illustration from Fairbrook showing 
how taller townhomes behind single-family homes will be visible or not visible to a pedestrian.     
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NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
As mentioned above, a tree survey showing all of the existing trees greater than 6” in diameter has been 
provided.  The trees should be identified if they are proposed to be removed.  If possible, we 
recommend that the following trees be retained, as they are unusually large, and the survey indicates 
that they are in good condition: 
 
#2401 – 31” Maple 
#2403 – 48” Walnut 
#2415 – 32” Maple 
#2433 – 41” Maple  (Note that two trees have this same tag number) 
 
The Rouge River is a very significant natural feature on this site.  The plans show that the river will be 
daylighted (removed from the existing culvert), and a natural channel will be created to accommodate 
the flow of the river.   In addition, the plans indicate that the river channel, and abutting river banks, will 
be “restored” to a natural condition.  All of this work is highly technical, and will require specific 
expertise to accomplish successfully.  As requested, a description of the design and permitting by 
outside agencies for the daylighting project have been provided, with an estimated timeline.  The City 
Engineer’s review discusses this description.   
 
The Johnson Drain, a high-quality stream, is another important natural feature.  While the stream is not 
located on this site, the top of the stream bank is on the site’s south property line.  In this vicinity, the 
site itself has been cleared of all vegetation.   However, construction of the proposed stormwater 
detention basin will re-vegetate the site to the top of the stream bank, which will have positive effects 
on the water quality in the stream itself.     However, this feature will need to be protected from 
construction impacts.  As requested, the Grading Plan shows protective fencing (in addition to soil 
erosion measures) at the edge of disturbance along the top of the stream bank (or property line, if 
further away from the top of bank).  
 
Sheets 8 and 9 of the plan set show the site’s existing topography, and provide spot elevations generally 
indicating how the site will be graded to accommodate the development.  We defer evaluation of the 
proposed Grading Plan to the City Engineer. 
 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Indicate on the tree survey trees to be removed.  2) Consider retaining trees 
#2401, #2403, #2415 and #2433; revise numbering to eliminate duplicate tag numbers for 2433.  3) 
Defer evaluation of Grading Plan to City Engineer.  
 
 


BUILDING LOCATION AND SITE ARRANGEMENT 
 
We have organized our comments in this section around the various building types: 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed Use, Row Houses, Single-Family Homes, Townhomes, and Carriage 
Homes. 
 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed Use Buildings:   
As provided for in the Master Plan, the apartment/condominium buildings (or highest-density 
residential uses) and the commercial space are located along the Cady St. frontage.   The buildings are 
close to the Cady St. right-of-way, with parking in the rear of the buildings, or in parking lots/structures 
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which are screened from view by a building.  In our opinion, these building locations/configurations are 
consistent with the Master Plan vision and are appropriately arrange on the site. 
 
Both the apartment building and condominium building have commercial space occupying some portion 
of the ground floor.  The building corners that face Hutton and the proposed Central Park are occupied 
by retail/restaurant spaces, which we consider positive.   
 
The amount of proposed commercial space (16,204 square feet) is broken down as follows: 


• Apartment Lobby: 1,500 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Apartment Leasing: 950 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Apartment Flex Space: 3,220 s.f. 
• Apartment Retail: 3,600 s.f. 
• Condominium Lobby: 1,600 s.f. (Residential service area) 
• Condominium Retail: 3,250 s.f. 
• Rowhouse Flex Space: 2,084 s.f. 


  
When describing “commercial” in the Master Plan, it lists “retail, restaurant, office” as examples.  We 
would consider lobbies and leasing offices to be compatible, but they are only serving the residents of 
the building and not the general public.  Removing the residential service areas, the proposed retail/flex 
spaces (including the Row Houses) make up a total of 12,154 square feet.  Three other approved 
projects on Cady street have/will also add commercial space to the area:  106 E. Cady St. (the Delano) 
will add 1,634 s.f. first-floor office/retail space, 345 E. Cady St. will add 3,128 s.f. first floor 
retail/restaurant, and 456 E. Cady St. will add 12,000 s.f. first-floor commercial.   All combined, there is 
the potential for 28,916 s.f. of commercial space along Cady St.  
 
The applicant sponsored a “Retail Demand Report” for this project in September, 2021.  It concludes 
that: “…the 17,000 s.f. of commercial retail space being delivered in the “Northville Downs” 
development will be absorbed within three (3) years of delivery.”  This report also considers the 12,000 
s.f. of new commercial space at 456 E. Cady St.   
 
Another information point is a retail study conducted for the DDA’s Strategic Plan.  This plan forecasted 
that the Northville market area could absorb approximately 50,000 s.f. of new retail space.  To help 
resolve the difference between these two reports, the DDA has retained a retail consultant who will 
provide an opinion about the potential retail market on Cady St., taking into consideration the current 
make-up of downtown businesses.  This report will be provided to the Planning Commission when it is 
available.   
 
Row Houses: 
The row houses, located at the Cady/Griswold intersection, provide for a slight reduction in “activity 
level” at this end of the corridor.  However, they are located relatively close to the street along both 
frontages, providing opportunities for porch and sidewalk users to interact.  These units will also provide 
for another type of housing. 
 
Townhomes:   
Townhomes are located in three areas: on the south side of Beal St., along S. Center St. and on the 
Farmer’s Market property, and in the southern part of the Racetrack property. 
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1. South side of Beal St.:  The Preliminary Site Plan has been revised to locate townhomes on the south 
side of Beal St.  We consider this a very positive change, as the townhomes provide “one step down” 
in intensity from the apartment/condominiums/row houses on the north side of Beal.  As 
mentioned above, the applicant has shifted these units closer to the Beal St. right-of-way.  They 
have also offered a variation of the side facades that face a street. 


 
The Walkability Consultant identified and opportunity for more “eyes on the park” as the most 
easterly building on the south side of Beal St. (See CWA Cover memo to D. Burden’s Technical 
Review).  This may also be an opportunity for a secondary “front” façade (facing the park).  The 
applicant should respond to this suggestion.   


 
2. S. Center & Farmer’s Market Property:  This plan has also been amended to locate townhomes along 


S. Center (vs. single-family homes).  This change is consistent with the Master Plan and Planning 
Commission comments; we consider it a positive change.  As mentioned above, the front setbacks of 
the townhomes range between 15-feet and 17.5-feet, which is consistent with N. Center St.  This 
setback allows enough space for a grass panel with street trees in the road right-of-way, and public 
sidewalks on the subject site, as shown on Sheet L105.  The public sidewalk locations on the subject 
site (vs. in the right-of-way) will require an easement.  At Final Site Plan, the landscape plans will be 
detailed to clearly add lawn panels, street trees, and street lights within the S. Center St. right-of-
way where these features currently do not exist. 


 
3. Racetrack Property:  The townhome units in this area are arranged around a central park (called 


Greenway Park), and “U-shaped” road system (Private Road A).  The central park, and secondary 
green space to the east, are desirable features of this arrangement.  The park creates an endpoint 
for Hutton St., and a gathering space for all City residents.  The final Hutton St. “vista” terminates in 
a river overlook, with some type of amenity, such as a gazebo or sculpture.  This may provide an 
opportunity to acknowledge the equestrian history of the site as the final terminus. The pedestrian 
pathway from the River Park has been re-located to be directly in line with the north/south pathway 
traversing Greenway Park and Hutton St. 


 
The technical review provided by the Walkability Consultant suggested that a secondary “front” 
façade be added to the townhome units that face the pedestrian connector between Hutton St. and 
Greenway Park.  The applicant should address this suggestion. 


 
In a previous review, we also described our concern of having private residences “in” the River Park.  
The Walkability Consultant also recommended that these residential units be moved to the west 
side of Private Road A, and only parkland occupy the east side of this road.  The applicant has 
responded to this suggestion with an exhibit titled “Site Plan vs Griswold Extension.” The exhibit 
shows a much smaller River Park, and additional space for residential units.  The project engineer 
states the following in their response memo (dated January 20, 2022): 
1. Extending Griswold in this fashion will negatively impact daylighting the River. 
2. The City’s Engineer observed that making this connection from E. Hines Drive (principal arterial) 


to Griswold north of Main street (minor arterial) would risk Griswold operating at a far more 
intense level than desired.  


3. The City’s Engineer considers this connection unnecessary, as the proposed connections to the 
existing network are fully adequate. 
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Single-Family Homes:   
As mentioned before, the single-family homes are proposed closer to downtown than illustrated in the 
Master Plan.  A Soils Investigation report (dated March 16, 2018) has been provided.  This study 
evaluated the findings of 23 soil test borings conducted on the site, and made recommendations 
regarding the capacity of these soils to accommodate structures.  Page 3 of this report indicates that it 
would be “extremely difficult,” “very difficult,” and “difficult” to locate buildings with basements in the 
vicinity of 14 of the test boring locations.  Page 7 states that “Excavating and maintaining dry basements 
below the long-term water table in the vicinity of these borings may be difficult.”   The report goes on to 
describe the steps needed to construct basements in these areas.  A map at the end of the report 
highlights the soil test boring locations that show wet sand areas, which correspond to the locations 
where basements are deemed to be extremely difficult/very difficult/difficult to build.  Comparing this 
information with the site design, it appears that the single-family homes are not located in the vicinity of 
the wet sands.  We defer evaluation of this information to the City Engineer.      
 
The arrangement of single-family home lots is in a traditional block pattern, with most homes facing a 
public street and vehicular access provided via a rear alley.  We consider this arrangement positive.  A 
cluster of three single-family lots face a portion of the River Park, providing “eyes on the park,” as 
recommended by the Walkability Consultant. 
 
Six lots (#22 - #27) are arranged around a narrow “courtyard” with a central sidewalk.  These lots don’t 
face a street.  Vehicular access is provided via a 22-foot wide “driveway,” or a 12-foot wide “alley.”  We 
consider this a unique configuration that is desirable.  As suggested, the sidewalk that traverses the 
front of these homes has been continued past the alley to the south, and now connects to Fairbrook.     
 
The single-family homes (and apparently the townhomes) will get their mail via a central mailbox.  The 
central mailbox has been removed from the River Park, and re-located to an open space in the Racetrack 
townhome cluster. 
 
We had suggested that higher-density (such as four- or six-plex buildings) be located along the Hutton 
St. frontage, given the relative importance of this street.  The response memo states that the developer 
is proposing single-family units along Hutton. 
 
 
Carriage Homes: 


 
As suggested, the applicant moved the townhomes on the east side of the U-shaped road (shown on the 
PUD Eligibility plan) to S. Center St.  Carriage homes were then located along the east side of the U-
shaped road, abutting the River Park.  The applicant states that Carriage homes provide additional 
diversity to the residential opportunities in the project, and this style of building eliminates vehicular 
uses on the River Park side of the buildings (no rear entry garages and drive aisles).    
 
Our previous review stated that front-facing-garage building designs were not consistent with the public 
comments received to date for redevelopment of this area.  We have two suggestions that could 
address this issue: 
 
1. Different Front-Facing Garage Design with Less Prominent Garage.  We acknowledge that rear-


loaded buildings would require drive lanes next to the park, and eliminate the possibility for a “back 
yard” for these homes.  Floor plans of these units have been provided.  The homes have a relatively 
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small front porches, and the outside front edge of the porch is only slightly in front of the garage.  
Given the extensive portfolio of the developer, is there a product that is similar is size/height to the 
proposed Carriage Homes, where the garage recedes from the font façade, rather than be so far in 
front of the front door?  Northville has an ordinance that requires front-facing garages to be a 
minimum of 4-feet behind the front façade of the house.  While these attached units may not be 
able to meet that standard, having the garage door flush with the front façade, or further back so 
that the front door, vs. the garage door, is the prominent feature of the front façade may help to 
address this concern. 


 
2. Orient Principal “Front” Façade of Carriage Homes Toward Park vs. Street.  The Walkability 


Consultant saw the location of the Carriage Homes as an opportunity to put more “eyes on the 
park.”  His suggestion was to include a house design that has a “front” facing the park, and a 
secondary “front” facing the street (with the garage access).   


 
Another suggestion made by the Walkability Consultant involves the east/west pedestrian pathway 
through the Greenway Park.  He suggested that this pathway cross Private Road A to the east, and 
connect with a pathway into the River Park (See D. Burden’s Technical Memo).  To accomplish this 
change, the Carriage Homes that currently block this connection would need to be shifted. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) The public sidewalk locations on the subject site along S. Center St. will 
require an easement.  2. Defer evaluation of the Soils Investigation report, and location of structures 
without basements, to the City Engineer. 3) Applicant to consider secondary front facades on townhome 
sides that face River Park or pedestrian connection from Hutton to Greenway Park.  4) Similar Carriage 
Home design (in size/height) where the front-facing garage either flush with front façade, or recedes 
from the front façade so front door is the prominent feature vs. the garage door; OR orient prominent 
“front” façade toward the park vs. street.  5) Extent east/west pedestrian path to River Park by shifting 
intervening Carriage homes. 
  
 


PARKING 
 
Number of Parking Spaces 
 
We have evaluated the plans for the number of parking spaces provided per each building type.  (See 
Appendix for explanatory table.)  The end result of this parking analysis is that the project will generally 
accommodate the required number of spaces for the proposed uses.  The calculation shows the 
proposed parking is deficient by four (4) spaces.  Sheet 7 shows parking calculations, and it includes on-
street parking spaces for both the townhomes and single-family homes that we couldn’t locate on the 
plans.  The applicant should indicate where these spaces are located.  If these spaces exist, then the 
project exceeds the ordinance parking requirements. 
 
Another possibility is adding parking spaces along Private Road A.  The City Engineer recommends that 
this road be a “pubic” road, which we assume will have a 60-foot wide right-of-way.  If this change 
occurs, additional public parking spaces can be located along this roadway.   
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Public Spaces per Purchase Agreement: 
The purchase agreement with the City requires that 92 public parking spaces are constructed within 600 
feet of the existing City lot.  As requested, the plans were amended to show a 600-foot distance from 
the boundaries of the existing City lot.  Ninety-two public spaces exist within this distance. 
 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed-Use Buildings:   
The ordinance requires 1.8 spaces per unit for the apartment building, while the proposal offers 1.7 
space per unit in dedicated parking spaces.  We consider this an acceptable deviation because more 
than half of the apartment units are either studio units, or one-bedroom units.  If about half of the 
studio/one-bed units have tenants with two cars, the proposed parking could still accommodate this 
need.  The surface lot (108 spaces) requires 5 barrier-free spaces.  As requested, these spaces are shown 
on the Sheet 7 of the plans.  The parking under the building (187 spaces) requires 6 barrier-free spaces.  
The floor plans for this building have been amended, and clearly show the required number of barrier-
free spaces. 
 
The condominium building offers 2 parking spaces per unit.  This is less than the ordinance requirement; 
however, the provided on-street parking could handle visitor parking (which is part of the ordinance 
requirement).  The surface lot serving this building (63 spaces) will require 3 barrier-free spaces, which 
are shown on Sheet 7.  The garage serving this building (42 spaces) requires 2 barrier-free spaces.  The 
architectural plans have been amended to show the required number of barrier-free spaces. 
 
The proposed public parking meets the commercial space parking requirements.  These spaces are in 
addition to the purchase agreement requirement.  The 18-space surface lot shows the required number 
of barrier-free spaces. 
 
Other Residential Unit Types: 
All other residential unit types provide for required parking in a private garage.  The project has 
additional street parking that can be used by visitors (in addition to the public parking required above).  
As proposed by the applicant, driveways can also be used to accommodate visitor vehicles. 
 
 
Arrangement of Parking Spaces 
 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed Use Buildings:   
The parking associated with the apartment building for residential use is located either underneath the 
building or in a surface lot.  The surface lot is located behind the building and not visible from Cady St., 
Hutton St., or Beal St. We consider this positive. 
 
The parking associated with the condominium building for residential use is also underneath the 
building, or in a screened surface lot. 
 
The parking associated with the commercial uses in both buildings is proposed to be located in an 18-
space parking lot at the north end of the Central Park, and on the surrounding public streets.  The on-
street parking is positive.  However, the 18-space parking lot negatively impacts the function and 
aesthetics of the Central Park.  We understand it was offered so that parents picking kids up at the 
Church day care would have somewhere to wait in their car. While we sympathize with these users, its 
unknown if the Church will always have this daycare program, while this Park will be a feature of Cady 
Street for decades to come.  If the lot were eliminated, the project would only be 22-spaces deficient.  In 
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making a difficult choice, we would recommend that the Planning Commission consider eliminating this 
lot, and extending the Central Park all the way to Cady St.  This change was also supported by the 
Walkability Consultant. 
 
Other Residential Unit Types:   
Our comments regarding the arrangement of parking for the single-family homes, townhomes, and 
carriage homes is described above. 
 
Size of Parking Spaces & Maneuvering Lanes 
 
Minimum parking space “size” requirements include 9-foot width, 19-foot length, and 20-foot 
maneuvering lane.  The proposed dimensions are shown on Sheet 7.  We have evaluated the proposed 
parking for each building type: 
 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed Use Buildings/Row Houses:   
The proposed size of parking spaces in the surface lots serving these buildings meets ordinance 
requirements.  In our previous review, we noted that the maneuvering lanes were wider than required 
(22 to 24-feet wide), when required to be 20-feet wide.  We recommended that the lanes be narrowed 
as much as possible.  This will help to minimize impervious surface, and in some instances, increase the 
amount of surrounding green space.  The response memo states that maneuvering lanes were 
minimized to 22-feet wide, but any narrower would negatively affect vehicle movements.  We consider 
the changes positive. 
 
The parking spaces in the garage structures on the architectural plans have not been dimensioned, and 
should be. 
 
Other Residential Unit Types:   
The driveways behind the townhomes (and some single-family homes) are proposed at 22-feet wide, 
which is 2-feet wider than required for two-way movements in a parking lot.  We also recommended 
minimizing these driveway widths as much as possible.  The response memo states that these driveways 
are designed with “mountable curbs,” which actually makes the driving surface 20-feet wide.       
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) Parking calculations on Sheet 7 list 24 parking spaces, and 44 public on-street 
spaces for townhomes/carriage homes, and 8 public on-street spaces for single-family homes.  The 
location of these spaces needs to be shown on the plans.  2)  City Engineer recommendation to change 
Private Road A to a public road with on-street parking.  3)  Planning Commission consider number of 
parking spaces for apartments/condominiums compared to parking requirements.  4) Planning 
Commission consider recommendation that the 18-space parking lot on Cady St. be eliminated, and that 
the Central Park extend all the way to Cady St.  5) Parking spaces in garage structures on architectural 
plans should be dimensioned. 
 


SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 
 
In general, the City Engineer has evaluated the proposed road network, and considers the proposed 
connections to be fully adequate. 
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We compared the proposal against the recommendations made by Dan Burden, Walkability Consultant, 
and prepared the attached spreadsheet.  The spreadsheet identifies his recommendations, or 
recommendations made by the City Engineer, the City’s Non-Motorized Plan, or other sources (as 
identified), and the proposal.  Areas where the proposal is contrary to Mr. Burden’s recommendations 
are highlighted in yellow; OHM’s recommendations are highlighted in blue.  Note that all of these issues 
cannot be resolved by the Planning Commission.  For example, the Police Chief and Fire Chief will need 
to be consulted on the recommendations. 
 
An important recommendation made by Mr. Burden was to connect the project to 7-Mile at E. Hines 
Drive.  The City Engineer has provided an opinion on this concept, and does not support it as it has the 
potential to become a major connector between N. Griswold (minor arterial) and E. Hines Dr. (principal 
arterial).  (See OHM’s 1-13-22 memo “Commentary on Dan Burden’s and City Mobility Suggestions.”)  As 
mentioned above, the City Engineer considers the proposed road network fully adequate. 
 
The City Engineer also provides comments on the 7-Mile and Sheldon Rd./S. Center St. intersection. 
 
Note that review of the Traffic Impact Study is provided by the City Engineer.  This study includes 
recommendations for intersection improvements, which will also be evaluated by the City Engineer. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) Planning Commission consideration of spreadsheet comparison of D. Burden’s 
recommendations, OHM’s recommendations, and the proposal.  
 
 


LANDSCAPING & STREETSCAPE AMENITIES 
 
Landscaping and streetscape details are required upon Final Site Plan Review.  However, given the 
importance of streetscape improvements that accommodate walkability, the applicant was requested to 
provide landscape plans showing the streetscape details. 
 
Cady St. 
The number of street trees in the Cady St. Overlay District requires 1 tree per 40 lineal feet of frontage.  
The plans show trees provided at 1 per 30 lineal feet of frontage, exceeding this requirement.  These 
trees will create a comfortable pedestrian environment through their shade and protection from 
vehicles on the street.  Per the DDA Secondary Street Standards, the trees are shown in tree grates. 
 
No other streetscape amenities are shown on the Landscape Plans.  The Cady St. Overlay District, as well 
as the DDA Secondary Street Guidelines that apply to Cady St., call for seating, special concrete finishes, 
pavers, bollards in some locations, and decorative pedestrian-scaled lighting.  The response narrative 
states that new streetlights matching the requirements of the Secondary Streets Design Standards will 
be provided.   
 
Hutton, Griswold, Beal, and Fairbrook St. 
The same tree spacing (1 tree per 30 lineal feet) is proposed along Hutton, Griswold, Beal, and 
Fairbrook.  The trees along the north side of Beal and the segment of Hutton north of Beal, are located 
in tree grates.  The trees along Griswold, the segment of Hutton south of Beal, and Fairbrook, are 
located in grass panels.  We consider these designs appropriate for the adjoining land uses. 
 







The Downs PUD 
January 26, 2022 
 


24 


Griswold currently does not have decorative street lights.  The new streets will need street lights.  The 
plans should locate street lights along these corridors. 
 
 
S. Center St. and River St. 
The S. Center St. sub-area plan in the Master Plan states that future development shall extend the City 
streetscape improvements along S. Center St.  Note that the east side of S. Center St. is occupied by an 
overhead powerline.   
 
Sheet L105 proposes the following for S. Center St.: 


• On the east side of S. Center St., between Beal and Fairbrook, a 7-8 foot wide grass panel 
between the street and sidewalk, and street trees planted in the front yards of the townhomes. 


• Between Fairbrook and 7-Mile: 
- East side of S. Center, a 7-8 foot wide grass panel between the street and sidewalk, planted 


with street trees. 
- West side of S. Center, a 12 foot wide grass panel between the street and sidewalk, planted 


with street trees. 
• At the intersection of S. Center and 7-Mile, the plans show a “gateway to be designed at a later 


date.” 
 
This corridor has some decorative street lights, but not consistently along both sides of the road, 
particularly south of Beal St. to 7-Mile.  The plans should identify locations for new streetlights along this 
corridor.  This most likely will also require removal of the overhead lights on the power poles. 
 
In our previous review, we observed that the project will not conduct any work within the River St. right-
of-way.  We asked for clarification.  The response memo states that a lawn parkway is to be installed 
between the road pavement and a 5-foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the street.  No trees are 
proposed given the overhead powerlines.  In our opinion, a curb along this street edge should be added 
to provide some type of barrier between cars on River St. and pedestrians on the sidewalk, particularly 
since there will be no street trees performing this function. 
 
Sheets 105 and 106 show street trees along the U-shaped road, and the internal “lanes” at the “1 tree 
per 30 lineal feet” spacing.   
 
Note that the street cross sections (Sheets L110 – L113) show the parallel on-street parking spaces at 8-
foot depth; the site plan shows them at 8.5-foot depth.  While the response memo states this was 
changed, Sheet 7 shows 8.5-foot deep parking spaces.  The sheets should be coordinated. 
 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Applicant to confirm that streetlights will be installed on new streets, and 
along S. Center St.  2) Need for curb along west side of River St. as barrier between vehicles and 
pedestrians.  3) Coordinate on-street parking lot depth dimension between street cross sections (Sheets 
L110-L113) and site plans. 
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LIGHTING 
 
Detailed lighting information is required upon Final Site Plan Review. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  Detailed lighting information upon Final Site Plan Review.  
 
 


UTILITIES 
 
Proposed utilities are shown on Sheets 8 and 9. 
 
The proposed stormwater system will need to be compliant with Wayne County’s updated stormwater 
management requirements.  The plans show use of a number of underground detention facilities on the 
north end of the site, and a pre-treatment/detention basin at the south end of the site.  The high water 
table inhibits the ability to infiltrate stormwater runoff.   
 
In our previous review, we had concerns regarding a proposed stormwater catch basin in the middle of 
Greenway Park’s central feature.  The revised plans have relocated this catch basin.    
 
We defer comments on these systems to the DPW Director and City Engineer. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) Defer review of utility connections to DPW Director and City Engineer. 
 
 


FLOOR PLANS/ ELEVATIONS 
 
Detailed floor plans and elevations of almost all of the proposed buildings have been submitted.   
 
Apartment/Condominium/Mixed-Use Buildings 
The proposed elevations of these buildings are, in our opinion, well suited for Cady St., and as an 
extension of Northville’s downtown.  The scale of the buildings along Cady coordinates well with the 
existing buildings on the north side of the street.  The illustrations provided in the package assist in 
making this assessment.  We also consider the scale of the buildings along the new segment of Hutton 
St., and the new Central Park, to positively take advantage of the change in elevation, and locate a 
significant amount of parking underneath the buildings.  Floor plans of these buildings have been 
provided.  This information assists in explaining how the buildings will function. 
Since the apartment/condominium/mixed-use buildings are in the Historic District, these buildings will 
need to be reviewed and approved by the Historic District Commission (HDC) as well.  We would 
recommend that this approval process begin during the Preliminary stage in case the HDC has 
comments/changes regarding elements of the building that impact the site design. 
 
Row Houses 
Elevations and floor plans of the proposed row houses have also been provided.  We agree with the 
different architecture between the buildings that face Cady St. (more urban character), and the 
buildings that face the more residential Griswold St.  The plans have been amended to replace 
townhomes with row houses at the north sides of Beal, and at the intersections of Griswold and S. 
Center St. with the “residential style” row house.  We consider this appropriate at Griswold/Beal, as 
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these buildings help to make the transition to the residential neighborhood to the east.  Regarding the S 
Center St./Beal location, they could coordinate well with the existing historic homes in this block.  These 
buildings are also located in the Historic District (along Cady & Griswold), and will require HDC approval. 
 
Townhomes 
The submission also includes elevations and floor plans of the proposed townhomes.  The elevations 
show two townhome styles: one with a flat roof, and one with a pitched roof.  The other differences 
between these two styles seem very subtle.  See our comments above regarding location of the two 
styles.   
 
Carriage Homes 
We commented earlier in this review that a building design with a prominent front-facing garage is not 
desirable for this new development.  We asked if the applicant could offer a building style of a similar 
scale (size/height), but with a garage that is flush with/recessed behind the front façade so that it is 
secondary in prominence to the front door and front porch. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) Comments above are repeated in other portions of this review.  2)Review by 
the Historic District Commission concurrent with Preliminary Site Plan review.   
 
 


PROJECT PHASING 
 
The submission includes a  “Phasing Plan,” showing the projected timeline of each phase of the project.  
We have organized this information in the following table: 
 


 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 


Phase: 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 


HPH Phase 1 – Cady to 
Beal/Center to Griswold: 
Apartments/Condos/Row 
houses 


                      


                      


 


Toll Bros. Phase 1 –  
West side of S. Center 


                      


                      


River Park                        


Toll Bros. Phase 2 –  
East side S. Center (59 TH) 
Racetrack: (29 SF lots; 26 
CH) 


                      


                      


Toll Bros. Phase 3 –  
Beal St.: (16 TH; 13 SF) 
Racetrack: (42 TH) 


                      


                      


TH = Townhomes; SF = Single-Family; Gray = Construction; Blue = Absorption 
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We have the following observations: 
 
1. The phasing schedule is aggressive in my opinion. There will be four separate projects occurring in 


2024 (HPH Phase I, TB Phases 1 & 2, and the River Park), which will cause impacts to neighbors, and 
possibly the road system. 


 
2. This schedule will need to be evaluated by the Building Department and the DPW Director for 


construction and impacts to the City’s water and sewerage systems in the area.  (Note that the 
developer of the Foundry Flask project anticipated that construction of their project will be 
complete by the end of 2023.) 


 
3. Construction and phasing of the new road system will need to be evaluated by the City Engineer and 


DPW Director. 
 
4. Toll Brothers is developing the racetrack, and will be responsible for daylighting the river.  Phase 1 of 


the Toll Brothers project (Farmer’s Market property and west single-family parcels) will almost be 
complete by mid-2024.  This phase does not include any “public benefits,” as identified by the 
project materials.   


 
The phasing of all of the improvements will be described in the PUD Agreement.  
 
Items to be Addressed:  1. Evaluation of the proposed phasing schedule by DPW Director, Building 
Official and City Engineer.  2. Toll Brothers Phase I does not include any public benefits.  3. Phasing of all 
improvements described in PUD Agreement. 
  
 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
On the whole, the Preliminary Site Plan is consistent with the plans submitted for PUD Eligibility, with 
some improvements.  The applicant has revised the plans substantially to address informational items, 
as well as changes to make the project more compliant with the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The next step in the PUD process is for the Planning Commission to review the submission, and 
determine if it is “generally complete.”  If it is determined to be generally complete, then a public 
hearing is scheduled.   
 
“Big picture” issues that Planning Commission should discuss include: 
1. Coordination between the applicant and City about funding for the public benefits. 
2. Applicant’s response and City Engineer recommendation regarding vehicular connection to 7-Mile at 


E. Hines Drive. 
3. Resolution of intersection improvements at 7-Mile and Sheldon/S. Center St. 
4. Making “Private Road A” a public road, with on-street parking.  
5. Status of 18-space parking lot abutting the Central Park along Cady St.  
6. Proposed phases of project construction that don’t include any “public benefits.” 
 
Additional information that is pending or requested also includes: 
1. Retail study conducted for DDA. 
2. City Engineer review of Soils report and conclusions dictating location of buildings with basements. 
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3. City Engineer review of river restoration design/permitting description. 
4. DPW Director review of right-of-way changes at E. Cady St., and Griswold St.; and need for sidewalk 


easement along S. Center St. 
5. Evaluation of phasing schedule by City Engineer, DPW Director, and Building Official. 
 
There are also a number of comments that the applicant will need to address, such as the “unresolved” 
deviations, and “phases” of the construction schedule that do not include any public benefits.  A 
summary of our comments includes the following: 
 
A. Information required for Preliminary Site Plan Review.  1) Defer recommendation on ownership of 


land between proposed buildings and Griswold St. “proposed” right-of-way to DPW Director/City 
Engineer.  2) Defer evaluation of the Soils Report and environmental conditions information to the 
City Engineer.  3) Defer evaluation of the river restoration design/permitting description to the City 
Engineer.  4) Recommend that Planning Commission/Developer agree to fate of log cabin (remove or 
retain/relocate), and name appropriate City/community group to work with developer on details of 
this decision. 


 
B. Area, Width, Height & Setbacks: 1) Address “unresolved” deviations in the summary table above.  2) 


Townhouse applicant to show cost estimates for their contribution to public benefits in relation to 
the estimated project cost to meet “FAR bonus” provisions of ordinance.  3) Provide illustration from 
Fairbrook showing how taller townhomes behind single-family homes will be visible or not visible to 
a pedestrian. 


 
C. Natural Resources:  1) Indicate trees to be removed on the tree survey.  2) Consider retaining trees 


#2401, #2403, #2415 and #2433; revise numbering to eliminate duplicate tag numbers for 2433.  3) 
Defer evaluation of Grading Plan to City Engineer. 


 
D.  Building Location and Site Arrangement.  1) The public sidewalk locations on the subject site along 


S. Center St. will require an easement.  2. Defer evaluation of the Soils Investigation report, and 
location of structures without basements, to the City Engineer. 3) Applicant to consider secondary 
front facades on townhome sides that face River Park or pedestrian connection from Hutton to 
Greenway Park.  4) Similar Carriage Home design (in size/height) where the front-facing garage 
either flush with front façade, or recedes from the front façade so front door is the prominent feature 
vs. the garage door; OR orient prominent “front” façade toward the park vs. street.  5) Extent 
east/west pedestrian path to River Park by shifting intervening Carriage homes. 


 
E.  Parking:  1) Parking calculations on Sheet 7 list 24 parking spaces, and 44 public on-street spaces for 


townhomes/carriage homes, and 8 public on-street spaces for single-family homes.  The location of 
these spaces needs to be shown on the plans.  2)  City Engineer recommendation to change Private 
Road A to a public road with on-street parking.  3)  Planning Commission consider number of parking 
spaces for apartments/condominiums compared to parking requirements.  4) Planning Commission 
consider recommendation that the 18-space parking lot on Cady St. be eliminated, and that the 
Central Park extend all the way to Cady St.  5) Parking spaces in garage structures on architectural 
plans should be dimensioned. 


 
F. Site Access and Circulation:  1) Planning Commission consideration of spreadsheet comparison of D. 


Burden’s recommendations, OHM’s recommendations, and the proposal. 
 







The Downs PUD 
January 26, 2022 
 


29 


G. Landscaping and Streetscape Amenities.  1) Applicant to confirm that streetlights will be installed on 
new streets, and along S. Center St.  2) Need for curb along west side of River St. as barrier between 
vehicles and pedestrians.  3) Coordinate on-street parking lot depth dimension between street cross 
sections (Sheets L110-L113) and site plans. 


 
H. Lighting. Detailed lighting information upon Final Site Plan Review. 
 
I. Utilities.  1) Defer review of utility connections to DPW Director and City Engineer. 
 
J. Floor Plans and Elevations:  1) Review by the Historic District Commission concurrent with 


Preliminary Site Plan review. 
 
K. Project Phasing:  1) Evaluation of the proposed phasing schedule by DPW Director, Building Official 


and City Engineer.  2) Toll Brothers Phase I does not include any public benefits.  3) Phasing of all 
improvements described in PUD Agreement. 


 
 


 
 
# 153-1801 
 
cc: Pat Sullivan, City Manager 
 Dianne Massa, Clerk 
 Brent Strong, Building Official 
 Mike Domine, DPW Director  
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Appendix: Single-Family Lot Summary 
Proposed Lot No. Gross Area Alley Area Net Area Meets R-1B 


7,200 s.f. 
Minimum? 


1 71 x 128 = 9,088 s.f. No alley easement 9,088 s.f. Yes 
2, 3, 6, 7, 10 68 x 128 = 8,740 s.f. No alley easement 8,704 s.f. Yes 
4-5, 8-9 52 x 128 = 6,656 s.f. No alley easement 6,656 s.f. No 
11, 14, 15, 20 & 21 68 x 126 = 8,568 s.f. 11 x 68 = 748 s.f. 7,820 s.f. Yes 
12-13, 16-19 52 x 126 = 6,552 s.f. 11 x 52 = 572 s.f. 5,980 s.f. No 
22 73 x 130 = 9,490 s.f. 11 x 130 = 1,430 s.f. 8,060 s.f. Yes 
23 52 x 130 = 6,760 s.f. No alley easement 6,760 s.f. No 
24 73 x 130 = 9,490 s.f. No alley easement 9,490 s.f. Yes 
25 73 x 132 = 9,636 s.f. 11 x 73 = 803 s.f. 8,833 s.f. Yes 
26 52 x 132 = 6,8,64 s.f. 11 x 52 = 572 s.f. 6,292 s.f. No 
27 73 x 132 = 9,636 s.f. (11 x 73) + (11 x 132) 


= 2,255 s.f. 
7,381 s.f. Yes 


28 73 x 131 = 9,563 s.f. (11 x 73) + (11 x 131) 
= 2,244 s.f. 


7,319 s.f. Yes 


29 52 x 131 = 6,812 s.f. 11 x 52 = 572 s.f. 6,240 s.f. No 
30 73 x 131 = 9,563 s.f. 11 x 73 = 803 s.f. 8,760 s.f. Yes 
31 & 36 73 x 120 = 8,760 s.f. 11 x 73 = 803 s.f. 7,957 s.f. Yes 
32 & 35 52 x 120 = 6,240 s.f. 11 x 52 = 572 s.f. 5,668 s.f. No 
33 & 34 73 x 120 = 8,760 s.f. (11 x 73) + (11 x 120) 


= 2,123 s.f. 
6,637 s.f. No 


37 86.4 x 120 = 10,368 s.f. No alley easement 10,368 s.f. Yes 
38 68 x 120 = 8,160 s.f. No alley easement 8,160 s.f. Yes 
39 68 x 120 = 8,160 s.f. No alley easement 8,160 s.f. Yes 
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Appendix:  Parking Calculation Comparison 


 Cady St. Overlay –  
CBD Underlying Zoning 


Cady St. Overlay –  
RTD Underlying Zoning 


Cady St. Area Proposed 
Parking Diff. 


Replacement spaces for 
City Parking Lot w/in 600 
feet (Per HPH/City 
Purchase Agreement to 
buy City parking lot) 


92 spaces 


• 5 sp. Cady St.* 
• 37 sp. Hutton St. 
• 47 sp. Beal St. 
• 3 sp. Cady St. surface lot 


-0- 


Commercial Uses    


General Retail 3,220 s.f. x 1 sp./250 s.f. or 
13 sp.  


• 15 sp. Cady St. surface lot 
• 3 sp. Cady St.* 
• 16 sp. row house surface 


lot 
• 14 sp. Griswold St.** 
• 12 sp. Beal St. 
• 4 sp. Hutton St. 
• 6 sp. Fairbrook St. 


 
Restaurant 3,600 s.f. x 1 sp./150 s.f. or 


24 sp. 
3,250 s.f. x 1 sp./100 s.f. or 


33 sp. 


Commercial Subtotal 37 sp. 33 sp. 70 sp. 
-0- 


Average 1 sp./143 s.f.  
Multi-Family – Apts.     


Studio  6 units x 1 sp./unit  
or 6 sp. 


2 units x 1 sp./unit 
 or 2 sp. 


• 187 sp. parking garage 
• 108 sp. surface lot 


 
 


1 Bedroom 45 units x 1 sp./unit  
or 45 sp. 


40 units x 2 sp./unit or       
80 sp. 


2 Bedrooms 38 units x 2 sp./unit or     
76 sp. 


34 units x 2.5 sp./unit or 
85 sp. 


3 Bedrooms 3 units x 3 sp./unit or         
9 sp. 


6 units x 3 sp./unit or       
18 sp. 


Apartment Subtotal 136 sp. 185 sp. 295 sp. -26 sp. 
8% fewer 
than req. Average 1.8 sp./unit 1.7 sp./unit 


Multi-Family – Condos.     


Studio & 1 Bed.  15 units x 2 sp./unit or          
30 sp. 


• 42 sp. parking garage 
• 63 sp. surface lot 


 
 


2 Bed.  20 units x 2.5 sp./unit 
or 50 sp. 


3 Bed.  18 units x 3 sp./unit or      
54 sp. 


Office/Clubhouse  5 sp. 
Condo Subtotal  139 sp. 105 sp. -34 sp. 


24% fewer 
than req. Average 2.6 sp./unit 2.0 sp./unit 


Row Houses  31 units x 2 sp./unit or 
62 sp. 


• 62 sp. Individual garage -0- 


Townhomes  151 units x 2 sp./unit or 
302 sp. 


• 302 sp. Individual garage 
• 6 sp. visitor Farmers Mkt. 
• 19 sp. visitor Racetrack 
• 1 sp. visitor S. Center N 


+26 


Carriage Homes  26 units x 2 sp./unit or      
52 sp. 


• 52 sp. individual garage -0- 


Single-Family Dwellings  39 units x 2 sp./unit or 
78 sp. 


• 78 sp. individual garage 
• 30 sp. Fairbrook  +30 sp. 


Project Total  1,116 sp. 1,112 sp. -4 sp. 
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*If a developer builds a street, the parking spaces on that street are counted toward parking 
requirements.  If parking spaces are located on an existing street, then the parking spaces are not 
counted toward parking requirements.  The project is dedicating right-of-way along Cady St. in the 
vicinity of 5 parking spaces that are 600-feet from the public lot.  We consider these spaces provided by 
the project. 


**The engineering plan shows that the developer is proposing to relocate approximately 4,500 s.f. of 
the Griswold St. right-of-way and construct new curb and parking spaces.  We assume that the 
developer will purchase this land from the City and reconstruct at least the west side of this road with 
new curb/gutter and parking spaces.  This should be confirmed.  If so, we think these spaces would 
count toward the parking requirements. 


 







Street Design Comparison – D. Burden’s Recommendations (or other sources as noted) to The Downs Site Plan (dated 1-20-22) 
Ex. = Existing; Rec. = Recommended; Prop. = Proposed; Highlighted = Inconsistency between D. Burden’s (or other sources) recommendation and site plan.  Highlighted = OHM Recommendation in 1/13/21 memo. 
 


 Speed Limit ROW Width Curb Sidewalk width Bike Lane width 
(See GMA  Street 
Cross Sections) 


Travel lane width On-street 
parking Config. 


Bump outs at 
crossings? 


Building setbacks? Street trees/veg./ 
ped-scaled lights? 


Mid-block 
crossings? 


Block 
length? 


Recommendations: 20-25 mph –   
See OHM 
1/13/21 Memo 


60’  
(City’s Stds. For 
Public Road & 
OHM 
Recommendation) 


 Commercial: 8‘  
Residential: 5’  
OHM: Sidewalk 
at back of curb: 
7’ 


 10’ ea./20’ total 
OHM: 11’ ea. with 
parallel parking 


Maximize on-
street parking 
w/angled pkg. 


At 
intersections 
and mid-block 
crossings 


Narrow – “eyes” on 
the street. 


Commercial: 4-8’ 
furniture & veg.; 
Residential: 5’ veg. 


Every 150’ 
OHM: Specific 
recommendations 
per block – See 
1/13/21 memo. 


800-1600 ft. 
min. 


Internal City Street:             
Ex. Cady St. Ex. 25 Cady St. 


Rec. 20 mph 
Ex. 50’ Ex. Yes Prop. 5-16’ Ex. None 


*Rec. Shared Lane 
Prop. Shared lane 


Rec. 10’ 
Existing variable 
width 


Rec. angled; OHM 
rec. 70’ ROW 
Prop. parallel 


Prop. Yes; 
undersized to 
support tree** 


Prop. S: 11-19.5’ Prop:  Trees in grate 
(Add trees to bump 
outs**)/ 
Foundation Veg./               
No street lights** 


Prop: 400’ Griswold-
Church 


Prop. Max. 
600’ 


New Beal St. Ext. Ex. Beal 25 mph 
Rec. 20 mph 


Prop. 60’ Rec. Valley 
Gutter/ 
Prop. Curb 


Prop. 
N. side: 5-10’      
S. side – 5’ 


Prop. Shared Lane Rec. 10’ 
Prop. 11.5’ea./ 
23’ total 


Rec. angled; OHM 
rec. 70’ ROW 
Prop. parallel 


Prop. Yes Prop. N: 6-8’ (MF) 
Prop. S: 15’ (TH) 


Prop. N: Trees in grate/  
Foundation Veg./              
No street lights 
Prop. S: Trees in lawn/ 
No street lights 


Prop: 580’ Hutton-S. 
Center 


New Fairbrook Ext. Ex. Fairbrook 25 
Rec. 20 mph 
 


Prop. 60’ Prop. Curb Prop. 5’ Prop. Shared Lane Rec. 10’ 
Prop. 11.5’ ea./ 
23’ total 


Prop. Parallel Prop. Yes Prop. N: 15’ (SF) 
Prop. S: 15’ (SF) 


Prop. Trees in lawn          
(Add trees to bump 
outs)/               No street 
lights New Hutton St. Ext. Ex. Hutton 25 mph 


Rec. 20 mph 
Prop. 60’ Rec. Valley 


Gutter/ 
Prop. Curb 


Prop. 
N. of Beal: 
-W. 10-25’ 
-E. 5’ 
 
S. of Beal: 5’ 


Prop. Shared Lane Rec. 10’ 
Prop. 11.5’ ea./ 
23’ total 


Rec. angled; OHM 
rec. 70’ ROW 
Prop. parallel 


Prop. Yes Prop.  W: 15-18 (MF) 
 W: 20’ (TH) 
 W: 15’ (SF) 
Prop. E: 20’ (TH) 
 E. 15’ (SF) 
 


None needed 


New Griswold St. Ext. – 
Private Road A 


(OHM Recommends 
Public) 


Ex. Griswold 25 mph 
Rec. 20 mph 


Prop. 50’ Prop. Curb Prop. 5’ Prop. ?? Rec. 10’ 
Prop. 14’ ea./ 
28’ total 


Rec. angled or 
parallel 
Prop. None  


Prop. No Prop. W: 20’ (TH) 
 W: 15’ (SF) 
Prop. E: 20’ (TH) 
 E. 15’ (SF) 
 


Prop. Trees in lawn  
No street lights 


Add speed tables to 
assist ped. crossing  
to River Park 


External City Streets:             
Ex. S. Center St. Ex. 35 mph 


Rec. 25 mph 
Ex. 60’ Ex. Curb Ex. W. 5’ 


Prop. E. 5’ outside 
ROW 


*Ex. 5’ OSBL 
*Rec. 5’ OSBL 
Prop.5’ OSBL 


**Rec. 11’ & 5’ bike 
lane 
Ex. 12’ ea. & 8.5’ bike 
lanes/ 
36-42’ total 


Rec. parallel 
Ex. None 
Prop. None 


Ex. No 
Prop. No 


Prop.  E: 15-17.5 (TH) 
 E. 11’ (CH) 
Prop.  W: 8-20’ (TH) 


Prop. E: 3’ lawn panel; 
No street trees or street 
lights 
Prop. W: ?? 


Prop: 500’ Beal-
Fairbrook and 
Fairbrook-7 Mile 


Prop. Max. 
600’ 


Ex. Griswold St.  
(Cady to Beal) 


(App. purchase ROW?) 


Ex. 25 mph 
Rec. 20 mph 


Ex. 60-70’ Ex. Curb W. Prop. 5’ Ex. None 
*Rec. 5’ OSBL 
Prop. Shared lane 
OHM: 4.5-6’ OSBL 


Ex. 12-16’ ea. & 8.5’ 
parking lanes/ 
35’ total 


Ex. Parallel 
Prop. Parallel 


Ex. No 
Prop. Yes 


Prop. W: 10’ (RH) Prop. 5’ lawn panel with 
street trees              (Add 
trees to bump outs)/                     
No street lights 


None needed given 
W. side land use 


Prop. Max. 
500’ 


Ex. Beal St. 
(Griswold to River) 


SEE “NEW BEAL ST. EXT.” ABOVE Ex. None 
*Rec. Shared Lane 
Prop. ?? 
OHM: 4.5-6’ OSBL 


SEE “NEW BEAL ST. EXT.” ABOVE  


Ex. River St. 
(Beal to 7-Mile) 


Ex. 25 mph  
Rec. 20 mph 


Ex. 50’ Ex. No Curb/  
Prop. No Curb 


Ex. W. None 
Prop. W. 5’ 


Ex. None 
*Rec. 5’ OSBL 
Prop.?? 
OHM: 4.5-6’ OSBL 


Rec. 10’ 
Ex. 11’ ea./22’ total 


Ex. None 
Prop. none 


Ex. No 
Prop. No 


 


N.A. Prop: ?? Prop: 650’ Johnson-
7 Mile 


River Park 
frontage 


Alleys/Lanes:             
Single-Family Alley Rec. 10-15 mph (per 


Police Chief) 
Prop. 22’ easement Prop. No Curb None N.A. (Informal bike 


use) 
Prop. 12’ total 
(one-way?)  


Prop. None Prop. No Prop. 19’ to pavement 
edge 


Prop. 1 tree per lot N.A. N.A. 


Townhouse Driveway Rec. 10-15 mph (per 
Police Chief) 


No ROW Prop.  Mountable 
Curb 


None N.A. (Informal bike 
use) 


Prop. 10’ ea./ 
20’ total 


Prop. 18 visitor sp. 
at pods (90 deg.) 


Prop. No Prop. 19’ to pavement 
edge 


Prop. 1 tree per unit N.A. N.A. 


*OSBL – “On-Street Bike Lane.”  Recommended in 2013 City of Northville Non-Motorized Plan; all recommendations for both directions of street. 


**DDA Secondary Street Guideline Recommendation 
 







From: John Roby
To: Dianne Massa
Cc: Nancy Darga; Dave Gutman
Subject: FW: Roadways for Our Neighborhoods: Fulfilling the needs of NOW
Date: Thursday, January 20, 2022 8:21:37 AM
Attachments: image004.png


Dianne:


Please forward to the Planning Chair with copy to the complete Planning Commission and Consultant.


I’ll handle the external copies to the Mobility Network.


Thanks much again and always...


Best of...


John R.
(248)348-7047


From: John Roby <johnroby@luxsci.net> 
Sent: Thursday, January 20, 2022 7:58 AM
To: Planning Commission Chair Tinberg
Cc: Commissioners and Consultant; plus Mobility Network Team and Sponsors (sent externally)


Subject: Roadways for Our Neighborhoods: Fulfilling the needs of NOW


Dear Chair Tinberg:
...with copy to the Commissioners, Planning Consultant, and Mobility Network Team and Sponsors.


You’ve been among the most receptive and perceptive Northville principals as we’ve explored roadway connections, a
small part of your intense and thorough preparation for the dauting changes at hand.  Thank you.  The need to firm the
city’s intent for our roadway network appears at hand. I ask your renewed attention to it now.


·  New development and growth bring huge opportunities to the City of Northville, but with safety, traffic
congestion, and neighborhood serenity concerns.


·  Engaged volunteers formed the Mobility Network Team to address these issues.  The team’s findings were


reported to you in the December 21st Planning Commission Meeting.


·  In parallel, the City Manager directed expert review of the largest current development sites for their
‘Walkability’...a shorthand for treating these issues and more...to inform your guidance to developers.  That
expert review by Dan Burden was also delivered in your second December meeting.


·  Both results recommend the same roadway connection additions...new or completely revamped intersections...as
the foremost and necessary means to ensure our safe, fully engaging ‘Walkability’ while avoiding congestion and
preserving serenity.


·  Detailed work on The Downs PUD requires the City of Northville’s direction for these intersections.  I ask that you
urgently fulfill your role in forging that direction in time to secure provision in The Downs Site...if that is your
determination.


That is my purpose today.


Being the poster-child engineer who can’t avoid getting into how to make watches when you ask him the time, I admit my
penchant for exhaustive detail.  It has served well in other times.  Given that I have detail at hand, and it may aid some not
so close to the proceedings these past two years, I offer the fuller argument that follows.


As additional support, I placed links and tangential discussion in informal numbered references after the signature.  The


INFORMATION
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references begin with both Burden Walkability and Mobility Network presentations in both ‘slide PDF’ and live video
form.  Hoping to make it more accessible, and to make a strong point, I supplied four cuts to the Burden presentation
video as described.
 
Being long engaged in neighborhood connectivity questions arising from The Downs and other developments, I asked
Mobility Network Co-Chair Nancy Darga how the PUD process is going and further puzzled how I might help in line with
that initiative.  Nancy and Co-Chair Dave Gutman’s presentation is linked-to in reference 2B.  Please find time to revisit it
as you refine your roadway thinking.  But don’t go yet...I wish to set a different stage to spring from.
 
For now, it’s enough to remember that the Mobility Network defined five critical Action Sites...


...the Action Sites being critical both because they matter to the performance and safety of our network, and they literally
bound the zones of most pressing developer and city built-configuration concern.  Potential new connections along Seven
at Hines (S1) and River at New Fairbrook (S2) are particularly powerful (and particularly difficult).  But Center (S5) and old
downtown core adjustments (S6) are heavy configuration players as well.
 
In the spectrum of Northville concerns, roadway modification and addition are but a small band of interest, carry daunting
complexity and cost, and aren’t going to crown any popular heroes...a little like sewers, but harder to explain the damage
of not getting it right.  If left to popularity contest, these initiatives likely die.  But choices made (and not made) in these
roadway connections and flows hugely influence space, shape, and cost...and the eventual lived experience...as the
developer lays out and adjusts the Downs site toward the broader features and values you define.  Conversely, choices
made now with space, shape, and cost will largely determine the possibilities for roadway connections and flows through
time.  Hence, they beg outsized attention from city leaders charged with both navigating the politics and ensuring the
function.
 
Complicating further, the roadway questions in play extend well beyond The Downs; the largest ‘belonging to’ Wayne
County, not even under city control at all.  Given so much is outside their purview (realistically limiting expectations), I’m
encouraged that the developer has come to full-throated support and willingness to cooperate with Northville’s chosen
road network intent.  They’ll move, reshape, and re-balance the pieces of the puzzle to suit.  They appear poised and
eager to do this...right NOW.
 







But per my glimpse behind the curtain through Nancy, when it comes to roadway connection changes, though urgently
and specifically sought by the developer to drive site layout, Northville has expressed neither direction nor intent.
 
As the Mobility Network Study recommends, the crucial next step is sound technical evaluation of Action Site alternatives
to inform such direction and intent.  Sidestepping the rabbit hole of ‘traffic studies’ on the developer’s behalf and ‘livable
roadway engineering’ on the city’s behalf (Item 3 in the references, below), I understand that the expert witnesses for
both sides (F&V and OHM respectively) are at the table and have energetic, divergent viewpoints in play.
 
With more time, the Mobility Network Team might shop for a preferred ‘expert witness’, but given the ‘needs of NOW’,
why not task OHM with fleshing out and evaluating the pivotal Action Items on the city’s (and its human residents’ and
visitors’) behalf?  My understanding is that question came up and Administration answered they wished that direction to
come from you, the Planning Commission.
 
I’m way out of comfortable bounds...officially and factually.  My request to you is to authoritatively determine whether
your direction is the linchpin of further progress toward establishing Northville roadway network intent.  Assuming it is,
and knowing it matters however the specific process plays out, I’ll proceed with appeal for your support for authorized
technical pursuit of Mobility Network priorities.
 
Critically, the effects are far too extensive to multipath.  The developer is pinned.  When he can no longer wait, he will
move forward.  Absent direction, no rational reading of tea leaves would forecast provision for new roadways and altered
main routes.  To my eyes, ready or not, fair expectation or not, if we’re ever to enjoy completion of our mobility network
to best serve all our neighborhoods old and new, Northville must forge intent and issue direction in very short days and
weeks....essentially right NOW.
 
Though a tightly-focused, people-friendly OHM evaluation can help, you and city leadership cannot possibly know enough
to make informed final decisions in time.  But, admitting my overwhelming bias toward the potential benefits of
completing our mobility network and potential shortfalls of failing to do so, I think you may know more than you think you
do about what the alternatives those decisions will ponder should look like.
 
You know this largely and importantly because of the Dan Burden consultancy that you in Planning and Pat Sullivan made
possible.
 
Many of us have worked the bricks and mortar over the past two years, but Dan supplied the keystone in his PC readout


late December 21st, the same night as the Mobility Network presentation.  As Dan enthusiastically proclaimed, the two
are entirely allied and complimentary.  He welcomed and built confidently upon our words and story.  I will now lean
heavily on his.
 
You introduced Dan as tasked by Pat to evaluate The Downs plan per Northville’s ‘Walkability’ goals and offer
considerations the city may wish to discuss with the developer.  Prominent in his response, Dan Burden said this about
The Downs site plan...
 


“It fails to remove the Super Block.  To me that’s its biggest failing.
 
If it doesn’t remove the Super Block, it’s going to continue the harm...
...and spills over into unwarranted traffic effects throughout the community.
 
It overloads the other streets by not solving the problem...”


 
1E. Excerpt: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/94gklqmkvv79erl/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4?dl=0
02:40 long total but the punch line comes quick.  Rest justly takes blame off developer and explains.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/94gklqmkvv79erl/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4?dl=0





OK.  Let’s fix that.  Half kidding...not so easy.  You all are aware of this issue and its difficulty, some for quite a while.  The
relevant point is that when tasked with the question of what to do about ‘Walkability’ in the big new development, Dan’s
answer was to first and foremost bolt it properly into the transport network of the town.
 
As the Mobility Network Study launched, among oversized maps papering the DDA conference room walls, you personally
gave me two hours of attention building toward this same conclusion...including a strategy I call ‘dispersion’.  Shortly
after, in your intro comments to the next PC, you gave the best synopsis of that strategy I had ever heard...Thank you. 
You put this understanding to use again in your question to Dan late that December night...
 
Paraphrasing heavily (your question leads the clip in full), you noted the several additional motor connections in Dan’s
‘Principles’ diagram showing his recommended roadway integration scheme and asked, “...which is most important?”
 
1F. Excerpt: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/1uvpv03st2gfkfv/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4?dl=0
02:54 long total...Hutton-Seven and Griswold-Seven come quick.  Entirety is important.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/1uvpv03st2gfkfv/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4?dl=0





“...for the community...for the developer to put the best value...
(the most important roadway connection)
...would probably be Hutton...certainly if you can make this connection out...
(the proposed roundabout at Hines/Seven)
It takes HUGE pressure off of Seven Mile and Center...
...it totally helps transform all of the current traffic flow in your community...
...to something where you can downsize/downscale a number of intersections...
...and make them ALL pedestrian friendly.
 
I would put an almost an equal weight on Griswold...
  (which extends to Eight Mile) That’s a key road for you guys...
...that, and to have the two join before coming out to Seven Mile...
There’s some REAL significance in that.
...
Not to overlook Beal...ummm...
 
I put ‘em all in because they belong. (up to us to pull it off, but he thinks we can)
You’re going to add a lot of value to this developed site by having good connectivity
and taking the pressure off your exterior roads, yet internalize your ‘trips’
because you have that level of connectivity.
 


These two clips are the top-level statement of problem and solution...Per vetted, professionally active expert...Called in by
city leadership to render judgement in our human-valued best interest according to long-stated, survey-supported
‘Walkability’ goals for Northville.  Any resemblance between the Mobility Network map above and Dan’s ‘Principles’
sketch is no coincidence.  This is a rigorous technical methodology applied, evolved, and extended since Jane Jacobs went
to war with Robert Moses (ref’s 4 & 5).  I hope this concordance brings clarity and carries weight for you as it does for me.
 
Rather than my words, and even before you (hopefully) go back to review what Nancy and Dave said in the Mobility
Network presentation, I earnestly suggest you steep in more of Dan’s story.  The Mobility Network Study is rich in
fundamentals faithfully applied to specific local detail.  It’s ready to inform an engineering task.  But Dan speaks from
experience at a high concept level and turns the rigor into music.  Hoping to make that easier to manage, I made a couple







more edits telling useful parts of the story in smaller chunks.
 
You’re right to want more, but what we minimally need to ‘Fulfill the needs of NOW’ may be some intense ‘Visioneering’: 
Vetted real-world expertise (Dan Burden, maybe OHM); faithful application of the proven discipline of Livable Cities;
people-centric roadway engineering probe by OHM (or other authority); and a whole lot more intense attention and
consideration from you...YOU ALL...the leadership of the City of Northville.
 
I’m aware I ask a lot...patient, thoughtful eyes and ears now...mountains of work by legions of people beyond...with no
little risk.  I remain confident your vision, effort, and commitment will pay back richly in how Northville ‘lives’ through
time.
 
Best of...


John Roby
511 W Dunlap St
Northville, MI 48167
(248)348-7047
 
REFERENCES AND REMINDERS:


Primary Material:
 
Videos and big docs are best downloaded to your viewer.
THEY MAY TAKE A WHILE (a minute or so worst case for me off-hours).
 
1A. Walkability for Northville Presentation (slide deck)
https://www.dropbox.com/s/qw6e5psif5j3yz2/BurdenWalkability_SlideDeck_V4%2812-15-21%29.pdf?dl=0


Dan’s 2016 ‘Northville Walk’...if it adds any cred, I’m under the straw hat.
 
1B. Walkability Analysis of Major Development (video, full unedited)
https://www.dropbox.com/s/i6kdzo16k2jihog/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis.mp4?dl=0
Presentation by Dan Burden, Consulting Walkability Guru...
...including important observations on city-wide connectivity and mobility.
01:30:46 Total.  The following condensation may be useful.
 
I signaled my edits with a fade through a blocky blue frame...always the same.  I have a purpose and a point, totally
unmasked.  I extracted on that behalf.  I did my level best to preserve what people meant.
 
1C. Condensation: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-CnxnStory.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/im3ox783w4mcdan/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-CnxnStory.mp4?dl=0
29:13 ‘Connection Story’ with a lot of context left in.
Ideas, observations, and examples relevant to the where’s and why’s of roadway connections and the pathways they bring,
the driving issue of this email.  OTHER ASPECTS MATTER JUST AS MUCH...But less to the purpose of this note.
 
00:00    Intros
01:16    Qualifications and nods to us
02:20    Part 1: The Canvas and Walkability Principles begin
03:40    Conventional (Sprawl) vs. Traditional (Grid)



https://www.dropbox.com/s/qw6e5psif5j3yz2/BurdenWalkability_SlideDeck_V4%2812-15-21%29.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/i6kdzo16k2jihog/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis.mp4?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/im3ox783w4mcdan/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-CnxnStory.mp4?dl=0





04:45    FIRST BREAK for Questions
 
05:43    Part 2: Key Concepts for The Downs Begins
07:02    Improving Street Layout
07:40    Damage of a Super Block (Orlando example)
09:18    Critical Errors (excerpted below)
11:50    Opportunity Checklist
13:25    SECOND BREAK for Questions
 
14:30    Part 3: External Street Solutions Begins
15:48    Target Speeds
16:49    Balanced Transportation and more Speed
17:55    Security...Can Griswold Look Like This?
18:42    THIRD BREAK for Questions
 
19:00    Comm. Gaines edited for cautions on ‘Grid Overload’
22:09    Which Roadway Matters Most? (excerpted below)
25:00    Public Comment (retained Michelle Aniol’s connection warning)


(Moved Nancy Darga, Comm. Hay, and Michelle and Pat Sullivan
on Roundabouts to that subject, immediately below.)


26:11    Wrap
 
1D. Excerpt: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-Roundabouts.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/gjdoyojd74t03cr/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-Roundabouts.mp4?dl=0
17 minutes total
I put the content exclusively dealing with Roundabouts in a separate video.  The Connection is the parent issue.  What type
is child of that, a separate choice.  Pulling this important and interesting 17 minutes out of the Connection Story is intended
to make them both easier to navigate.
 
My first concern by far is to get the intersection done.  I’m a roundabout-believer, but I wouldn’t go to war to get one over
a ‘walkable’ traditional cruciform.  And I think that decision will find its way to vetted Pro’s a lot easier than the decision to
do an intersection at all.
 
1E. Excerpt: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/94gklqmkvv79erl/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4?dl=0
02:40    Super Block: one big ERROR to fix.
 
1F. Excerpt: BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4
https://www.dropbox.com/s/1uvpv03st2gfkfv/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4?dl=0
02:54 Which matters most?


Hutton-to-Seven 1st; Griswold-to-Seven 2nd; Beal Matters;
...he’d put ‘em ALL in because they belong.
 


 
2A. The complete Mobility Network Study (pdf doc, with back up source)...
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bFKifbvDhgo2jAnUcGoblZcARq5OnMbp/view
https://www.dropbox.com/s/vl9gqlrktvn8is9/Mobility%20Team%20Presentation%2011_20_21%20V22.pdf?dl=0
...this is as it appeared in your pre-meeting packet.  Download into good PDF reader is advised.
 
2B. Mobility Network Presentation (video)
https://www.dropbox.com/s/7s9lejt3z88h58e/MobilityNetworkPresentation.mp4?dl=0
presentation by Team Leaders Nancy Darga and Dave Gutman from 12/21 PC...
00:00    Intro & Overall



https://www.dropbox.com/s/gjdoyojd74t03cr/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-Roundabouts.mp4?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/94gklqmkvv79erl/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-TheBigOne.mp4?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/1uvpv03st2gfkfv/BurdenWalkabilityAnalysis-WhichMattersMost.mp4?dl=0

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bFKifbvDhgo2jAnUcGoblZcARq5OnMbp/view

https://www.dropbox.com/s/vl9gqlrktvn8is9/Mobility%20Team%20Presentation%2011_20_21%20V22.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7s9lejt3z88h58e/MobilityNetworkPresentation.mp4?dl=0





08:30    Specific Action Sites
20:38    Next Steps
22:30    Q&A 
40:00    Wrap
 


Supporting and Reference Material:
 
3. On metrics and standards of Traffic Engineering...
...as distinct...sometimes harmonious, often not...from those of Livable Neighborhoods.
 
I have not studied the new, far broader Traffic Study in detail.  I was exceedingly disappointed in the Prior PUD study
(documented it and sent it to HPH and Mobility Network).  Comparing grading to lived experience, the old study’s idea of
‘good enough’ was my idea of miserable for a small town of residential neighborhoods like ours.  The first glimpse of new
work (for Foundry Flask) was not encouraging.
 
Planning, especially Comm. Barry and likely others, probed hard at whether we were capturing what matters to the people
over the vehicular traffic engineering ‘skinny optimization’ (and perhaps some ‘lawyer for the developer’ calibration of
potential shortfalls).  If memory serves, at City Manager’s direction, Steve Dearing of OHM did some ‘lawyering’ for our
side (which I was very encouraged to hear him discuss).  Julie Kroll of F&V did a far broader melt-and-repour adding Downs
and Pre-Covid/Closed/Open variations.
 
First scan says encouragement was justified:  Julie has recommended physical improvements beyond signal timing tweaks.
 Northbound S.Main turning to westbound Seven gets a signal.   Center/Cady and Center/Randolph get a signal or a 4-way,
depending on whether core streets are open or closed.  These are directly and importantly helpful to Mobility Network
concerns.
 
We still have a ways to go on Sheldon-Center/Seven (open point between F&V and OHM, I hear) and added intersections:
River/Fairbrook and, even more importantly, Hutton-extended-to-Hines/Seven.  I know of no constructive motion here
(hence this email). I DO NOT EXPECT TRADITIONAL TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TO CLOSE THIS GAP.
 
The divergence comes because our goal is NOT to make the minimally-tolerable corridor for vehicular travel at least
cost...quite the contrary.  For us, it’s how neighborhoods of people experience cars and roads throughout their
lives...sometimes driving and mostly not...that matters.  Best practices for minimally efficient traffic flow and essentially
aggravation-free motor transit are more a ‘price of entry’ than a useful final measure.  Neighborhood safety and peace
plus non-motorized travelers’ safety, comfort, convenience, and engagement far outweigh the performance measures
of a simple traditional ‘Traffic Report’.
 
Charles Marohn, Jr. (of Strong Towns) recently released Confessions of a Recovering Engineer, an unrestrained
broadside against uncritical and exclusive use of ‘Traffic Studies’ to make roadways work in neighborhoods for people:
https://www.confessions.engineer/
The introduction posing him-as-traffic-engineer evangelizing a corridor capacity improvement to a neighborhood mom is
intuitively powerful, pricelessly eye-opening, and an outright hoot.  Marohn doesn’t let down through the rest of the
book...I’m sure displeasing the objects of his criticism.  To me its a matter of matching discipline and metrics to the
characteristics of most concern.
 
If you wish an authoritative supporting argument, I suggest Mr. Burden, himself.  He has the cred and lives this issue every
day.
 
4. More broadly, well beyond ‘NOW’...on History, Ideas, and Case Studies of Placemaking...
Wendy Mutch at the library stewards a ‘Planning and Placemaking’ Collection:
http://library.booksite.com/7576/nl/?list=CNL1&group=EB128
I’ve fully read only a few and scanned a dozen more, but all collaborate to build (and none contradict) the ways and
means to safer, more comfortable, more engaging transit through our neighborhoods that we have advanced.  Mr.
Burden recommended NACTO street design references.  Three appear: NACTO Urban Street...and Urban



https://www.confessions.engineer/

http://library.booksite.com/7576/nl/?list=CNL1&group=EB128





Bikeway...Design Guides, plus their Urban Street Stormwater Guide.  These were an essential entry into
the arcane details for me and I seek their informative, clear, and current graphic guides intentionally as I
query.  (Also, I’ll drop off my copy of Recovering Engineer with Wendy, hoping for current interest).
 
5. Connections and Blocks that WORK for people in cities...
...and, when grown to dead-ended Superblocks, absolutely do not:
Excerpts from Duany, Speck, and Lydon’s Smart Growth, 2004...
https://www.dropbox.com/s/rjdmchve2brug1f/SmartGrowth_MakingBlocks.pdf?dl=0
...written as ‘Walkability’ was just emerging as ‘the’ Livable Cities movement.
 
I found this book late and quite used so it didn’t make Wendy’s collection.  It is a compact, clear, and accessible description
of how to shape a city and the roads within it...entirely consistent with and likely underpinning much of the collection,
above.  These are the bedrock principles of my learning and application.
 
6. LIVE ONLINE MAP:
Back to the present Mobility Network Issues,  I’ve found a picture of BUILT NEIGHBORHOODS essential to considering
who might go where and how...in all its variations and combinations.  Zoomable detailed photography helps focus
visualization.  Here’s the ‘Questions of Connectivity’ map I had offered last June in an email titled “Configuring Questions
and Counting Bridges”.  The present ‘Action Site’ outlines have been added in ‘hot pink’, but I didn’t mess with labelling
them.  The technically playful can turn layers on and off to suit their wandering about...


https://arcg.is/eCGyC1


The ‘Questions of Connectivity’ became the root of the Mobility Network Study.  ‘Counting Bridges’ showed our present
1,200 foot River Street and 1,500 foot Seven Mile unbroken stretches as outliers among famously ‘Walkable’ river cities,
another aspect of the Super Block Problem...
https://1drv.ms/u/s!Aha4VIIUFf-AhMcQWCkj9dpuQKUbnw?e=WCiO3y
 
7. Taking a cue from Dan Burden’s example of his own special bridge:
I offer a favorite I copied into the 3D hypothetical river park that’s helped my thinking these past two years (Liar’s Bridge,
1859, Transylvania)...
https://www.dropbox.com/s/xwldi10pr8wgr6p/Liars%20Bridge%20M9NGK7.jpg?dl=0
...this is the kind of thing that drives me.  ‘Hope you find the time in the crunch to seek and enjoy jewels like this that work
for you.  I’ve shown the bridge as motor on maps and 3D models because, like Dan says, it ‘belongs’ in the roadway
network.  Whether it ‘belongs’ as motor or NMT only (as used at New Fairbrook) is a fascinating and difficult question I
hope you get to treating in depth and detail.
 



https://www.dropbox.com/s/rjdmchve2brug1f/SmartGrowth_MakingBlocks.pdf?dl=0

https://arcg.is/eCGyC1

https://1drv.ms/u/s!Aha4VIIUFf-AhMcQWCkj9dpuQKUbnw?e=WCiO3y
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January 27, 2022 
 
David Marold and Sheila York 
443 Grace Street 
Northville, MI 48167 
 
The Planning Commission 
City of Northville 
215 W. Main Street 
Northville, MI 48167 
 
Re: Downs’ Development 
 
Commissioners, 
 
We would like to thank each of you for the considerable thought, time, and effort that you give 
to help make wise policies for our city so that as our website says, so we can “Savor Small-Town 
Charm”.  As we all know, the decisions made regarding the Downs’ Development will have a 
momentous long-term impact on our city. While we have seen improvements in what has been 
proposed in terms on design and density, the density and design are still concerning. We ask 
that you take as much time as is necessary to review and approve a plan that will preserve our 
“small-town charm” for the coming generations. Please wait until this is right for the long-term 
rather than approving something too quickly.  It is too important not to do it right! 
 
We recognize that the developers need to make a return on their investment. Doing that is 
complicated by many things the city is asking developers to do because the city doesn’t have 
the resources. Daylighting the river is one idea that most support. However, that leaves less 
land to build upon which causes developers to have to raise their prices. We don’t think the 
answer is high density. Density impacts not only traffic flows, but infrastructure, safety, schools, 
parking, city services (such as fire and police) and much more.  Yes, the city will gain a larger tax 
base, but will it be enough to offset the expenses? Density has been reduced in the recent 
proposal by about 20%, but that needs to go down more. There will be growth to the West, 
South, East, and North in the next five to ten years and beyond, that will contribute to heavier 
traffic flows in Northville. 
 
There are people who have said, “density doesn’t matter”. Sheila and I know density.  Sheila is 
from New York City and is familiar with the pluses and minuses of density. Sheila chose to leave 
Birmingham to live in Northville over 20 years ago because of what she saw happening with 
density. While Dave grew up in Iowa, he lived in Chicago and San Francisco, cities with dense 
populations. Neither one of us wants to see Northville become like Birmingham with its 
crowded streets and parking nightmares. Density makes a difference. Let’s not destroy our 
small-town charm with higher density and traffic jams. 
 
 







Our secondary, but very important concern, is to continue improving the style and design of the 
Downs re-development. Yes, progress has been made, but please keep moving forward to 
preserve the look of our charming city. 
 
Lastly, we would like you to look closely at the assumptions being made. How many additional 
cars will be added with 500 plus units? Over 1,000?  While some two car garages are planned, 
what percent of the two car garages will actually have two cars in them or are they used as 
storage? Where will the additional cars park? Are there enough parking spaces planned? When 
offices reopen, how many of these people will be going back to work in an office and adding to 
rush hour traffic jams? What are the demographics for the occupants of the different units? 
Should there be some housing designed for people 55+ who may be less likely to contribute to 
rush hour traffic? While some say that the probable widening of Beck Road in about five years 
will reduce our traffic difficulties, please think about that carefully before buying into it. 
 
Thank you very much for the work you have done. Please take the time to think this through 
carefully. There is only one time to do this right. 
 
Cordially, 
 
David Marold 
Sheila York 
 







City of Northville 
Planning Commission 


MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commissioners 
FROM:  Donna Tinberg, Planning Commission Chair 
RE:  Downs Preliminary Site Plan Application 
DATE:  January 25, 2022 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
 
On February 1, 2022, the Planning Commission undertake review of the 
Preliminary Site Plan application for The Downs.  The Planning Commission 
has already determined that this project meets the eligibility criteria for a 
Planned Unit Development (P.U.D.) Next, the Planning Commission will 
consider whether the Preliminary Site Plan application is complete and ready 
for a public hearing.   
 
Interested parties may wish to review the following documents which are 
available on the City of Northville website, and which provide some context 
for considering the Preliminary Site Plan: 
 


• 2018 Northville Master Plan, particularly the sections relating to the 
Cady Street, South Center and Racetrack subareas 


• Northville Zoning Ordinance, specifically Article 20 which addresses 
Planned Unit Developments. 


 
The attached notetaking template is provided as an optional tool for Planning 
Commissioners and members of the public to use to organize their thoughts 
regarding the components of the Preliminary Site Plan.  Use of this tool is not 
required, and it will not be used for any formal decision-making by the 
Planning Commission.  However, this tool may provide a framework for 
remembering important points and organizing feedback to the developer and 
to the Planning Commission.   
 
If you find this tool useful, please feel free to use it to capture your thoughts 
and organize your comments so that we can move through our discussion in 
an efficient and effective manner. 
 







Notes about The Downs Preliminary Site Plan Application 
February 1, 2022 


 


After reviewing the 2018 Master Plan, the Zoning Ordinance,  
and the Preliminary Plan submitted by Hunter Pasteur Homes (HPH)… 


 


Components of the Preliminary 
Plan that seem to align well 
with the Master Plan and/or 
Zoning Ordinance include: 


Components of the Preliminary 
Plan that are confusing, unclear, 


or need more explanation 
include: 


Components of the Preliminary 
Plan that don’t seem to comply 
with the Master Plan and/or 
Zoning Ordinance include: 


Changes that would better align 
the Preliminary Plan with the 
Master Plan and/or Zoning 


Ordinance include: 
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