

  
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 


April 5, 2022 – 7:00 PM     
 
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/86538301063, Or Telephone:  US: +1 646 558 8656  or +1 301 715  
        8592, Webinar ID: 865 3830 1063 


             
                    
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2 ROLL CALL  
 


3.  APPROVE MINUTES   March 15, 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 
 


                    - Downs Preliminary Site Plan Review 
 


        [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/86538301063





  DRAFT 
   
   
    


  CITY OF NORTHVILLE 
Northville Community Center 


303 W. Main Street, Northville MI 
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 


March 15, 2022 
6:00 PM 


 
1. CALL TO ORDER:  
 
Chair Tinberg called the meeting to order at 6:01 pm and explained that per the Open Meetings Act 
members of the public could either participate in person or participate via ZOOM webinar platform. 
Members of the Commission must be physically present to participate in the meeting. 
 
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, Mayor Pro-Tem 
  Marilyn Price, City Council 
  Andrew Krenz, City Council 
  John Carter, City Council 
  Lori Ward, Director, Downtown Development Authority  
  Brent Strong, Building Official 
 
  Audience: approximately 150 in person, 185 on ZOOM call    
 
3. APPROVE MINUTES: March 1, 2022 
 
Chair Tinberg noted several corrections to the March 1, 2022 draft minutes as noted in the motion below. 
She also noted that the email listed in error at the March 1 meeting from Mr. Evasic will be part of 
tonight’s record. 
 
Commissioner Hay asked that page 3, last paragraph, 2nd line, be corrected to show the Planning 
Commission found the application to be generally complete. 
 
MOTION by DeBono, support by Vollick, to amend and approve the March 1 2022 meeting minutes as 
follows: 
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Under 5.D. Correspondence: 
• February 16, 2022 email from Reef Morse, 39900 Stoneleigh St., Northville, asking that Johnson 


Drain be renamed Northville Creek relative to the renaming of the Johnson Drain, and also the 
manner in which the February 15 meeting was conducted. 


• February 24, 2022 email from Cindi Brazen, Fairbrook Street, relative to the potential impact of The 
Downs project on the Fairbrook corridor. 


• February 25, 2022 letter from Steven Kaplan, Charter Township of West Bloomfield Supervisor, 
offering a positive reference for Hunter Pasteur Homes, based on development in West Bloomfield. 
relative to his experience with prior projects completed by Hunter Pasteur Homes. 


• February 26, 2022 letter from Marcia Booth, opposing the development. relative to density, parking, 
and traffic for the Downs project. 


• February 26, 2022 email from Bryan Riegner, relative to PUD eligibility for the Downs project. 
• February 28, 2022 email from Bill Evasic, The Garage restaurant, supporting the development. 
• February 28, 2022 email from Nancy Riegner opposing the development. relative to the impact of the 


Downs project on the character and feeling of town. 
• March 1, 2022 email from Coleen Borgia, City of Northville resident, in support of the development. 


relative to redevelopment on the Downs site. 
 
Under 9. Other Planning Commission Business: Proposed Downs, Site Plan Review Process, line 2, 
change: 
• . . . found to be generally complete . . .  
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
            
4. AUDIENCE COMMENTS: (limited to brief presentations on matters not on the agenda) 
 
Jim Koster, 204 St. Lawrence Boulevard, noted that he had sent a letter regarding the presentation of 
the Retail Market Analysis by Gibbs Planning Group at the February 15, 2022 Planning Commission 
meeting. Mr. Koster was concerned with the idea that there would be no crossover from the Cady 
Street shopping district with the Main Street shopping district, and that the Cady Street shopping 
district would be a stand-alone district. He also wondered about Mr. Gibbs’ methodology in 
calculating demand for the small businesses mentioned in the analysis. Right now the City was 
supporting numerous restaurants; he could walk to 27 restaurant within a half mile of where he lived. 
If he included smoothie type places, but not pizza restaurants, the number rose to 34. He was 
disappointed in the report, which he felt lacked accurate analysis. 
 
Jim Long, 400 Fairbrook Court, asked that residents be given leeway on the 5 minute speaking limit, 
especially because the applicants were allowed to make long presentations at every meeting. 
 
Chair Tinberg explained that the Planning Commission would operate according to its established 
rules. 
 
5. REPORTS & CORRESPONDENCE  
 


A. CITY ADMINISTRATION:   
 
City Manager Sullivan 
No report. 
 
Building Official Strong 
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Proposal for new brew pub at the MainCentre building met requirements for a minor site plan review, 
which is underway.   
 
Downtown Development Director Ward 
No report. 
 
Mayor Turnbull 
Thanked everyone for their participation this evening. 
 


B. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS:    
 
Commissioner Gaines, Historic District Commission 
HDC will meet tomorrow night.  
At the February 16 meeting the Commission reviewed a conceptual presentation from Hunter Pasteur 
regarding the part of The Downs that is in the Historic District. Even though some portions of the 
development are on multiple parcels, only those parcels in the Historic District fall under the jurisdiction 
of the HDC.  
 
Commissioner Vollick 
Sustainability Team: 
• Public Works Director Domine joined the Sustainability Team.  
• Completed a set of sustainability metrics for measuring sustainability in the City, which will be 


reviewed by City Council at the next Council meeting.  
• Next Sustainability Team meeting will be April 25 in the DDA conference room.  
Rouge Restoration Task Force: 
• Ford Field Task Force is now combined with Rouge Restoration Task Force. 
 


C. OTHER COMMUNITY/GOVERNMENTAL LIAISONS:   
 
None. 
 


D. CORRESPONDENCE:   
 
Chair Tinberg explained that correspondence received after Monday at 4:30 pm before a meeting might 
not get to all Commissioners before the Tuesday night meeting; if late-arriving correspondence is not read 
into tonight’s meeting it will be acknowledged at the next Planning Commission meeting. 
 
Letters and emails were received from the following people relative to the Downs project since the last 
meeting: 
• Alexander Schwarz, address unspecified 
• Dennis Engerer of Coldspring Drive 
• Kristin and Bob Evans of N. Rogers Street 
• Patricia Dunne, address unspecified 
• John and Michelle Kelly of Beal Street 
• Tom and Lisa Wisely of W. Dunlap Street 
• Stephen Sweeney, address unspecified 
• Martha Bolio of Debra Lane 
• Joe Laura of Dunhill Court 
• Bill Poulos of Coldspring Drive 
• EJ Chidiac of Linden Court 
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• Stephen Calkins of W. Dunlap Street 
• Northville River Restoration Task Force 
• Demetri and Maria Zestros of Cherry Ridge Road 
• Eric Spadafora, address unspecified 
• George and Joelle Sarkozy of Thayer Blvd. 
• Ryan McKindles, city resident 
• Linda Zurek, address unspecified 
• Justin and Myranda Fabian, address unspecified 
• Barbara Ulbrich, city resident 
• Harriet Hitchcock, address unspecified 
• Jackie Dobson of Rayson Street 
• Gloria Hubberth, address unspecified 
• Luke Broses, address unspecified 
• Jim and Diane Kincade of Ridge Court 
• Josh Doer, city resident 
• Allison Long of Long’s Plumbing 
• Doug Bingham, city resident 
• Ed Kowalski, address unspecified 
• First Presbyterian Church on Main Street 
• Gerry and Sharon VanAcker of Fairbrook Court 
• James Young of N. Center Street 
• Jim and Sue Petres of Fairbrook Court 
• Jim Nortarianni of W. Dunlap Street 
• Maryanne Barry of High Street  
• John O’Brien of Baseline Road 
• John Roby, city resident 
• Josephine Kowalski, address unspecified 
• Kate Knight of Northville Twp.  
• Luci Klinkhamer of Lake Street 
• Mary Poole of Fairbrook Court 
• Ralph and Michelle Smith of Fairbrook Court 
• Patrick Russell of High Street 
• Mr. and Mrs. Roger Kempa of Covington Court 
• John Niehoff, address unspecified 
• Kevin and Richelle Martin of Main Street 
• Laurie Coppock, city resident 
• Martyn Hunt, address unspecified 
• Mike Lapinski of Rayson Street 
• Richard and Tracy Probst, city residents 
• Sandra Guerro of Northville Twp  
• Billy Burns of Fairbrook Court 
• Curt Perry of St. Lawrence Blvd. 
• Elaine MacInnis Smith, address unspecified 
• Karen Stephens, address unspecified 
• Tim and Jennifer Luikart, address unspecified 
• Barbara McIntyre of Lockmoor Circle 
• Carl Denton Stephens, address unspecified 
• Joe and Joyce Fennell, address unspecified 
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• Jack and Patty Klarr, city residents 
 
The Commission received correspondence from the following individuals which address both the Downs 
project and downtown street closures: 
• Joseph Engerer of W. Dunlap Street 
• Barry and Debbie Kempa, address unspecified 
 
The Commission received letters or emails from the following individuals focusing on their experience 
working with Hunter Pasteur Homes: 
• Brian Kepes, Bloomfield Twp. Treasurer 
• Mary Elwart Keyes of Main Street 
• Bob Gatt, Mayor of Novi 
• Chris Barnett, Orion Twp. Supervisor 
 
The Commission received a copy of a packet of materials from David Gutman, Kathy Spillane, and Susan 
Haifleigh that they provided as feedback to Hunter Pasteur regarding The Downs project. 
 
The Commission received an email from Paula Walworth of Northville Township, focusing on 
roundabouts. 
 
The Commission received an email from Jennie Macy, address unspecified, regarding the potential for 
rodent problems during demolition of the Downs buildings based on her previous experience with the 
demolition of Hazel Park Raceway. 
 
Chair Tinberg said that the Commission had received and read the correspondence, and were 
appreciative of the time people took to write, especially those who went into an extensive review of 
the issues and/or provided specific suggestions for improvement.  Public input helped the 
Commission think more deeply about the issues and informed their thinking as they moved into 
deliberations.  Copies of correspondence are posted on the City website, under Proposed 
Redevelopment Projects:  
https://www.ci.northville.mi.us/services/building_and_planning/planning_commission/proposed_rede
velopment_projects 
 
6. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
MOTION by Kirk, support by Maise, to approve the agenda as submitted. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
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:   
 
The Downs Planned Units Development – Preliminary Site Plan/Hunter Pasteur Northville LLC 
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[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.] 
 
Presentation by Applicant 
Seth Herkowitz, Partner, Hunter Pasteur, represented The Downs development team this evening. 
Utilizing a PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Herkowitz overviewed the project and made the following 
points: 
• Hunter Pasteur recognized that there were a wide range of perspectives relating to this project, 


and looked forward to hearing substantive, actionable and constructive feedback.  
• Hunter Pasteur had created a website specific to The Downs project, which will launch tomorrow: 


www.Northvilledowns.info. Email address is ndinput@hunterpasteurhomes.com 
• Tonight’s presentation will address density, impact on public facilities, traffic, and project 


benefits including tax revenue generation. 
• Four primary components of Cady Street neighborhood north of the future Beal Street extension 


included: 
1. Mixed use building with frontages on Cady, the future Hutton Street extension, and the future 


Beal Street extension, with 174 apartments and 8,270 square feet of commercial space. 290 
parking spaces will be provided, with 187 spaces in the garage, and 103 outdoor surface 
spaces. The building wraps the garage and surface parking, so that parking is not visible from 
the street frontages.  


2. The one acre Central Park will be adjacent to the apartment building to the east. 
3. East of Central Park will be a “for sale” 53-unit condominium building with frontage on Cady 


Street, Beal, and Central Park, and which will have 4,850 square feet of commercial space. 
The underground parking garage and surface parking will be hidden from street view. 


4. 31 “for sale” row houses, with 2-car attached garages, will front Cady and Griswold, and 
wrap the corners of Beal and Griswold, as well as Beal and Center. 18 surface spaces will be 
provided for visitor parking.  


• Renderings showed characteristics consistent with Mr. Burden’s Walkability Study, the Gibbs 
Retail Study Analysis, the Master Plan and the Zoning Ordinance, in that The Downs presented 
the highest density use along Cady Street, close to the downtown, and provided ground level 
commercial frontage along Cady, with the goal to make Cady the primary social and retail street 
of the development. 


• The future Hutton Street showed an active street frontage including individualized storefront and 
residential entries, with ground level walk-up units along Hutton facing Central Park. 


• Central Park was one of the most significant community assets of the development. Hunter 
Pasteur would work with the City, the DDA, the Planning Commission, and the community 
regarding specific programmatic elements within the park. Central Park space would be a place 
for community events and local gatherings, as well as provide passive space for residents of 
Northville.  


• More than 30% of the overall site plan was public open space.  
• Pedestrian promenade will border Central Park from Cady to Beal Street. Both prominent corners 


of Central Park will be programmed for food and beverage operators. 
• Intersection of Cady and Griswold showed the influence of local architects Robert Miller and 


Greg Presley, specifically on the row houses at this corner. 3-story brick row houses will front 
Cady Street; 2-1/2 story row houses will front Griswold. Based on feedback from the Historic 
District Commission, Hunter Pasteur was re-evaluating some design elements of the Griswold 
design, as well as the elevation turning the corner from Cady to Griswold. 


• Single family homes will be provided along Fairbrook, with a variety of designs consistent with 
the single family architecture throughout historic Northville. 



mailto:ndinput@hunterpasteurhomes.com
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• The Downs’ plan had evolved since Hunter Pasteur’s original submission in 2018, with a 
reduction in units from 599 units in 2018, to 474 units today.  


• Hunter Pasteur recognized the concerns expressed by the community and the Planning 
Commission related to the neighborhood south of Beal. They had received feedback from the 
Sustainability Team, and were revising the plans to reflect suggestions made.  


• Regarding the “canyon effect” along Center Street, the developers were exploring the following 
options: 
- The townhomes south of Fairbrook would be replaced by 1-1/2 story row house product.  
- The developers were also exploring alternate elevation and massing for the townhomes 


north of Fairbrook along Center, and for the townhomes facing Beal, including a reduction in 
height from 3 stories to 2-1/2 stories above grade and 1/2 story below grade. 


• Hunter Pasteur was exploring ways to reduce the number of townhomes in the plan and replace 
them with 1-1/2 story row houses at select locations, reducing 50 townhomes to 40 row houses. 


• Regarding achieving a “best in class” gateway design, once the City and County determine the 
preferred improvements to the 7 Mile/Center Street intersection, Hunter Pasteur’s landscape 
architect will work with the community to design the gateway there. 


• Regarding density:  
- Total overall density will be 9.85 dwelling units/acre. The Master Plan specifies 7.6-14 


du/acre. A further reduction in density by 10 units is anticipated, as just described.  
- To compare, the Foundry Flask apartment project has a density of 16.77 du/acre. 
- The Downs neighborhood south of Beal has 5.6 du/acre, slightly lower than the 5.8 du/acre in 


the surrounding neighborhoods. 
- Northville has less population today than in 2000, by 340 residents. Upon completion of The 


Downs in 2028, 845 new residents will be added to the population, or 505 more residents 
than in 2000, an immaterial change. 


- In 2018 30% of households in Northville had seniors; that percentage is projected to climb to 
47% by 2045. The six different housing types all have either a first floor primary suite option 
or direct access from internal elevators.  


• Regarding public services: 
- Northville Public School District reports, as evidenced by data provided by a third party 


commissioned by NPS, that school enrollment is projected to decrease through 2024 by 255 
students, or 3.6%. The NPS Superintendent concluded as part of the Master Plan update 
process that the District could accommodate the increase in enrollment from The Downs 
development, and the increase would benefit the schools by providing additional state 
funding. Again, The Downs unit counts have decreased by approximately 20% since the 
original submission. 


• Traffic and circulation: 
- The City’s traffic consultant has formally accepted the findings of the traffic impact study, 


which provides solutions to many pre-existing traffic issues, and also provides 
recommendations to help improve future traffic conditions.  


- The traffic impact study further concludes that the majority of intersections throughout 
Northville will experience a negligible increase in traffic volumes associated with The Downs 
project.  


- Hunter Pasteur supports the recommendation made by Commissioner Hay and supported by 
several other planning commissioners to create a technical working group regarding traffic.  


• Letters had been received by the Commission from numerous municipalities in which Hunter 
Pasteur had recently completed projects or was currently developing projects. Terms used like 
integrity, honesty, civility, reliability, and top of class were appreciated. Hunter Pasteur deals 
with challenges honestly, directly and with integrity.  


• Project benefits: 
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- Increased tax revenues to the DDA and the City of Northville, as well as the County and 
State.  Tax revenue projections were reviewed and confirmed by the City Finance Director 
and Assessor, who considered the projections reasonable and conservative. Local and state 
school revenue will increase from $50,289 currently to $963,260. Tax revenue for city 
millages (city operating and streets), and tax revenue to the DDA will increase from $99,305 
to $2,132,171 in 2028.  


- Positive economic impact and increased revenue to local businesses. 
- Improved stormwater management.  
- The restoration of the Rouge River and creation of public park space. 
- Housing diversity.  
- Extension of complementary commercial activity from Main Street to Cady Street.  
- Increase in pedestrian, vehicular, and bicycle connectivity north to Main, East of Beal, and 


south to Hines Park.  
 
Mr. Herkowitz said that Hunter Pasteur understood and respected the varying perspectives relating to 
The Downs project. Constructive community input had profoundly influenced the plan. The 
development team looked forward to synthesizing community and Commission feedback as they 
continued to refine the site plan during the PUD process. 
 
Introduction to Public Comment 
Chair Tinberg explained that the purpose of tonight's public hearing was to accept public comments 
specific to the preliminary site plan for The Downs, and she made the following points: 
• The Planning Commission had qualified the project as meeting the criteria for a Planned Unit 


Development (PUD) last fall.   
• Any project in this area would need to be developed as a PUD because the underlying zoning 


district for most of this property is “Racetrack.”  
• On February 15, 2022, the Planning Commission determined the site plan to be “generally 


complete.”  
• Tonight’s public hearing is the next step in the process. The purpose of the public hearing is to 


gather information from the public regarding how the site plan aligns or doesn't with the City’s 
Master Plan and the design standards of the Zoning Ordinance.  


• After the public hearing, the Planning Commission will begin deliberations regarding the site 
plan. The deliberations must be based on the criteria regarding site plan approval as listed in the 
Zoning Ordinance, and the Commission cannot make up other new criteria for review.  


• The Planned Unit Development is provided as a design and planning option.  As defined in the 
ordinance, a PUD is intended to: 
- permit flexibility in the regulation of land development; 
- encourage innovation in land use and form of ownership, and encourage variety in the design, 


layout, and type of structures that are constructed;  
- preserve significant natural, historical, and architectural features and also open space; 
- promote efficient provision of public services and utilities;  
- minimize adverse traffic impacts;  
- provide adequate housing and employment; 
- encourage development of convenient recreational facilities; and  
- encourage the use and improvement of existing sites or existing buildings when the uniform 


regulations contained in other zoning districts alone do not provide adequate protection and 
safeguards for the site or its surrounding areas, or flexibility to consider adaptive re-use of 
existing structures. 


• Design standards in the ordinance that a PUD must meet are: 
- All regulations within the City Zoning Ordinance applicable to setbacks, parking and loading, 


general provisions, and other requirements must be met, and in all cases, the strictest 
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provisions apply.  However, deviations from those regulations may be granted as part of the 
overall approval of the PUD, provided there are features or elements demonstrated by the 
applicant and designed into the project plan for the purpose of achieving the objectives of the 
ordinance, and those features or elements are deemed adequate by the City Council upon the 
recommendation of the Planning Commission. 


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


- The uses that are proposed must not adversely affect the existing public utilities and 
circulation system, surrounding properties, or the environment. 


- The public benefit must be one which could not be achieved under the regulations of the 
underlying district alone (the underlying racetrack zoning that applies to most of this 
property), or that of any other zoning district. 


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


- All streets and parking areas within the PUD must meet the minimum construction and other 
requirements of City ordinances, unless modified by the Planning Commission and City 
Council. 


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


- Efforts must be made to preserve significant natural, historical, and architectural features, and 
also the integrity of the land, including wetlands or floodplains. 


- Thoroughfare, drainage, and utility design must meet or exceed the standards otherwise 
applicable in connection with each of the respective types of uses served. 


- There must be underground installation of utilities, including electricity and telephone. 
- The pedestrian circulation system, and its related walkways and safety paths, must be 


separated from vehicular thoroughfares and ways. 
- Signage, lighting, landscaping, and building materials for the exterior of all structures, and 


other features of the project, must be designed and completed with the objective of achieving 
an integrated and controlled development, consistent with the character of the community, 
surrounding developments, and natural features of the area. 


- 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, must be employed. 


- The proposed density of the PUD must be no greater than that which would be required for 
each of the component uses of the development by the district regulations of the underlying 
zoning district unless otherwise permitted by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
The ordinance instructs on how to calculate that density. 


• Public comment should focus on how the proposed site plan aligns or doesn’t align with 
ordinance criteria, because the Planning Commission cannot make up new criteria, and by law the 
Commission cannot deny approval simply because they don’t care for something.   


• At future meetings the Planning Commission will thoroughly review the site plan and come up 
with a recommendation to City Council regarding whether the PUD preliminary site plan should 
be approved, approved with conditions or modifications, or denied, based on the goals of the 
Master Plan and the criteria in the ordinance.   


• Regarding questions that have been asked: 
- The Downs and the surrounding property are owned by private citizens, and at any time the 


current owners of the Downs can choose to close their business and sell their property to 
whomever they’d like. In this case, the owners of this property have decided to sell to the 
Hunter Pasteur team, who had a right under the law to purchase this property and develop it 
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in a manner that complies with the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  Public comments that 
encourage the City to “keep the racetrack open” or “turn it into a park” aren’t particularly 
helpful, because the City doesn’t own, or control ownership of, the property.   


- Regarding the impact of this development on the schools, as part of the 2021 Master Plan 
process, Northville Public School Superintendent Gallagher’s team provided an informational 
webinar regarding the capacity of the schools to absorb new students that would be projected 
to come from this development.  That recorded webinar is available for viewing on the City 
website, but the bottom line was that the school district has reviewed enrollment projections 
and they indicated it will not be a problem to absorb the new students from this development 
into the existing schools.  Chair Tinberg encouraged residents to view the recording of the 
webinar on the City website for more details.  


- This proposal must be reviewed against the 2018 Master Plan because this application was 
submitted before the 2021 Master Plan was finalized and accepted by City Council. The 
Commission was aware that the developers closely monitored the work on the 2021 Master 
Plan, and used that work to inform the current PUD site plan application; however, the plan 
must be evaluated against the 2018 Master Plan.   


- Many people have concerns about how this project might compromise Northville’s historic 
character.  The Commission understands that concern, as Commissioners are also city 
residents. But the character of Northville was not only about neighborhood design. Character 
was also about how residents treat each other, and that character would be on display this 
evening. Chair Tinberg encouraged civil, courteous and respectful discourse. 


 
Chair Tinberg explained the rules that govern public hearings, and opened the meeting for comment 
from the public. 
 
Public Comment 
Many public comments included expressions of appreciation to the Planning Commission and the 
various task forces for the work they had done regarding this proposal. Some commenters also 
thanked the developers for the changes they had made to the site plan based on public responses. 
Individual comments were as follows: 
 
Craig Serra, 222 West Street, said that although he was averse to change, he supported this project. 
While acknowledging that there will be problems and hiccups along the way, the plan addressed 
many issues people had, and would provide green space and daylight the river.  
 
Deb Moga (phonetic), Northville resident, asked the Commissioners if they would be willing to 
relocate to the proposed development. 
 
David Field, 223 High Street, supported the development. Northville was no longer a “racetrack 
town,” and the racetrack was a relic that needed to be developed. While the 6,000 people in 
Northville each had their own opinion, it was up to the Planning Commission to make a decision, and 
he encouraged the Commission to move the City forward regarding this proposal. 
 
Gloria Hage, 610 Potomac, said they were living in their second home in the City. New development 
had allowed them to move from their starter home to larger home where they were able to raise a 
family. Like many others, they no longer had children in the Northville School system, and they were 
not leaving the City. New development will help sustain the schools and bring new families to 
Northville. She supported The Downs development and trusted the Planning Commission to approve 
an appropriate plan. 
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Nancy Riegner, Center Street, pointed out that land is a non-renewable resource. The 1-acre park was 
just .00156 square miles. She and her children chose to stay in Northville because of the small-town 
feel. It was not possible to get an accurate traffic study and know how Center Street would be 
impacted by traffic when the roads were closed. This development, at 2 cars per household, would 
bring 1,000 cars to a very small area, and would bring additional population of 1,500 people. There 
was a way to develop the racetrack more responsibly and keep the small town feel. 
 
A resident (name inaudible) did not agree with the numbers and projections given by the developer, 
and felt the proposed development was risky for Northville. 500 new residences would result in a 
population increase of 1500 people, or 25% increase over the current population. Could the residents 
vote on this development? The Farmers’ Market, an important part of Northville, had not been 
mentioned.  
 
Nancy Darga, 516 Center Street, said the issue was not whether development will happen, but how it 
will happen. The City had little authority over someone who wanted to develop a property “by right” 
as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. However, a PUD allowed flexibility and created more authority 
for the City to control the development and steer it forward, as well as to look for public benefit. The 
applicant’s extensive submittals met the requirements of PUD eligibility, providing the critical benefit 
of daylighting the river, introducing 9 acres of open space, and providing Central Park for use by the 
community at large. The open spaces will provide much needed flood relief and act as a catalyst for 
recreation and economic revitalization of this older industrial site. Noting that she worked with the 
Rouge Restoration Task Force, Ms. Darga pointed out that the site served as the hub for all the 
proposed river walk connections that would link existing parkways, including regional parks and state 
parks. This public benefit will be a game changer. She supported the diversity of housing that 
encouraged and supported different age groups, the varying heights along Cady Street, and the 
architecture and classic styling that matched and will add synergy to the commercial district. The site 
would be less dense than the recently approved Foundry Flask development. She would like to see 
more single family housing and fewer townhomes, and a beautiful gateway at 7 Mile and Center 
Street that reflected the history of the Downs racetrack, such as a silhouette of a horse and surrey. 
 
Matt Wells, 248 S. Center Street, said he was the closest property to the racetrack. He embraced and 
wanted the change. He wondered if new liquor licenses would be available for restaurants in the new 
development.  
 
David Gutman, 903 Spring Drive, supported responsible development. He had worked with Kathy 
Spillane and Susan Haifleigh to submit 19 pages of recommendations regarding the proposed site 
plan. Many other residents had submitted input, and the input had resulted in positive changes to the 
original site plan, including significantly expanded greenspace, more underground parking, 
daylighted river, varied widths of single family lots, underground retention, and changes and look of 
the architecture that enhance walkability and social connection. He understood that as a result of the 
most recent input, more modifications would be forthcoming. Hunter Pasteur’s response and 
receptivity to constructive input had been a bright spot in the process. Three major concerns had 
dominated the conversation: traffic, density, and “retention of small town charm.”  
 
Regarding traffic, and as Chair of the Sustainability Team, Mr. Gutman had joined forces with the 
Chair of the Rouge Restoration Task Force to form the Mobility Network Team, whose report is 
available on the City website. The Mobility Report outlined challenges related to effective  
traffic flow, safe walkable streets, the creation of connections between city shops and businesses, 
parks and other city assets, and to prioritize areas requiring immediate attention, especially with the 
advent of the Downs development. Although some of the recommendations affect tonight’s developer 
and site plan, the Mobility Team identified many solutions that require action by the City and the 
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County, such as the north-south traffic flow at Seven Mile/Hines and Seven Mile/Sheldon. At the last 
Planning Commission meeting, it was decided that the Commission will soon be deliberating topic 1 
of the site plan review: roads, pathways, connections and parking. The Mobility Team stands ready to 
support those discussion. Planning Consultant Elmiger was bringing together a traffic team, which 
will include the Mobility Network group, the Traffic Engineer, Hunter Pasteur, DPW, and experts in 
walkability, in order to establish a plan that will address some of the traffic concerns and ultimately 
provide a plan for the future. It was important to give the developer specifics to address the property 
that is going to be developed, to ensure that Northville’s change will be a magnificent change. To 
quote the Mayor: “These are exciting times. Let's use our time and talents to ensure that they are the 
best.”  
 
Nancy Rice, Randolph Street, said her biggest concern was traffic, which was already an issue in 
front of her home, especially during school opening and closing hours. She was concerned that the 
250-500 more cars would utilize short cuts through the neighborhoods, and was also concerned that 
during construction there would be construction vehicles, more garbage trucks, etc. 
 
Scott Lowery, 305 W. Dunlap, was concerned with density, safety and traffic: 
• Density. The Historic District had 144 acres, with 334 homes. Neighborhoods surrounding the 


proposed development included Beal Town to the east, Cabbage Town to the north, Orchard 
Heights to the west, and also included the neighborhood east of Rogers, south of Cady, north of 
Fairbrook, and west of Center Street. If the approximately 545 home addresses in these four areas 
were dropped into the Historic District’s 144 acres, the total units in the District would be 
approximately 900 units, or 6.25 units per acre. The Downs was proposing 474 residential units 
on 36.43 acres, or 13 units per acre. The city ordinance required a minimum lot width of 60 feet 
for new construction. There were 14 single family lots in the proposed development that were 
only 52 feet wide. While a PUD allows for deviation, the plan does not have to deviate.  


• Safety. The proposal for the buildings on Center Street showed them to be only 15’ off the street, 
with the sidewalk remaining right on top of Center Street. Vehicles often swerve away from the 
sidewalk as drivers are unnerved by the close pedestrian traffic. Whatever ends up being 
proposed needs to be off of, and preferably not facing,  Center Street. 


• Traffic. Prior to closing Center Street, traffic was already congested with daily backups. The 
development was proposing 474 or slightly fewer units. This would potentially add, 
conservatively, more than 800 new vehicles traveling up and down Center Street daily. PUD 
Article 20 requires under Purpose and Intent, to preserve significant natural, historical, and 
architectural features and open space. Section 20.05 requires: The proposed use or uses shall be 
of such location, size, density and character as to be in harmony with the zoning district in which 
it is situated, and shall not be detrimental to the adjoining zoning districts. This proposal does not 
meet these requirements.  


• Mr. Lowery was in support of developing this property, but with less density, safer, and lesser 
impact on traffic. 


 
Jim Long, 400 Fairbrook Court, said that as a disclaimer, he was not speaking because of what was 
happening with the Foundry Flask project; the two projects were unrelated and dissimilar. Also, while 
he was a member of the DDA, he was not speaking on behalf of the DDA. He said that for a 
developer to spend multiple 4-hour meetings trying to convince the community that a development 
was good for the community was a red flag. As shown on visuals he provided, the site plan presented 
this evening was very similar to that presented in 2019, which had been rejected by the Commission 
and the community. When presented side by side, there was very little difference between the two 
proposals. Mr. Long would like to see the Downs developed, but there were other options for 
developing that property that wouldn’t result in the density and traffic issues that this one did. Mr. 
Long pointed out that Hutton Street stopped at Main Street, and was a parking lot from Main Street to 
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Mary Alexander Court, and from Mary Alexander Court was just a pathway 21’ from face of curb to 
face of curb. The street could not be widened to the east due to the location of the Presbyterian 
Church, and it could not be widened to the west, because Mr. Long owned the adjacent lot. Nothing 
in the Northville Charter required the City to provide housing diversity. The Northville website states 
that Northville is a city with a 150-year-old history that offers beautiful neighborhoods, historic 
buildings and settings, a city of grace as its heritage. Everyone present was a steward of this 
wonderful community. The City needed responsible development and this proposal was not that.  
 
Joanne Bandoni, 483 Grace Street, objected to the current proposal, due to its crippling of traffic, 
overall congestion, and extensive and expensive infrastructure problems and challenges that will 
greatly decrease the quality of life in Northville. Traffic was an adverse effect as called out in the 
Master Plan. 2019 pricing was outdated. While there had been improvements since 2019, she was 
strongly opposed to the plan as submitted.  
 
Matt Apeland, Allen Drive, said that Northville had been a crucial part of life for himself and his 
friends. The current development was not what Northville needs. Development needed to occur, but 
not this plan, which was not Northville and led in a direction that was not Northville. 
 
Anne Smith, 639 Fairbrook, wondered why the developer believed Northville needed row houses and 
tract housing. Northville had a historic context and scale that could never be duplicated by a PUD. 
She was a real estate agent who had worked almost exclusively in Northville for the past 25 years. 
Clients paid higher prices and taxes to live in Northville and send their children to Northville schools. 
There was a strong sense of community, and historic charm and character. Children grew up and left 
but then returned to Northville to raise their own families, which she had tried to explain to Mr. 
Wertheimer when she was a member of the Planning Commission. The residents of Northville know 
what they do and do not like, and she implored the developer to listen to them. 
 
Jim Koster, 204 St. Lawrence Boulevard, said that after the February 1 meeting he had written a letter 
to the Planning Commission listing his concerns regarding the submitted engineering drawings. On 
February 15 he received a response from Hunter Pasteur, which he then shared with the Planning 
Commission so the response could be part of the public record. Mr. Koster reviewed some of those 
responses, including the developer’s stated position that they would reduce townhome numbers if a  
roundabout was constructed, even though in their presentation Hunter Pasteur said they could not 
reduce the number of units. Also, Hunter Pasteur said they would ensure that the site provides 
everything needed for a long-term successful Farmers’ Market, but this was not addressed on the plan 
this evening. It was critical that the development be consistent with the character of the community, 
even though this was a subjective determination. Mr. Koster did appreciate the developer addressing 
the tunnel effect going up Center Street. In the end, the developer has to make money. The Planning 
Commission has to make sure the development fits the character of the community. Mr. Koster felt 
there needed to be more work and more negotiations, with a decrease in density, in order for the plan 
to adhere to the character of Northville. 
 
Susan Haifleigh, 308 S. Wing Street, speaking first as a member of the Sustainability Team and the 
Farmers’ Market Task Force, asked residents to read the detailed report regarding the Farmers’ 
Market on the city website. Speaking as a professor of design and architecture at Eastern Michigan 
University and as an architectural designer, Ms. Haifleigh gave personal knowledge of the design 
team, attesting to the high quality of their past work. She had been impressed with Hunter Pasteur, 
especially since their second submission, with their efforts to get direct community input, and to 
respond to community concerns. The improvements since the 2019 submission were vast. This 
project was started with local developers who secured the land and who were still on the project team. 
Ms. Haifleigh said she had submitted along with Dave Gutman and Kathy Spillane the 19 page 
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response listing their concerns to the site plan. Regarding density, the developers had lowered the 
density from the allowable maximum, and then lowered it further as a result of community input. 
Density was, however, not a bad thing. Density increased walkability, public safety, visual interest, 
and resulted in a more vibrant town. A mixture of housing types and densities makes for a richer 
physical environment. The challenges to infrastructure as a city grows are real, and in most cases, 
adjusting the infrastructure appropriately was controlled by the city and county. Ms. Haifleigh felt 
confident that the development will have a positive outcome and be a wonderful contribution to 
Northville.  
 
Michelle Aniol, Beal Town, lived directly adjacent –  to the east – of this development, which she 
supported. The character of Northville was not well represented by what she saw from her property, 
which was dilapidated buildings with trees growing out of falling-in roofs, a urine-soaked pile of 
gravel that gets scraped off the track and dumped so that it is viewable from Griswold, abandoned 
inoperable vehicles, trailers, and heavy equipment that are visible to drivers on River Street. The 
Downs redevelopment will be an aesthetic enhancement. Regarding density, the density that the 
Foundry Flask development has is what is allowed by the ordinance and by the Master Plan, and 
which was a development Ms. Aniol also supported. The density of the Downs development was less 
than that of Foundry Flask, and was less than the developer was entitled to per the city ordinance and 
the Master Plan. Regarding ongoing cost to the City, if the City could not afford the development 
with the proposed improvements including daylighting the river, the City shouldn’t have requested 
that amenity. Last, the response from Ms. Spillane, Ms. Haifleigh, and Mr. Gutman provided very 
valuable graphics, which with the exception of the retail were spot on.  
 
Nancy Chiri, 661 West Main, said she thought a viable plan could be developed for this site, and the 
developer had the resources to do that. Currently there were deficiencies in terms of height, the FAR 
ordinance, and undersized lots. She was most concerned with the traffic study, which should be 
redone due to when it was completed and the closure of the streets. Intersections such as 
Rogers/Cady, Rogers/Main, Linden/Main, West/Main, High/Main should all be included to 
understand how traffic was currently dispersed through town, and how the downtown core will be 
impacted once the streets open up again. Regarding modifications to the plan, Ms. Chiri asked that 
rental units be reduced, as there was a plethora of rental communities in the near vicinity. More 
single-family housing was needed in Northville. She suggested moving the development along Cady 
to the south of the site, and putting Central Park along Cady. Ms. Chiri asked for a townhall meeting 
in order to more fully discuss the work of the task forces and educate the community as to some of 
the details behind this plan, including a better understanding of the funding model. Last, who was in 
charge of this project, especially where funding was concerned? Ms. Chiri handed her notes to the 
Commission and to the developer. 
 
Rich Probst, Center Street, appreciated the developer addressing the canyon appearance on Center 
Street. He was also concerned with the setbacks on Center Street, which was already dangerous for 
pedestrians. Additional concerns focused on whether the development met the requirements of the 
FAR ordinance, whether the development met the PUD requirement of harmony with the surrounding 
community, and whether tax revenue would be offset by infrastructure requirements related to 
environmental concerns and traffic. Regarding daylighting the river, Mr. Probst noted that there was 
not a lot of open space along the river, causing that amenity to be unusable and inaccessible. Where 
would users park? It would be good to have open space on both sides of the river. Would the river 
simply be a big ditch at that location? The continuation of the Farmers’ Market was important as a 
walkable feature, and any assurances from the developers regarding this amenity needed to be in 
writing. Perhaps a city-sponsored nonprofit could purchase the existing Farmers’ Market site. 
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Greg Swanson, resident, was concerned regarding the increase in population, which would be 
concentrated in a small area. He noted that a fast-food restaurant could show a beautiful hamburger in 
a marketing piece, but in the end it was still a fast-food hamburger. The renderings this evening 
looked beautiful, but they could be misleading. While he supported opening up the river, the drawings 
showing something like the Huron River running through the area did not represent reality. After the 
river was daylighted it was going to be about 6” deep; it was important to not be too charmed by this. 
Central Park looked beautiful, but it would be the City who would have to activate and maintain that 
space. The cost of maintaining the park would be the City’s responsibility. The traffic studies were 
incomplete because of the downtown street closures. As noted tonight, Hutton Street will not be able 
to bear additional traffic. The proximity of the sidewalk to Center Street was also a concern. Diversity 
in housing was actually gentrification. Young people could not purchase a $500,000 - $800,000 
home. More affordable housing was needed. The Farmers’ Market and the log cabin needed to be 
incorporated into the plans. What protected the City if one of the developers defaulted?  
 
Dennis Engerer, 999 Coldspring, said that he had been waiting for the track to be developed, yet he 
was also concerned with the lack of single family homes, and the resulting loss of Northville 
character. There was a risk to building condominiums, apartments, and townhomes, which looked 
great when new, but when aged have declining value, unlike single family homes. 
 
Chris Davis, 511 W. Main, supported allowing the Planning Commission to do its work. He was 
supportive of the public benefit. The type of public benefit being offered was very difficult to 
achieve. 
 
John Wilkes, 209 N. Wing Street, said that they lived on the race track where speeding drivers come 
down Randolph toward Wing Street. Traffic was a big concern. The church he pastored owned 55 
acres outside of the City, and were limited to 48 units because of the density requirements of the 
parcel. The Downs site was smaller than their parcel, and close to 500 units were being proposed. He 
was also concerned as to where the 4th of July parade would be staged after The Downs was 
developed. 
 
Phillip Maise, 771 Grandview, offered “full conditional” support for the project. He was concerned 
regarding the tree replacement on this site. Northville had oak, walnut and maple trees. The landscape 
plan for The Downs showed Asian trees. It was important the landscaping be in harmony with 
Northville’s character. He was also concerned regarding where residents’ dogs would be walked. This 
was a particular issue with renters, who might not go through the process to get their dog into the dog 
park. Last, plans needed to be made regarding what to do with geese, who would be attracted to the 
daylighted river. He recommended the landscape utilize ledger rock, and not concrete. 
 
Gail LeVan,  132 Randolph Street, gave some history of Northville and the racetrack. When she was 
young the river was not buried, and she would cross over on a log; her mother would not worry 
because the river was mostly mud and 2 inches deep. If the river could not be daylighted, it would not 
be such a horrible thing. The apartments looked pretty in the renderings, but by the time families with 
their several cars moved in, the appearance might be different. The City could not afford to make a 
mistake. Tall apartment buildings were not what Northville residents wanted.  
 
Kathy Spillane, 487 W. Cady St., said she was a member of many teams and task forces in the City, 
and had also participated in the community feedback sessions with the City and the developer. She 
had found Hunter Pasteur to be receptive to constructive suggestions. She supported restoration of the 
river. She supported the proposed density provided that the areas of traffic concern were addressed. 
To further reduce traffic, she asked the City to consider using parking meters for premium downtown 
spots, in order to incentivize visitors and residents to use peripheral free parking spaces, and to 
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incentivize walking. She spoke positively about a potential shared use path for bikes and pedestrians 
between the Township hospital site (Legacy Park), and Northville Road, offering the chance to reduce 
vehicle trips. The Mobility Team had prepared recommendations to improve walkability and 
placemaking objectives. 
 
Chair Tinberg called a short break at 8:41 pm and reconvened the meeting at 8:51 pm. 
 
John Jameson, 631 Natalie Lane, was concerned regarding traffic and parking issues; with these two 
issues there was zero room for failure. If a roundabout was to be constructed, it should be done before 
construction started on this project. Updated traffic studies needed to be completed quickly. Another 
500-600 cars in the City was going to be an issue. 
 
David Zema, 375 First Street, was concerned regarding traffic issues, and invited the developers to go 
with him to the busiest areas of Northville to see the traffic saturation that was already occurring, 
without the addition of 1000 more cars. It was very hard to find parking downtown. Traffic is a 
nightmare right now. 
 
Brett Yuhasz, Vice President of Construction, Hunter Pasteur, spoke about growing up in Northville, 
graduating from MSU and staying in Michigan, but not having the option to move back to Northville 
because of lack of affordable choices in the City. People grow up in Northville, attend school here, 
create lifelong relationships here, but cannot afford to live here. Young people desired to be close to a 
downtown area with core walkability to shops, restaurants and businesses, and to enjoy park access. 
He considered it the opportunity of a lifetime to help ensure that Northville will be successful for 
future generations, and that will reflect Hunter Pasteur as professional developers who believe in the 
past, present and future of Northville. 
 
Therese Grossi, 512 W. Dunlap, reiterated that information regarding the Farmers’ Market was on the 
City website. She thanked all those who were working on this project, and hoped The Downs 
development would happen sooner rather than later. She supported the diversity of housing including 
apartments and townhomes, although she would like to see more options for one-story living for those 
who may want to age in place. She supported daylighting the river and Central Park. She would like 
to see more east/west and north/south conductivity. She encouraged moving forward with this plan. 
 
Lenore Lewandowsky, 119 Randolph Street, said that Hunter Pasteur had made some nice changes 
since first presenting to the Planning Commission, but more could be done. While the proposed 
development was adaptable for seniors, the Master Plan also had a goal of encouraging young people 
and young families to move to the City, by providing more diverse and affordable housing. In 
previous meetings she had asked for price points for each of the housing types, but this had still not 
been provided. The Hunter Pasteur project Gramercy Ridge in West Bloomfield had been pitched in 
2019 as more affordable housing at $350,000 for 1500-2200 square feet, but now the smallest units 
were listing for approximately $535,000. This was not affordable housing for young families. Hunter 
Pasteur should be challenged to provide housing that young families could afford, without increasing 
density. Her concern with the traffic studies was that they did not include the smaller developments 
that were in process or recently approved for this same general area. A traffic study should look at 
this overall picture. She requested an exit onto Seven Mile Road from the proposed development, and 
a resolution to the traffic on Northville Road. 
 
Carl Giroux, 127 S. Rogers, said that density drove everything else about this project, including 
traffic issues, parking, impact on schools, infrastructure, tax base, and so on. The question came down 
to: what cost were the residents willing to pay for that as a town? How will this affect the way of life 
here? Was there a price tag for this? Perhaps the community should be open to leaving the river as it 
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is, and ask for a less dense development. Public funding for improvements might also allow a 
reduction in density. Regarding traffic, perhaps a boulevard could be constructed on Center Street. 
Other communities that had apartment buildings on their entrance roads were not attractive. Perhaps 
Hutton Street should extend all the way to 7 Mile Road, and the community should entertain 
roundabouts on 7 Mile Road. These suggestions were another way to think about the density issue. 
 
Stephen Calkins, 317 West Dunlap, supported The Downs plan. He felt this proposal represented the 
City’s last chance to work with the world class architects that comprised the development team, who 
had taken the time to listen to the community. He did not want Northville known as the place that will 
only accept large single family homes.  
 
Kurt Menhart, 483 Grace, wondered about the tipping point between density and profitability. 
Regarding the romance of daylighting the river, he agreed the river was not much of a river. It went 
up and down depending on how much rainfall was received. For the cost of daylighting the river, 
perhaps it would be better that the land be used for other public amenities, such as a park or the 
Farmers’ Market. Daylighting the river should be off the table. In spite of the quality of the 
development team, the development still seemed to lack the organic nature of the surrounding 
neighborhoods, where there were a number of single family homes,  all different because they were 
all built at different times, not a set of five or six designs that simply changed color. Bringing the 
height down on Center Street was a step in the right direction, but the development needed more 
variation.  
 
John Roby, resident, speaking as a member of the River Restoration Task Force, spoke to what was 
known regarding the underground river and the research that had been done regarding the river 
generally. For those that didn’t think this was a river, the water going over the dam at Mill Ridge gave 
perspective. At the worst time of the year that water was inches deep coming into Beal Street; most of 
the year it was more than that. Parks were important. The City had the opportunity to integrate with 
the Township parks, with the hope that someday connections will be made to Novi. Outside groups 
were willing to help Northville be the hub of surrounding parks. He felt Northville had an obligation 
to be the crown of Hines Drive, and to help join recreational opportunities together. 
 
Joe Laura, 47706 Tango Court, Novi, spoke to the situation on Beck Road, which was bearing the 
burden of infrastructure needs for development as it moved from Haggerty Road to the west. 1000 
more cars in Northville would worsen a bad situation, and would ruin Northville as a small town. The 
traffic report should be all-encompassing, and include the overall general area. Also, if Hunter Pasteur 
was promising land for a Farmers’ Market, it should be in writing and reviewed by city attorneys. He 
did not think Hunter Pasteur could be trusted, from his experience in dealing with them in his own 
development. Everything needed to be in writing. The 2018 Northville strategic plan called for 
750,000 square feet of commercial to be developed. This development was offering 16,000 square 
feet. From 2000 to 2013, 86 new residences were constructed in Northville; this developer was 
talking about adding 484 residences, plus approximately 100 new residences were planned in other 
approved developments. He asked that height and density numbers be carefully checked. Last, he 
asked that letters to the Commission be read in the meetings.  
 
Mark Kass, 765 Novi Street, speaking regarding the Farmers’ Market, said he would be willing to 
support a millage so that the City could purchase and maintain the existing Farmers’ Market location. 
He shared traffic and density concerns. He felt Northville Downs was still a beautiful property as 
someone drove north on Center Street from 7 Mile Road. 
 
Ed Brazen, 370 Fairbrook, echoed concerns about traffic, which he did not think could be fixed. 
Traffic was backed up from where he lived to Beck Road during rush hour every day. He was also 
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concerned regarding the potential loss of the Farmers’ Market. He wondered why single story homes 
could not be built on the southern portion of the site. There would be plenty of fill dirt from the 
construction on Cady Street to support the construction of single family homes. He did not think the 
plans had changed much from 2019. He did not think Central Park would be used by the greater 
Northville community.  
 
Kevin Clark, 777 Spring Drive, said he was disappointed with the traffic study, which did not appear 
to recognize pre-Covid traffic problems with east/west and north/south connectivity. He supported the 
idea of having a southern entrance/exit on 7 Mile Road. His original understanding of the daylighted 
river was that it would be a nice, lovely park but the sketches showed it being a deep ditch with no 
area to use around it. He would prefer a wider, useable park at the river, which would be more 
important than Central Park in his opinion.  
 
Chair Tinberg noted that no other public in the meeting room indicated they wanted to speak, and 
opened the comment to online ZOOM participants.  
 
Rick Wieland, Dunlap Street, said he supported this project and was ready to get it moving forward. 
 
Rick Ambler, 718 West Main Street, said his family was 8th generation Northvillians. He did not think 
the buildings shown on the renderings represented Northville, especially in terms of height. People 
who lived here knew there was an existing traffic problem, and adding this many units would only 
make that situation worse; density was an issue. In all the time he lived in Northville, and with 
children who lived in the area, no one had ever asked him why there were no apartments in downtown 
Northville. He understood the developers needed to make money, but he felt they should put more 
effort into mirroring the surrounding neighborhoods with more single family homes, lower the 
heights of their buildings, and eliminate the apartments. Perhaps the City could find some way to 
purchase some of this property. He suggested the project could be moved north, and the southern 
portion with the higher water table be sold elsewhere. 
 
Mark Russell, 777 Grace Street, asked the Planning Commission to contemplate the design standards, 
especially Section 20.04.2: The uses proposed will not adversely affect the existing public utilities and 
circulation system, surrounding properties, or the environment. There needed to be a better 
understanding regarding what the capacity and the impact of the utilities will be on the existing 
infrastructure in the City, including how the developer will initiate his costs, and what that means to 
the city infrastructure and capacity. The commercial aspect of the development also needed to be 
understood. Also, Section 20.04.6 stated: 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. While the interior streets would be built to 
minimum construction standards of the City, what happened to the perimeter streets coming in and 
out of this development? How would the construction traffic during the 8 years of construction impact 
those adjacent streets and how will this impact the City’s street improvement program? Perhaps the 
developer should be required to place money in escrow to accommodate the impact on city streets. 
Financing for daylighting the river needed to be clearly understood. Gateway development at 7 
Mile/Center, 7 Mile/Hines, and a pedestrian crossing to Hines was also important, including the 
possibility of a signalized crossing. 
 
William Poulos, Coldspring Drive, focused his comments on continuing to engage the community in 
a productive manner regarding this project, by facilitating transparency with easy to access 
communications, so the community can understand the plan and why it is good for Northville. While 
the plan was very well done, the question remained whether the plan was right for Northville. The 
density and the housing types were foreign to downtown Northville. The plan in its present form was 
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a high-risk plan, with unknown and once implemented, irreversible consequences. Is this plan in 
harmony with Northville’s character and small-town charm? He thought this question could be 
answered based on a specific set of criteria that he was requesting the Planning Commission and later 
the City Council adopt and respond to, item by item as outlined in his written communications. A 
secondary question was: is a high density plan the only way to pay for public benefits such as 
daylighting the river? Lower risk scenarios have been suggested that should be explored with the 
developer that would still include daylighting the river. Whatever the Planning Commission decided, 
the decision must include a very specific, sober analysis of the enhanced plan as it impacted 
Northville’s small town charm and character. This analysis must be widely communicated to the 
public, demonstrating how the plan is in the best interest of Northville, in order for the plan to have 
broad based support. Such an analysis was critical to clear eyed decision making.  
 
Ken Koslowski, 661 W. Main Street, agreed that this plan had a long way to go. The developer 
needed to adhere to ordinances. The plan was too dense, and many ordinance requirements were not 
met such as FAR, lot sizes, setbacks, and heights. He did not understand the density as explained by 
the developer. He liked the idea of posting the renderings where the public could view them and share 
suggestions with the developer in a listening session. 
 
Ashley Pieper, 19450 Smock, Northville Township, said that she used to visit downtown Northville 
numerous times per week but this had regressed because of the difficulty in finding parking due to the 
street closures. People were not opposed to density, but were concerned with the density and the lack 
of consideration for the current character of Northville. Ms. Pieper described other new developments 
in the area that had less density. The development would not add to the Victorian charm and nature of 
the homes in downtown Northville, in terms of diversity of appearance, walkability, and so on. Ms. 
Pieper spoke to the inability of people who were starting families to move into Northville. She 
suggested that Hunter Pasteur give the current land for the Farmers’ Market to the City so the market 
could continue in that location. She noted that some of the other communities that had sent letters 
regarding Hunter Pasteur developments had been working with much smaller developments. Also, 
Hunter Pasteur’s comments at the end of the February 1 meeting demonstrated that the company 
needed to be dealt with cautiously. 
 
Ken Evasic, partner, Garage Grill and Fuel Bar, 202 W. Main, spoke about the history of the Garage 
restaurant. As a local business owner, he welcomed a project that would add customer traffic to stores 
and establishments on Main Street. The Hunter Pasteur development addressed this need and more by 
aiming to provide an uplifting opportunity for the business environment in Northville, with the 
addition of residential homes and dwellings filled with families that could contribute to the daily 
lifeblood of the retail shops and restaurants. At the same time, the project would increase the city tax 
base to help the town improve and grow at a manageable pace. Northville needed to grow to survive. 
Northville’s community of stores, shops, services, restaurants, and residents would benefit by The 
Downs project for many years to come, and he supported the project.  
 
Greg Presley, 735 Randolph, and member of the Hunter Pasture design team, said that what he 
appreciated most about living in Northville was Northville’s charm, intimacy, front porches, tree 
lined streets and sidewalks, and the friendliness of people. In this past this had not been labeled 
walkability, but that's what it was. Mr. Presley had a history of public involvement in Northville, with 
most of his activity with the DDA, which allowed him the opportunity to get involved in literally 
every downtown plan, master plan, strategic plan, and retail plan for the community. He became 
interested in the Downs and for many years had been playing with ideas of what would he would do if 
the Downs were to become available. When Hunter Pasteur and other local developers were able to 
actually option the property, Mr. Presley made the choice that he had the professional experience to 
help with this project, and so he joined the development team. The delightful surprise had been that 
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the team is what other people have said about them – they are approachable and they listen, and the 
entire team was moving in the right direction. Every choice seems to lead to a better project. The next 
step was for the Planning Commission to weigh in on the project and be part of the collaborative 
process. The Planning Commission had been amazing to watch, with its more assertive approach to 
how to get the public involved, and how it took it upon itself to control the process and make it better. 
The subcommittees and the task forces have also been wonderful to watch. This has been great for the 
community and has helped the collaborative process. Everyone wanted the same thing – the walkable, 
small town charm that Northville has always had, and that is uniquely Northville. That goal was for 
everyone to achieve, to work together collaboratively to make it happen.   
 
Ryan Figurski, 428 Morgan Circle, said that while he supported development of the Downs, this  
site plan did not conform to the top two goals for the 2018 Master Plan, the first being to preserve and 
protect existing housing, residential areas, and neighborhood character, and the second to encourage a 
downtown area that provided exemplary commercial retail space to the community’s residents.  
Master plans are developed because people care about the direction in which the City goes and 
making exceptions to the Master Plan, especially on the last meaningful piece of land in Northville, is 
something he could not support, especially as compared to some of the other developments in 
Northville. For instance, the Foundry Flask development had 4 acres, with 12,000 square feet of 
commercial space. Yet The Downs’ 48 acres contained only 26,000 square feet of commercial space. 
Having more restaurants and shops would not only be good for the residents, but also attract more 
visitors from outside communities that would further support the current business owners. The homes 
proposed by Toll Brothers were disappointing – they would be great in a subdivision further out from 
downtown area. A housing project in the middle of downtown warranted more attention to detail. 
While the team drew some inspiration from the homes in the area, the inspiration wasn’t good enough 
to protect what appeared to be Northville’s key asset. Most people will view the designs as a forced 
attempt to accommodate a request to relate to Northville’s existing homes. This approach will end up 
detracting from the restored and new homes in the downtown area. The body of the work by the 
developer demonstrated that they build subdivisions. The way in which the cluster homes and 
townhomes were positioned felt and looked like the development at Five Mile and Beck, and did not 
fit in the downtown area. This development did not align with the way Northville has been described 
for decades: Welcome to Northville and savor small town charm. While much time and effort had 
been invested in this project, Northville must get this right. If deviations to the Master Plan were 
allowed, the community will lose what is Northville. Ultimately it was up to the boards and 
commissions to make sure the project was done properly. Residents should continue to voice their 
opinions to ensure they have a voice in the future of Northville.  
 
Alexander Schwarz, 362 Deborah Lane, said he was relatively new to the community, and as a parent 
with young children chose to live in Northville because of its small town character, schools, and 
community feel. Northville was extremely desirable specifically because of its historic character, and 
because there weren’t oversized mega developments, cookie cutter sprawl townhouse developments, 
or massively crazy traffic. Mr. Schwarz  supported development, but he didn’t support this iteration 
of development or this development team. This was a poor proposal and inappropriate for the 
community. He had three primary concerns:  


1. The proposal does not conform to the city's zoning ordinance, and does not align with Section 
20.05, as the high density development is not in harmony with the zoning district, which is 
lower density and single-family oriented. Mr. Schwarz gave his background that included a 
Master’s in urban planning from Columbia University and a semester in architecture at 
Harvard Graduate School of Design. He had worked in New York City government for a 
decade under the Bloomberg administration on the City's long term planning framework. The 
Downs project as proposed was the antithesis of contextual development. It was community 
altering development and violated the basic principles of community centered planning. 
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2. The proposal did not adhere to the community's character. The proposal was designed for a 
large city or large suburb or a major metropolitan hub – the antithesis of Northville, a small 
town where residents value community and small scale nuanced development. The high 
density proposal threatened Northville’s essential character.  


3. The proposal applicant, Hunter Pasteur, was a developer with a questionable and troubling 
track record, with an extensive history of litigation, out of court settlements, construction 
defects and angry homebuyers. This was public record, with examples of litigation readily 
available.  


 
Billy Burns, 392 Fairbrook Court, summarized his comments from his March 14 written letter. The 
proposed development did not: 
• Conform to Section 1.02 of the zoning ordinance, which described the intent and purpose of the 


Master Plan. 
• Conform to Section 20.01 of the zoning ordinance, which described the purpose and intent of a 


Planned Unit Development.  
• Meet the requirements of  Section 20.04 General Design Standards.  
• Meet the requirements of Section 20.05 Procedure for Review.  
Additionally Section 20.08 allowed conditions to be attached to a PUD approval, an important 
responsibility for the Planning Commission. Finally, there was not enough commercial space, along 
with other issues as outlined in his letter.  
 
Joe Gallagher, 615 Orchard Drive, said he would like to see more diversity in Northville, in terms of 
people who were able to live in the City. What was being proposed was a diversity of design and 
housing types, all very expensive, which would bring in the same type of person, and not a diversity 
of people. 
 
Margaret Barlow, 814 West Main Street, asked if the minutes could describe the public comments in 
more detail and also asked that the public have access to the letters received. She appreciated that 
Hunter Pasteur changed the heights and some of the facades on the townhouses, but she felt they 
should more thoroughly change appearances on the row houses, townhouses and carriage houses, not 
only on the side that faces the street, but on all facades. She would like the commercial part to look 
more like the townhouses. She requested that the luxury apartment complexes not look like modern 
buildings, thereby maintaining Northville character. Northville already had traffic issues, and adding 
464 more housing units with approximately 928 cars would make that worse. She would like to have 
more creative landscaping, with North American trees with large leaves. 
 
Martha Bolio had her ZOOM hand raised, but was unable to communicate via the ZOOM platform. 
 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Tinberg closed the public hearing, and 
thanked everyone for the time they took to participate this evening.  
 
Chair Tinberg explained that at its next meeting the Planning Commission will begin deliberations 
about the preliminary site plan, using the process found in tonight’s meeting packet as a guide, 
approaching the site plan topic by topic and engaging in a deep dive to understand what was 
proposed, consider how it aligned with established criteria in the ordinance, and provide the 
developer with any recommended modifications to the site plan – suggestions which the developer 
may or may not choose to incorporate.  Ultimately, the Commission will compare the entire site plan, 
hopefully as modified by Commission suggestions, to the criteria in the zoning ordinance and make a 
recommendation to City Council regarding whether the preliminary site plan should be approved, 
approved with conditions or modifications, denied, or referred back to the applicant. 
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As the Commission finishes its deliberations on each topic, the public will be asked for feedback on 
Commission thinking around that topic. The Commission may not finish a topic in one meeting, and a 
single topic could extend across two or more meetings; this will affect when public comment is 
received.  Chair Tinberg encouraged members of the public to continue to monitor the review and 
deliberation process and to provide feedback for each topic along the way. Written comments can be 
provided through the City Clerk at any time. 


 
Planning Consultant Elmiger advised that the Planning Commission many not follow the topics as they 
were numbered in the review process document. The topic will be noted on each meeting’s agenda. 
 
Commissioner Barry said it would be helpful for the Commission if they could request materials in 
advance of discussing a topic, such as graphic illustrations, materials from task forces, the developers, 
etc. He suggested that requests be emailed to Planning Consultant Elmiger and/or Chair Tinberg.  
 
Chair Tinberg agreed with this suggestion, and again thanked the public for their participation. 
 
8. SITE PLAN AND ZONING CHANGE APPLICATIONS 
 
None 
 
9. OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
None 
 
10. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION by DeBono, support by Barry, to adjourn the meeting at 10:50 pm. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire 
Recording Secretary  
 
 
 







Hunter Pasteur Homes 
32300 Northwestern Highway ste. 230 
Farmington Hills, Ml 48334 


March 22, 2022 


Dianne Massa 
City of Northville 
215 W. Main Street 
Northville, Ml 48167 


Dianne, 


We are pleased to enclose 15 identical copies of our updated site plan for the Northville Downs 
development project for Planning Commission's review prior to the Planning Commission feedback 
meeting on April 5th. As you can see in the table below, Toll Brother’s has reduced the total number of 
townhomes south of Beal by 54 units and incorporated 39 row houses which you can see in the site 
plan are along South Center Street.  


 
2018 PUD 


2021 


 Preliminary 
Site Plan 


2022 


3/22 
Submittal 


Single Family 51 56 39 39 
Town Homes 231 170 151 97 


Carriage Homes N/A N/A 26 26 
Row Houses (North of Beal) N/A 28 31 31 
Row Houses (South of Beal) N/A N/A N/A 39 


Apartments 317 174 174 174 
Condo N/A 53 53 53 
Total: 599 481 474 459 


 
If you have any questions or comments prior to our Planning Commission meeting, please call us at 
248 539 5511 or email Omar Eid (Omar@hunterpasteurhomes.com). 
 
Regards, 


Randy Wertheimer and the Hunter Pasteur Team 



mailto:Omar@hunterpasteurhomes.com
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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: March 22, 2022 (Sheets 7-9, and alternate row house layout) 
 January 20, 2022 (All other information) 
 
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 – Residential/Commercial Land Use 


and Locations 
 
Required Information: As noted within this review 
 
 


PROJECT UPDATE 
 
Given the size of this project, the Planning Commission has organized its deliberations of this Preliminary Site 
Plan into five different topics.  The focus of this review is “Residential/Commercial Land Uses and Locations,” 
which will be the first topic of discussion at the April 5, 2022 Planning Commission meeting.  This review limits 
comments on land use and location issues.  However, our previous review (dated January 26, 2022) contains 
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review comments for all aspects of the site plan, which could also be relevant to this discussion, or if the 
Planning Commission wishes to move on to a second topic.  This information is included in the appendices of 
this review memo. 
 
For the April 5 meeting, the applicant has submitted a slightly revised site plan (dated March 22, 2022), which 
reduces the number of Townhomes south of Beal St. by 54 units, and replaces them with 39 row house units.  
This reduces the total number of units by 15, from 474 to 459.  Per the applicant, the change was made in 
response to resident concerns that the taller townhouse units would create a “canyon” effect along S. Center 
St. 
 
The new row houses along S. Center St. are two-stories tall (yellow shade), vs. the previous 3-story townhomes.  
Two-story row houses have also replaced 3-story townhomes flanking the Greenway Park.  Also, the 
townhomes along S. Center and the south side of Beal have been changed to 2.5-stories tall (pink shade), vs. 
the previous 3-story townhomes.   
 


 
 


2-stories 
(Yellow) 


2.5-stories 
(Pink) 
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Lastly, an alternative layout of the rowhouses at the corner of Griswold and Beal streets has been provided, 
which angles the building slightly, and creates more space between the front porch of the corner unit and the 
sidewalk.  This sheet is provided by Presley Architecture (dated January 18, 2022).    
 
 


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.  The plans were determined as “generally complete” at the February 15, 2022 meeting.  A 
public hearing was conducted on March 15, 2022 meeting, where the Planning Commission gathered oral 
comments from  54 people (both in-person and on-line).  Seventy-one people (some who also spoke at the 
public hearing) submitted written comments before the public hearing.    
 
As shown on the 1/20 and 3/22 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 – N. of Beal St.: 31 units along Cady, Griswold, Beal & Center St. (3 more units than PUD 


Eligibility Plan) 
• Row houses – S. of Beal St.: 39 units along S. Center St., Farmer’s Market site, and flanking Greenview 


Park (39 more units than PUD Eligibility Plan)  
• Townhomes: 97 units along Beal, S. Center, and on the south end of the project site (73 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: 459 units (22 fewer units than PUD Eligibility Plan, or 4.5% reduction; 15 fewer units than 
previous Preliminary Site Plan, or 3.1% reduction) 
 


An aerial of the subject site is provided on the following page. 
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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 3A:  Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan review by Planning Commission – Plan generally complete 


(completed on February 15, 2022) 
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Step 3B:  Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan Review by Planning Commission - Public Hearing at Planning 
Commission (completed on March 15, 2022) 


 
Step 3C:   Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan Review by Planning Commission & recommendation to 


City Council of Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan 
 
Step 4:  Preliminary Site Plan/PUD Plan review & action by City Council 
 
Step 5:  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 Residential/Commercial Land Uses and Locations, as 
proposed on the Preliminary Site Plan, in Step 3C of the PUD review process.  They are using the PUD General 
Design Standards (Sec. 20.04), the Master Plan, the applicable ordinance requirements, and comments that 
were offered at the public hearing.   Note that this section of the ordinance allows deviations from ordinance 
requirements, provided that the project achieves the objectives of the General Design Standards. 
 
 


PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS 
 
We have evaluated the submission in regard to the information required by Section 20.06 of the zoning 
ordinance necessary to evaluate the topic for deliberation at the April 5 meeting (land uses and locations).  The 
items listed below represent either new information requests by the Planning Commission,  or outstanding 
items identified in a previous review.  
 
Italics after an item indicate if the information has been supplied: 
 
1. Sec. 20.06 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 previous discussions 
with the applicant, the Planning Commission has requested the following additional information:   


 
a. Market analysis data from the developer to show all of the following: 


- The proposed ratio of single-family versus multi-family units meets identified, documented demand 
in Northville, especially as related to young families and empty-nesters.   


- The proposed units will be filled in a timely manner and remain filled over time based on 
current/future demand and price points. 


- The proposed units will hold their value over time (unlike other tract home projects that tend to 
lose favor and stagnate or decline in price once they're no longer the newest/trendiest product 
available.) 


b. Data from the developer to show why apartments must be located in one large building, rather than 
breaking the same number of apartments (and/or condos) into smaller, separate buildings that are of 
mass/scale/proportion more similar to large, single family homes. 
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2. The rear of each single-family lot is occupied by the “alley easement.”  This is illustrated on the Single-
Family Unit Detail (Sheet 7).  We previously asked if the “density” calculated for the single-family land use 
includes or excludes the land occupied by the alley easement.  The response states that the alley areas are 
included in the density calculations.   


 
Sec. 20.03 states that: “Land area under water, public road rights-of-way and private road easements shall 
not be included in the gross density calculation.”  The Zoning Ordinance defines “alley” as: “Any dedicated 
public way affording a secondary means of access to abutting property, and not intended for general traffic 
circulation.”  In this project, the travel lanes identified as “alleys” are not public, nor do they meet the 
definition of a private “road.”  They are designed and function like private driveways, which are not 
excluded from the density calculation in the ordinance.  Therefore, we consider including the land occupied 
by the alley in the density calculation, as provided for on the site plan, to be consistent with the ordinance. 
 


3. The applicant was asked to address segregation of residential uses.  On this set of plans, large 
concentrations of the same type of building have been broken up, particularly in the southern section of 
the project.  As described above, the use of 3-story townhomes has been diminished along S. Central St. 
and the south side of Beal St. 


 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Residential market analysis data that supports decisions about the scope of each 
residential type proposed in the site plan.  2) Data that supports the decision to locate apartments in one large 
building vs. smaller buildings that are more similar in scale to large single-family homes.  
 
 


AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 
 
The tables on the next pages look 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.  The tables/information is organized as follows: 
 
1. Apartments/Condominiums/Row Houses N. of Beal St. 
2. Townhomes S. of Beal St. 
3. Row Houses S. of Beal St. 
4. Carriage Homes S. of Beal St. 
5. Single-Family Homes S. of Beal St. 
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Table 1.  Width, Height, Setbacks: Apartments/Condos/Row Houses N. Side Beal 


 


Apartments/Condos/ Row Houses 


Required 
(Cady Street Overlay (CSO)) Provided 


Lot Area N/A -- 


Lot Width N/A -- 


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’ 


Side  N/A -- 


Rear 20 feet No Rear Yards 


Max. Lot Coverage N/A -- 


Max. Floor Area Ratio N/A -- 


Min. Landscape Area % of 
Lot N/A -- 


Max. Building Height 


Cady St. Overlay:  4 stories,  
48 feet, or 5 stories, 65 feet (Bonus floor)1  
 
 
 
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.:           2 stories/ 23 feet at street; 


stepped back to 5 stories/ 65 ft. 
Condos:        4 stories/ 50 ft.  
 
Griswold & Beal St.: 
Row Houses:  2 stories/ 21.7 – 28.3 feet 
 1Eligibilty for “bonus floor/height” must provide three or more public amenities, as listed in the CSO District (Sec. 10.06(f)). 


 
We have the following comments regarding the Apartment, Condominium, and Row House buildings on the 
north side of Beal St.:   
 


Building Stories/Height:   
1. Apartment Building:  The CSO District permits the “bonus floor/65-feet height” along the Cady St. 


frontage.   However, the apartment building locates the fifth story toward the middle/rear of the 
building to take advantage of the sloping topography, instead of placing the bonus floor at the Cady St. 
frontage; however, the bonus floor meets the east/west ordinance requirement on the site.    The 
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upper floors are then stepped-back along Beal St.  The maximum height of the building meets the 
maximum height for a bonus floor.  The height along Cady St. is the maximum 4-stories allowed. 


 
This design does slightly modify the north/south location of the bonus floor (vs. CSO District Figure 7).  
However, it’s a logical application of working with the topography of the site, it steps the building back 
toward Beal St., it is consistent with the maximum height permitted for a bonus floor, and the four-
stories along Cady St. are complimentary the scale of the other buildings along this street (and the 
Maincentre Building).  Our opinion is based on the following statement in the Master Plan: 
 


Building heights shall be governed by the designated height overlay in the zoning ordinance. 
Variability from these standards that are compatible with the area may be considered 
through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process.  


 
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 provided 
a comparison showing the effect of this change with the 1/20 submission (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.    


 
2. Condominium Building:  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 permitted.  We consider the scale of 
this building to fit into the character of Cady St., as well as the slope, and do not have concerns about 
the proposed 2-foot height deviation.   


 
In addition, the Beal St. façades of both the condominium and apartment buildings present a “front 
building” character which is attractive from Beal and S. Center streets.   


 
3. Row Houses:  The Row House buildings north of Beal St. meet the Cady Street Overlay District 


standards in all bulk and location requirements.  
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Table 2.  Area, Width, Height, Setbacks: Townhomes South of Beal St. 


 


Townhomes 


Required 
(R-3) Provided 


Lot Area 10,000 s.f. 


Along S. side  
of Beal St. –  approx. 1.86 ac. 
 
Along S. Center –  approx. 1.39 ac. 
 
Racetrack –   approx. 3.8 ac.  
 


Lot Width 75 feet 
N.A. 
(Note that clusters of attached units are between 
65 feet (3 units) – 110 feet (5 units) wide.) 


Setbacks   


Front 25 feet 


S. side of Beal –   15’; 18.5’ (along side of bldg.) 
 
Hutton St. –   20’+ (along side of building) 
 
S. Center –  16.3-20’ 
 
Racetrack –   10-15’ 


Side  15 feet min./ 30 feet total In general, 20’ between buildings 


Rear 35 feet N.A.; 19’ to edge of “driveway” pavement 


Max. Lot Coverage 35% Approx. 25% 


Max. Floor Area Ratio 0.501 
(If 25% bonus applied, max. FAR is 0.625) 


0.59  
(Calculated if 2.5-story units have ½ story in 
basement; floor area = 1,600 s.f.  3-story units are 
2,167 s.f.  Note that an attached “basement” 
garage is counted toward FAR) 


Min. Landscape Area % of Lot 40%2 N.A. 


Max. Building Height 2.5 stories / 30 feet3 


S. side Beal & N. portion of S. Center St. –  
2.5 stories / ?? feet (flat roof) (52 units total) 
 
Southern Loop Road -  
3 stories/36 feet (flat roof) (45 units total) 


1Maximum 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. 
2Lots 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. 
3One additional foot of setback shall be provided for every 5 feet increase of height.  The applicant needs to provide the proposed 
building height for the 2.5-story townhome design. 
 
We have the following comments regarding the Townhouses on the south side of Beal St.:   
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Front Setbacks:   
A. S. side of Beal St.:  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.:  Townhomes located along S. Center St. corridor creates a higher density 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 16.3 - 20 feet.  The buildings have been shifted slightly back to increase space between the 
building and roadway, helping to minimize the impact of the building on the street.  


 
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. 
 


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 most recent set of plans has modified the height of 52 (out of 97) townhome units to 
2.5-stories.  These shorter buildings are proposed along the north portion of S. Center St., and on the south 
side of Beal St.  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.  This change makes these buildings consistent in 
height to ordinance and Master Plan requirements.  The applicant states that it has been made to also help 
minimize the concern that taller buildings will create a “canyon” effect along S. Center St.  The shorter 
buildings will also create a “step down” from the 3-story front façade of the apartment building on the 
north side of Beal St.  We consider this a positive change.  The height dimension of the 2.5 story townhome 
needs to be provided. 
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The remaining 45 townhomes are proposed at three (3) stories, and have an ”interior” location on the site, 
behind the 2-story row houses along S. Center St., and the single-family homes along Fairbrook.    The 
elevation drawings previously provided shows that the deviation is ½ story and 6-8.75 feet in excess of the 
maximum permitted height.   
 
The buildings surrounding Greenway Park have been modified to the 2-story row house, which means they 
will be in scale with the single-family homes on Fairbrook St.      
 
Per the most recent site plan, townhomes will only have a flat roof, and the pitched roof design has been 
eliminated.   
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Table 3.  Area, Width, Height, Setbacks: Row Houses South of Beal St. 


 


Row Houses 


Required 
(R-3) Provided 


Lot Area 10,000 s.f. 


Along S. Center–  approx. 1.45 ac. 
 
Farmers Mkt. –  approx. 3.63 ac. 
 
Racetrack –   approx. 0.69 ac. 
 


Lot Width 75 feet 


N.A. 
(Note that clusters of attached units are 
between 62 feet (2 units) – 120 feet (4 units) 
wide.) 


Setbacks   


Front 25 feet 


S. Center –  15-15.7’ 
 
Fairbrook –  15’ (along side of building) 
 
Farmers Mkt. –  15’ 
 
Racetrack –   N.A. 


Side  15 feet min./ 30 feet total 20’ between buildings 


Rear 35 feet N.A.; 8-9’ to edge of “driveway” pavement 


Max. Lot Coverage 35% Approx. 30% 


Max. Floor Area Ratio 0.501 
(If 25% bonus applied, max. FAR is 0.625) 


0.59  
(Calculated if all units are 3,360 s.f.  Note that 
an attached garage is counted toward FAR) 


Min. Landscape Area % of Lot 40%2 N.A. 


Max. Building Height 2.5 stories / 30 feet 
S. portion of S. Center St., Farmer’s Mkt. & 
Racetrack–  
2.0 stories / 28.3 feet (39 units total) 


1Maximum 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. 
2Lots 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. 
 
We have the following comments regarding the Row Houses on the south side of Beal St.:   
 


Front Setbacks:   
A. S. Center St.:  Like the Townhomes, Row Houses located along S. Center St. corridor creates a higher 


density along this major street and gateway into the City, however, the design and height of these 
buildings creates more of a residential character than the townhomes.  The proposed front setbacks of 
the row houses are proposed at 15 feet.   
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B. Fairbrook Street:  The side of the one Row House building faces Fairbrook St., and is located 20-feet 
from Fairbrook.  We assume that a “corner” building design will be proposed in this location (as was 
proposed for the intersections of Beal & S. Center and Beal & Griswold).  The applicant should address 
this question.   


 
Rear Setback:  These buildings have a rear setback of 8-9 feet.  The result of this configuration will not 
allow vehicles to park in the driveway; however, it will reduce the amount of impervious surface in the 
development.  The Row House building design provides for the two-space required parking inside the 
building, which we consider positive.   


 
Floor Area Ratio:  As for the townhomes, the ordinance permits “bonus” floor area ratio if the project is 
providing public amenities that represent 10% of the estimated project cost.  The applicant’s response 
memo (dated January 20, 2022) states that Toll Brothers will provide considerable funding toward the 
proposed benefits in the project, including day lighting of the Rouge River and creation of the River Park 
and Greenway Park (central park in south part of the project).  The applicant should show cost estimates 
for their contribution to these benefits in relation to the estimated project cost.  
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Table 4.  Area, Width, Height, Setbacks: Carriage Homes South of Beal St. 


 
Carriage Homes 


Required 
(R-3) Provided 


Lot Area 10,000 s.f. Along River Park – 3.06 ac.  


Lot Width 75 feet 
N.A. 
Clusters of attached units are between 90 feet 
(3 units) – 120 feet (5 units) wide 


Setbacks   


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


Side  15 feet min. /  
30 feet total Approx. 20’ between buildings 


Rear 35 feet 25 feet 


Max. Lot Coverage 35% Approx. 24.2% 


Max. Floor Area Ratio 0.50 0.50 


Min. Landscape Area % of Lot 40% N.A. 


Max. Building Height 2.5 stories / 30 feet 2 stories / 27.25 feet 
 


We have the following comments regarding the Carriage Homes on the south side of Beal St.:   
 


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.  
The Carriage Homes are organized in clusters two to four units. 


 
Building Style:  The proposed carriage homes are two-story attached units, in clusters of two, 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.  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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Table 5:  Area, Width, Height, Setbacks: Single-Family Homes South of Beal St. 


 


Single-Family Homes 


Required 
(R-1B) Provided 


Lot Area 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 II) 


Lot Width 60 feet 


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


Setbacks   


Front 25 feet 15 feet 


Side  7 feet min./    15 feet total1 7.5 feet/  
15 feet total 


Rear 25 feet 44’ from edge of alley easement 


Max. Lot Coverage 30 - 35%2 Per lot 


Max. Floor Area Ratio 0.36 or max. 2,500 s.f. Per lot 


Min. Landscape Area % of Lot 30%2 Per lot 


Max. Building Height 


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’ 


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%. 
 
We have the following comments regarding the Single-Family Homes on the south side of Beal St.  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 and 
narrower than a 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. 
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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 about the purpose of this setback 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. 
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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 6:  Summary of Area, Width, Height, Setbacks Deviations 


 
Items to be Addressed: 1) Applicant and Planning Commission to address deviations in the summary table 
above.  2) 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 for townhomes and row houses south of Beal St.  3) 


 


Deviation Potential Change/Comment 


Per CWA 


Be
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fic
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n 
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fic
ia


l 
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t 
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g 


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


Co
nd


o 
Bu


ild
in


g 


Height 2-feet taller than maximum 
permitted height for 4-stories.  X   


To
w


nh
om


es
 


Front setback along south side of Beal 15’  X   


Front setback along S. Center St. 16.3 – 20’  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 in Racetrack   X  


Ro
w


 
Ho


us
es


 


Rear setback 8-9’  X   


Ca
rr


ia
ge


 
Ho


m
es


 Front-facing garage located 19-25’ from 
street 


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


 X  


Rear setback of 25’  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   
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Provide height dimension of proposed 2.5-story townhome design.  4) Will “corner” Row House building design 
be offered at intersection of S. Center St. and Fairbrook?  
   
 


DENSITY 
 
Section 20.02 of the PUD Ordinance states that density is calculated exclusive of road rights-of-way.  The table 
below compares the proposed density and the density permitted in zoning districts of similar residential land 
uses.  This comparison also shows the densities identified in the Master Plan. 


Residential Type 
Proposed Density – Using 


PUD Density Standard  
(Excludes ROW)1 


Permitted 
Density: Cady 


St. Overlay 


Estimated 
Permitted 
Density:  


R-32 


Estimated 
Permitted 
Density:  


R-43 


Permitted 
Density:  


R-1B4 


Master Plan 
Density 


Apartments   
(174 units) 


31 DU /AC 
(174 units / (3.36 ac. + 2.19 ac.)) 


Minimum of  
15 dwelling unit 


(DU) per net acre 
of property 


fronting Cady St.; 
Minimum of 10 
DU/AC for other 
properties and 


otherwise 
governed by 


dimensional and 
form-based 


requirements. 


N.A N.A. N.A. 


Density of 
new 


development 
shall be 


governed by 
dimensional 


and form-
based 


requirements. 
 


North side of 
Beal:  


10-15 DU/AC 


Condominiums  
(53 units) 


13 DU / AC 
(53 units / (1.85 ac. + 2.19 ac.)) 


Row Houses – N. of Beal St.   
(31 units) 


7 DU / AC 
(31 units / (2.27 ac. + 2.19 ac.)) 


Summary Density on Cady St. 
(Apts., Condos & Row Houses 
– N. of Beal St.) 


18 DU / AC 
(258 units / 14.05 ac.) 


2.5 Story Townhomes & Row 
Houses S. of Beal St.  
(91 units) 


10 DU / AC 
(8.36 ac. + 1.09 ac.) N.A. 


See 
Footnote 


See 
Footnote N.A. 6 - 12  


DU / AC 
3-Story Townhomes S. of Beal 
St.  
(45 units) 


6 DU / AC 
(3.80 ac. + 1.09 ac.) N.A. 


Carriage Homes 
(26 units) 


5 DU / AC 
(3.06 ac. + 2.18 ac.) N.A. 


Single-Family Dwellings       
(39 units) 


4 DU / AC 
(8.64 ac. + 2.18 ac.) N.A.  


 
6 DU / AC 6 – 12  


DU / AC 


Summary Density South of 
Beal St. (2.5 & 3-story 
townhomes, carriage homes 
and single-family homes) 


6.6 DU / AC 
(201 units / 30.40 ac.)   


TOTAL PROJECT 10.3 DU / AC  
(459 units / (31.34 + 13.11)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


 
 7.6 – 14  


DU / AC 
1Acreage for the parks and detention basin (13.11 ac.) has been evenly divided between the six residential types. 
2Density for R-3 (buildings up to 2.5-stories in height) is calculated by the number of bedrooms.  A clear number of bedrooms offered by the 2.5-story 
townhouse and row house designs is not provided.  Therefore, calculating the proposed density as laid out by R-3 District can’t be calculated at this 
time.  However, we calculated the density using dwelling units/acre to compare to the Master Plan. 
3Density in the R-4 District (buildings between 3- and 5 stories) is determined by the setbacks, distance between buildings, and other locational 
requirements.  A comparison figure cannot be calculated using the information provided.  However, we calculated density using dwelling units/acre 
to compare to the Master Plan. 
4Density for single-family residential units is calculated by using a minimum lot size of 7,200 s.f. 
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• As indicated, the overall density of the project at 10.3 DU/AC is in line with the Master Plan’s range of 


7.6 – 14 DU/AC.  This density has been reduced from the previous set of plans by 15 units, which helps 
to address concerns about the amount of traffic generated by the project. 
 


• The Master Plan uses “dimensional requirements” and “form-based” requirements such as height and 
parking to guide development on properties that have frontage on Cady St.  The Master Plan 
identifies a density of 10-15 DU/AC on the land that abuts the new extension of Beal.   Lastly, the 
Master Plan identifies a density of 6-12 DU/AC on the most southern area of the project site.  The 
overall density between Cady and Beal streets is 18 DU/AC, which is slightly above what the Master 
Plan calls for between Cady & Beal streets.  The proposed density on the southern portion of the site is 
at the low end of the Master Plan density for this area.  The overall density is in the middle of the 
range called for in the Master Plan.  
 


• The Cady Street Overlay District calls for a minimum of 15 “dwelling units to the acre” (DU/AC) for 
properties fronting Cady St., and a minimum of 10 DU/AC for other properties within the Overlay 
District.  The overall density between Cady and Beal streets is 18 DU/AC.  This density meets the Cady 
St. Overlay District standards. 
   


• The Master Plan calls for reduction in density as you move from Cady Street south. In the previous 
review process, the applicant’s engineer provided the following information to support the proposed 
configuration: 
a.  If townhomes were located between Beal and Fairbrook, they would require 4-6 feet of fill to 


accomplish the necessary grading. 
b. If single-family homes were located south of Fairbrook, the grades around the homes would need 


to be elevated between 6-8 feet above the existing groundwater elevation.  
 


Switching the location of single-family homes and townhomes/row houses, in our opinion, makes 
sense from an engineering standpoint.  The Planning Commission has identified the topic of high 
water tables on the south end of the site as an item for the land use/location discussion.  We defer 
this topic to the City Engineer. 


 
In a previous review, we asked if another small multi-family building type could be interwoven into 
the southern area south of Beal St. to help create a more logical progression of residential density.  
The applicant has responded to this previous comment by locating two-story Row Houses on the 
Farmer’s Market Site, and on the southern portion of S. Center St.  They have also replaced 
townhomes flanking Greenview Park with the smaller Row Houses.  We consider these changes 
positive.  We would also suggest the Planning Commission discuss replacing the five (5) townhomes 
on the west side of S. Center St. with Row Houses, as the scale of the Row House would be more in line 
with the scale of the single-family homes to the north and south. 
 


• A prominent land use that is integrated into the density calculations is open space/park land.  We 
acknowledge that this project proposes a considerable amount of open space and park land to 
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complement the residential land uses proposed.  The project proposes 15.10 acres of open space and 
developed park land (31% of the site).  In our opinion, this is a significant benefit of the project.   


 
 Items to be Addressed:  1) Defer Planning Commission discussion on high water table to City Engineer.  2) 
Planning Commission discuss replacing the townhomes on the west side of S. Center St. with 2-story Row 
Houses to better integrate with existing single-family homes in this area.    


 


BUILDING LOCATION AND SITE ARRANGEMENT 
 
We have organized our comments in this section around the various building types: 
Apartment/Condominium/ Mixed Use, Row Houses, Townhomes, Carriage Homes, and Single-Family 
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 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:   
1. 106 E. Cady St. (the Delano) will add 1,634 s.f. first-floor office/retail space,  
2. 345 E. Cady St. will add 3,128 s.f. first floor retail/restaurant, and  
3. 456 E. Cady St. will add 12,000 s.f. first-floor commercial.    
 
Adding this project to what has already been approved, there is the potential for 28,916 s.f. of new 
commercial space along Cady St.  If the residential service areas (lobbies/leasing) space were included, 
the total would be 32,966 s.f.  
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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., but not the other approved plans (representing 4,762 s.f. of new 
retail space).     
 
Northville’s Downtown Development Authority sponsored a Retail Market Study by Gibbs Planning to 
estimate the potential of the Cady St. corridor for future retail/commercial uses.  This report concludes 
that the corridor could absorb 48,800 s.f. of retail space using the “status quo” development techniques 
for new commercial units; or it could absorb 88,100 s.f. of retail space using “best practices” for new 
retail development. 
The two studies are using the information to answer two different questions.  The developer’s study is 
determining if the corridor can support the amount of commercial space the project is proposing.  The 
DDA’s study is making a determination on the total amount of commercial space the corridor could 
support.   
 
The Master Plan describes the desirable uses along Cady St. as follows.  Note that it doesn’t provide 
guidance about the amount of commercial space desired. 
 


Transitional Mixed Use shall include single use development or mixture of residential, retail, 
restaurant, office, or other compatible uses. First floor and upper level residential are acceptable in 
this area.   


 
In our opinion, the amount of commercial space should result in the desired future “character” of Cady 
St.  Should the street be a bustling commercial corridor like Main St., or should it be a quieter street that 
provides a more “residential” character?  Note that there are already activities occurring on Cady St., 
including the daycare, office uses in the New Victorian, retail uses at 345 E. Cady (at the Griswold 
intersection), and the lower-level retail units in the building at the Hutton St. intersection.  This project 
will no doubt play a large role in creating the character of the Cady St. corridor, but there are other 
opportunities for commercial development/redevelopment along the street that the Downs project may 
inspire. 
 
Row Houses N. of Beal St.: 
The row houses, located at the Cady/Griswold intersection, provide for a 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 in the 
southern part of the Racetrack property. 
 
1. South side of Beal St.:  The Preliminary Site Plan locates 2.5-story townhomes on the south side of 


Beal St.  We consider this a positive change, as the townhomes provide “one step down” in intensity 
from the apartment/condominiums/row houses on the north side of Beal.  These townhomes are 
located closer to the Beal St. right-of-way, which is more consistent with the buildings on the north 
side of Beal St.  They have also offered a variation to the side facades that face a street. 
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2. S. Center St.:  This plan has also been amended to locate 2.5-story townhomes along S. Center (vs. 3-
story townhomes).  This change is consistent with the Master Plan and addresses the concern over a 
“canyon” effect on the street; we consider it a positive change.  As mentioned above, the front 
setbacks of the townhomes have also been shifted back, and range between 15-feet and 20-feet.  
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 in the 1/20 submission.  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 row houses that flank 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. 


 
A 5-unit townhome building is located at the northeast corner of the 7-Mile/S. Center St. 
intersection.  In our opinion, we think this 3-story building will create an incongruous arrangement at 
the intersection, and be out of place with the adjacent 2-story row houses abutting the street.  We 
recommend this building be replaced with a row house building.  The Planning Commission and 
applicant should address this recommendation. 
 
Lastly, the sidewalk along the U-shaped road and in front of the 5-unit townhome building at 7-
Mile/S. Center St. should be extended to meet up with the sidewalk fronting S. Center St. 


 
 
Row Houses S. of Beal St.: 
 
The most recent set of plans has replaced townhomes on the south portion of S. Center St., and in the 
Farmer’s Market site, with row houses.  Row houses are 2-stories in height (vs. the 3-story townhome), 
addressing the concern over a “canyon” effect created by the taller buildings along this street.   
 
The technical review provided by the Walkability Consultant suggested that a secondary “front” façade 
be added to the units that face public travel ways.  The applicant should address how the “corner” units 
at the following locations will be designed: 
1. Side of row houses that face 7-Mile (at intersection with S. Center St.),  
2. Side of row house that faces Fairbrook (at intersection with S. Center St.) 
 
 
Carriage Homes: 


 
Carriage homes are 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).    
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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 
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. 
 
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 
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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/row houses) 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. 
 
The technical review provided by the Walkability Consultant suggested that a secondary “front” façade 
be added to the units that face public travel ways.  The applicant should address how the “corner” units 
along the pedestrian connector between Hutton St. and Greenway Park will be treated.   
 
Items to be Addressed:  1) Planning Commission to discuss the desirable “character” of Cady St. to help 
guide the appropriate amount of commercial development along this street that is part of this project, in 
addition to existing commercial space, and future commercial space already approved.  2) The public 
sidewalk locations on the subject site along S. Center St. will require an easement.  3) Planning 
Commission and applicant to discuss replacing 5-unit townhome at 7-Mile/S. Center St. intersection with 
row house building.  4) Applicant address how the “corner” units of row houses of the 7-Mile/S. Center St., 
and Fairbrook/S. Center St. will be designed.   
5) 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.  6) Extend east/west pedestrian path in 
Greenview Park to River Park by shifting intervening Carriage homes.  7) Extend the sidewalk along the U-
shaped road and in front of the 5-unit townhome building at 7-Mile/S. Center St. to meet up with the 
sidewalk fronting S. Center St.   8) Defer evaluation of the Soils Investigation report, and location of 
structures without basements, to the City Engineer. 9) Applicant to consider secondary front facades on 
sides of single-family homes that face the pedestrian connection from Hutton to Greenway Park.   
 
 


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 architectural character.  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 1/20 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 
require review and approval by the Historic District Commission (HDC) as well.  The HDC conducted a 
“Conceptual” review of the project on February 15, 2022.  This type of review does not provide any 
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formal decision by the HDC, but gives the HDC and applicant an opportunity to discuss the project and 
consider alternative design options.  Note that the HDC only has jurisdiction of the buildings that are 
located within the Historic District boundaries.  Properties within the Historic District are shown on the 
Zoning Map. 
 
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 more residential character row houses are also proposed 
at the south end of S. Center St. and on the Farmer’s Market site.  The also show “residential style” row 
houses on the north side of Beal, and at the intersections of Griswold and S. Center St.  We consider this 
appropriate at Griswold/Beal, as 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 3-story townhomes, but not the 
2.5-story townhomes.  The 3-story elevations show two townhome styles: one with a flat roof, and one 
with a pitched roof; however, the revised Sheet 7 only shows flat-roof townhomes going forward.     
 
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.   
 
 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Regarding Residential/Commercial Land Use and Location, the revised plans show some positive changes 
that specifically respond to comments made at previous meetings.  In our opinion, the main topics for 
discussion should be: 
 
1) Data and summary of residential market analysis provided by the developer to confirm the proposed 


mix of residential types. 
 
2) Financial information confirming that contributions to parks meet the 10% of project threshold to 


justify higher Floor Area Ratio proposed by townhomes and rowhouses on south end of project. 
 
3) Discussion of high water table on south end of site to resolve question of buildings with basements in 


this area. 
 
4) Desired character of Cady St. to help determine appropriate amount of commercial space that is a 


part of this project. 
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A complete summary of our comments includes the following.  Other than the four discussion items 
above, the remaining comments could be addressed as refinements to the Preliminary Site Plan: 
 
A. Information required for Preliminary Site Plan Review.  1) Residential market analysis data that 


supports decisions about the scope of each residential type proposed in the site plan.  2) Data that 
supports the decision to locate apartments in one large building vs. smaller buildings that are more 
similar in scale to large single-family homes. 


 
B. Area, Width, Height & Setbacks: 1) Applicant and Planning Commission to address deviations in the 


summary table above.  2) 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 for townhomes 
and row houses south of Beal St.  3) Provide height dimension of proposed 2.5-story townhome 
design.  4) Will “corner” Row House building design be offered at intersection of S. Center St. and 
Fairbrook? 


 
C. Density:  1) Defer Planning Commission discussion on high water table to City Engineer.  2) Planning 


Commission discuss replacing the townhomes on the west side of S. Center St. with 2-story Row 
Houses to better integrate with existing single-family homes in this area. 


 
D.  Building Location and Site Arrangement.  1) Planning Commission to discuss the desirable 


“character” of Cady St. to help guide the appropriate amount of commercial development along this 
street that is part of this project, in addition to existing commercial space, and future commercial 
space already approved.  2) The public sidewalk locations on the subject site along S. Center St. will 
require an easement.  3) Planning Commission and applicant to discuss replacing 5-unit townhome at 
7-Mile/S. Center St. intersection with row house building.  4) Applicant address how the “corner” units 
of row houses of the 7-Mile/S. Center St., and Fairbrook/S. Center St. will be designed.  5) 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.  6) Extend east/west pedestrian path in 
Greenview Park to River Park by shifting intervening Carriage homes.  7) Extend the sidewalk along 
the U-shaped road and in front of the 5-unit townhome building at 7-Mile/S. Center St. to meet up 
with the sidewalk fronting S. Center St.   8) Defer evaluation of the Soils Investigation report, and 
location of structures without basements, to the City Engineer. 9) Applicant to consider secondary 
front facades on sides of single-family homes that face the pedestrian connection from Hutton to 
Greenway Park 


 
E. Floor Plans and Elevations:  1) Comments above are repeated in other portions of this review.  2) 


Review by the Historic District Commission concurrent with Preliminary Site Plan review.   


 
 
# 153-1801 
cc: Pat Sullivan, City Manager 
 Dianne Massa, Clerk 
 Brent Strong, Building Official 
 Mike Domine, DPW Director  
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APPENDICES 


 


This material is provided in case the Planning Commission has time to progress past 
the land use topic and onto a second topic at the April 5 meeting. 


 


It is also provided as support for the attached Site Plan Review regarding 
Residential/Commercial Land Uses and Locations 
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APPENDIX I: CONTAINS INFORMATION ON TOPICS IN ADDITION TO “RESIDENTIAL/ 
COMMERCIAL LAND USE/LOCATIONS.” 
 


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.  
 
 


PARKING 
 
Number of Parking Spaces 
 
We have evaluated the revised 3/22 plans for the number of parking spaces provided per each building type.  
(See Appendix III for explanatory table.)  The end result of this parking analysis is that the project will 
accommodate the required number of spaces for the proposed uses.  The calculation shows the proposed 
parking has 40 more spaces than required by ordinance.  Note also that this 40-space surplus does not count 
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the driveway spaces offered by the townhouse or single-family units.  Note also that the applicant provided a 
graphic in a previous submission showing the 28 on-site spaces proposed for the U-Shaped road in the 
southern portion of the site. 
 


 
 
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 
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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 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 
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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) City Engineer recommendation to change Private Road A to a public road with on-
street parking.  2)  Planning Commission consider number of parking spaces for apartments/condominiums 
compared to parking requirements.  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.  4) 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. 
 
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.  
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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. 
 
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 







The Downs PUD 
March 29, 2022 
 


33 


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. 
 
 


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. 
 
 


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: 
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 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 


 
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. 
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Appendix II: 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 


 
 


  







The Downs PUD 
March 29, 2022 
 


36 


Appendix III:  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  70 units x 2 sp./unit or 
140 sp. 


• 140 sp. Individual garage 
• 16 sp. surface lot 
• 8 sp. Farmers Mkt. 


+24 


Townhomes  97 units x 2 sp./unit or 
194 sp. 


• 194 sp. Individual garage 
• 18 sp. visitor Racetrack 
• 28 sp. visitor U-Shape Rd. 


+46 


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  1,086 sp. 1,126 sp. +40 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. 
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   David Scurto, Principal   Benjamin R. Carlisle, Principal   Sally M. Elmiger, Principal    Craig Strong, Principal    R. Donald Wortman, Principal   


Laura K. Kreps, Associate     Paul Montagno, Associate 


MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:    City of Northville Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Sally M. Elmiger, AICP  


DATE:  March 25, 2022 
 
RE:  Materials Available  for Planning Commission Discussion of Land Use Proposed    in The 


Downs PUD 
 
We were asked to ensure certain materials will be available during the April 5, 2022 Planning Commission 
discussion of The Downs project on Residential/Commercial Land Uses and Locations.  We will have digital 
copies  of  the  following materials,  to  show  on  the  screen  during  the meeting,  in  case  the  Planning 
Commission needs to reference them during your deliberations: 
 
Commercial/retail space information: 
a.  Gibbs Retail Market Report 2022 
b.  Gibbs Retail Market Report Presentation 
c.  Hunter Pasteur (HP) Retail Market Analysis (Freidman Real Estate, 11‐2021) 
 
Mix of housing types and their locations: 
d.  Sieber Kiest (SK) Sheet #7 (Overall Site Plan.  Note:  This sheet was just updated on 3‐22‐22) 
e.  HP Illustrations – Cady St. & Central Park 
f.  D. Gutman, K. Spillane and S. Haifleigh site design comments & illustrations 
g.  Toll Brothers architectural illustrations 
 
Water table on the south end as related to residential use: 
h.  Soil Borings Water Table Report (McDowell, 3‐16‐18) 
i.  SK Ground Water response memo 2‐7‐22 
j.  OHM Advisors Ground Water response memo 
 
We were also asked  to provide  the  following  information.   This  information  is  included  in our  review 
memo included in the April 5, 2022 meeting packet: 
 
1.  Chart showing FAR for each single‐family home  and the number of smaller lots that will trigger the 


minimum FAR provision. 
2.  Chart showing proposed density for each aspect of the site plan as compared to what is required for 


that area or use.  Included will be density calculation methodology. 
3.  Review of Cady Street overlay provisions in the ordinance. 
 
Lastly, a  request was made  to  locate  information by housing consultant Sharon Woods  regarding  the 
“missing middle” residential concept.  A recent article is attached to this memo for your review. 
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Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.  
   


 
 
Cc:  Patrick Sullivan 


Dianne Massa 
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Figure 1. Household Movership Rates
by Tenure
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Figure 2. Household Movership Rates
by Age (for the Head of Household)
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Michigan's Missing Housing - Here's the Scoop


September 2019
Page 1


Across the state, cities and developers are
beginning to respond to the market gaps and
missing housing formats – particularly in urban
places and waterfront settings. Analytic results
from countless studies across the state
support what most developers know
instinctively – the demand for new housing is
being driven by singles of all ages who are on
the move and seeking for-lease, attached
formats located in downtowns and urban
neighborhoods.
 
The following information is provided for state-
wide averages and generally applies to
individual cities, villages, and townships.
However, each place has a unique profile,
including geographic setting, household
composition, tenure, migration, lifestyle
clusters (target markets), and existing housing
formats. Therefore, the magnitude of market
gaps by will vary place to place.
  


The Incremental Development Alliance
Target Market Analysis | TMA


Movership by Tenure – Renters are four times
more likely to move than home owners. Home
owners are more inclined to choose detached
houses in rural settings, and they tend to be
quite settled. Migrating renters across Michigan
have high movership rates and are turning-over
the existing supply of rental units about every
three years. In comparison, it can take 10 to 15
years for migrating home owners to turn-over
the stock among detached houses.
See Figure 1 shown below.


Compared to home owners, renters are more
likely to choose attached units in urban places.
And, because they have high movership rates,
they are generating most of the demand for lofts,
townhouses, and other formats in traditional
downtowns.
 
Caution is advised against over-planning and
over-building attached formats (like new
townhouses and lofts) for owner-occupied
households unless they are clearly supported by
market demand and offer vista views of
waterfronts and/or vibrant downtown districts.
 
Movership by Origin –  About half of all
households moving into Michigan are actually
new residents for the state; and the other half are
moving from one address to another within the
state. Among all renters, almost 11% are in-
migrating from beyond Michigan; and over 20%
are moving within (unadjusted for out-migration).
Within each unique place, in-migration is used to
estimate the  minimum annual market potential
(the “conservative scenario”). In comparison, total
migration should be used more cautiously and as
an estimate of the maximum market potential
("aggressive scenario").
 
Movership by Age –  Stakeholder discussions on
housing often gravitate toward the topic of
Michigan’s aging residents. The theory is that
senior households are gaining as a share of total,
and they are seeking low-maintenance “age in
place” formats like patio homes, courtyard
cottages, and townhouses. In reality, seniors still
represent a relatively small group; and they tend
to be very settled into detached houses.
See Figure 2 shown below.
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Figure 3. Median Household Income
(Existing v. New Households)
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The Incremental Development Alliance
Target Market Analysis | TMA


Mismatch by Building Format – With remarkable
consistency between places and across the state,
there is a mismatch between the preferences of
migrating households and the formats of
available housing choices. Renters in particular
are seeking new housing formats in urban places,
and particularly attached units that offer
spectacular views of a downtown, river, and/or
lake. When they are unable to find choices, then
they compromise by renting detached houses.
See Figure 4 on the next page.
  
Statewide, only 65% of migrating households are
seeking detached houses, and 35% are seeking
attached units. However, attached choices
represent only 15% of the housing supply. This
reinforces the need for more attached renter-
occupied housing formats in urban places. This
does not mean that there is a need for more
“apartments” at the fringe of the community.
Rather, there is a need for ongoing reinvestment
into downtowns with the rehab of lofts above
street-front retail, and the addition of townhouses
and other transitional formats nearby.
 
Experian Decision Analytics – 71 lifestyle clusters
have been defined within Experian's Mosaic of all
households across the nation. Households are
aggregated by block groups, and then the block
groups are assigned to lifestyle clusters. The
clusters are based on demographics and socio-
economic data; financial, debt, and property
characteristics; and geographic  location –
including metro places by urbanicity.
 
Urban Target Markets – The Striving Singles
target market represents an amazing 28% of all
migrating households seeking buildings with four
or more units in urban places. The second largest
group is Family Troopers, followed by Full Steam
Ahead and Senior Towers (low-income seniors
living in high-rise towers).
See Figure 5 on the next page.
  
The Striving Singles group has a code of O54,
which generally means that it is 54th in income
among 71 lifestyle clusters living across the nation.
The most affluent urban target market migrating
within Michigan is the Wired for Success group,
with the 37th highest income among the group.
The lowest income urban target market is Tough
Times with a code of S71.
  
 


Movership by Age – Only 6% of all senior-headed
households move each year, compared to 20%
among younger households. Used as a basis for
calculating market gaps, the data consistently
shows that the need for new “age in place”
choices is small. Rather than building senior
apartments, there is a much greater need
to  improve and modify existing houses to be
barrier-free; deliver new services to seniors in
their existing homes; and build new formats for
single renters of all ages.
 
Affordability v. Tolerance – Housing affordability,
attainability and tolerance are important topics
that must be addressed within each unique
place. Measures of affordability are usually
aligned with HUD’s Low-Moderate-Income (LMI)
limits, with parameters for 80% or less of Area
Median Income (AMI). Attainability softens the
rules to include units that are priced in alignment
with market rates. Tolerance recognizes that
shifts in supply and demand can result in price
jumps that residents will tolerate – even if they
are over-burdened by HUD’s standards.
 
Income of Migrating Households – Regardless of
these qualifiers, migrating renters generally have
half the income of owners. Furthermore, new
households migrating into Michigan have lower
incomes than established households. Statewide,
there is a need for more income-integrated
choices across all building formats, including
townhouses or high-rise lofts targeted too often
at the “luxury” market.
See Figure 3 shown below.







Figure 5. Urban Target Markets for Michigan
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Figure 4. Michigan's Housing Mismatch (Demand v. Supply)
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Target Markets – The lifestyle clusters shown in Figure 5 (above) represent good targets for new
housing formats in urban places. However, new developments should not be targeted exclusively at
any single target market. Rather, income-mixed buildings are needed for migrating singles of all
ages. New developments can achieve the highest possible absorption rates and bring demographic
diversity by avoiding exclusive formats and brands like “affordable housing”, “worker housing”,
“senior housing”, “student housing”, and “luxury living”.


(Share of all Households)


Michigan's Housing Mismatch:
There is a profound need for missing housing formats and
alternatives to detached houses. 35% of all migrating households are
seeking alternatives - but only 15% of the supply meets that need. In
other words, 20% of the households seeking attached formats are
under-served. Much of the supply is also outdated with floorplans
that no longer meet renter preferences.
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Figure 6. Share of Households
Inclined to Visit Retail and
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Downtown Amenities – The target markets are
also more inclined to seek the same lifestyle
amenities that make downtowns and urban
places great. For example, compared to national
averages, the target markets are more inclined
to visit theaters, restaurants, nightclubs, and
billiard halls, as well as studios and merchants.
See Figure 6 to the right.
 
Urban target markets are also more likely to
shop among downtown merchants;  and they
have higher participation rates in educational
classes and studio demonstrations. Similarly,
they also have higher participation rates in
waterfront attractions (beaches, marinas, and
boating), trails, fitness centers, and other
recreational venues.
 
Together with a smart placemaking process, all
of these amenities can be integrated into each
downtown to help intercept urban target
markets who are on the move. 
 


 
  


About the Author – Sharon Woods is a certified
Counselor of Real Estate advising communities,
professional planners, and developers on market-
wide opportunities and the highest and best use
of land. She develops residential and retail market
strategies for urban places; serves as a faculty
member with the Incremental Development
Alliance; and also serves on the board of directors
for the Michigan chapter of the Congress for the
New Urbanism.
 
Sharon Woods, CRE, CNUa, FBCI, NCI, MA
sharonwoods@landuseusa.com
(517) 290-5531 direct
 
LandUseUSA | Urban Strategies
www.LandUseUSA.com
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From: Stephen Calkins
To: Dianne Massa
Subject: RE: Letter to Planning Commission
Date: Friday, March 18, 2022 5:56:21 PM


To the Planning Commission:
 
Gosh what a hearing – and I could stay only for the in-person speakers.  I’m so glad that none
of you need to sleep.  Thanks for all you do.
 
I’ve ruminated a bit about what I heard and could not resist sending some reactions along to
you.  My basic point is the obvious one: stick to facts.  (And, no, I see no need to have my
letter summarized (smile).)
                                   
So:
 
(1) Don’t worry about whether this or that person calls the river to be daylighted a “river” –
just go down to Ford Field and walk along it and decide for yourself whether it a blessing or
something to be buried. Seamus and I love it, but maybe you don’t.  You can decide for
yourself.  (And, yes, ideally you’ve visited it various times of the year.  You can presumably
recall its starring roll in the annual Duck Race . . . .)
 
(2) Don’t worry about whether Google Maps calls Hutton Street between Main and Cady a
Street (it does), or whether anyone else does.  Just walk there, as Seamus and I do, and see all
the cars driving on it and decide for yourself if it is a street for relevant purposes.
 
(3) Think with specificity and facts about traffic.  Is there a lot of traffic in downtown
Northville?  Seamus and I walk there more than just about anyone and we’ve never seen
significant traffic other than special events or during the high school rush hour, but we don’t
regard two or three cars at an intersection as a lot of traffic.  Presumably you commissioned a
traffic study to have data.
 
Now, ARE there places and times around Northville with traffic?  Yes.  For instance, and most
notably, massive numbers of cars converge on the high school each morning and leave each
afternoon.  Maybe lots of cars some down Randolph in the morning, I don’t know.  (Data)
 
Then one question is what the Downs Development would do respecting any traffic hot spots. 
It’s not clear to me that the Downs residents would be driving south on Randolph in the
morning.  But presumably some of the residents would be in high school, so adding some high
school students would, by definition, increase high school students.  I LIKE high school
students, but if others do not than they are a negative.
 
Another question is whether the project should be blocked because there might be some high
school students driving to the high school. Isn’t there another option?  For instance: (a) our
Mayor could use his bully pulpit to remind us when the high school rush hours are, so we can
plan accordingly (many trips are not time-sensitive); (b) we could work with the high school
to encourage walking, biking, e-bking, and bus-riding, all of which are more environmentally
friendly and inexpensive; and (c) we could work to improve biking access from the township
to the city, further to encourage alternatives to driving.  But more high school students will
inevitably mean more high school students.







(4) Think with specificity and facts about parking.  (Note, by the way, that improved bicycle
access from the township to the city would reduce the need for parking.)  My view is that it is
better to err on the side of too little parking than too much.  If there’s too little, folks can just
park on the side streets during peak times, whereas if there is too much we’ve harmed
walkability and the environment in a way that can’t be undone. But the good news is that with
most of the Downs residents being on the north side of the development, they would have no
need to use current city parking places. My point is to think with specificity about just where
parking is a problem and how seriously would the Downs exacerbate it. (Of course. $5
gasoline might also help solve the problem . . . .)  And, again, encourage walking and biking.


(5) Think with specificity and facts about sidewalks.  One speaker referenced that scary
sidewalk on the west side of North Center–a skinny sidewalk flush against the road and even
sloping down to the road.  But I presume you will require a safe sidewalk.  You could do that
with a wider sidewalk as on East Cady Street, or by space between the sidewalk and the road,
or by parking places – there are several ways to achieve safety and I assume that someone will
cause one to be chosen.


Sidewalk safety is unrelated to setbacks for home and rowhouses/townhouses.  THOSE
setbacks are about appearance, not safety. I personally see no reason especially for
townhouses and rowhouses to be set back far away from a sidewalk – rowhouses and
townhouses actually look better closer to the sidewalk -- but people disagree about
appearances.


(6) Learn the facts about the developers’ alleged reputation for irresponsible behavior.  That
was quite dramatic when a speaker – not from Northville, as I recall – called one of the
developer’s representatives a liar.  We don’t usually see that.  I have a guess as to the truth but
it’s only a guess.  You should neither put a thumb on the scale against the developer based on
unproven accusations nor ignore serious charges.  Somehow Northville needs someone – I’d
nominate the city manager or the planning commission chair – to make some phone calls and
learn the facts.  You can’t collectively do this, as a board, but you shouldn’t not do it, either.
It’s not enough to sit there and listen to insults and then read supportive letters.  (Of course,
you’ve been on this project so long that you probably are already on top of this, but I mention
the issue because sometimes it is hard for boards to deal with something needing some
investigating.)


Bottom line:  Facts. 


Thanks for all you do.


Stephen Calkins
317 West Dunlap Street
Northville, MI 48167-1404
(248) 946-9313 (mobile)



























From: John Roby
To: Dianne Massa
Subject: Typo-Fix3=>FW: Walled Lake Branch "Normal LOW" Water Level
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2022 11:11:23 AM


*** if you can catch it, there was an extra phrase hanging around the pictures confusing the new-line format – thanks if you can, no emergency if not ***
*** ‘took me THREE tries to fix it...SORRY!...’hope you caught up on emails top-down. ***


Dianne:


Please forward to PC with Sally.


No rush, just info.


Best of...


John R.
(248)348-7047


From: John Roby <johnroby@luxsci.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 9:44 AM
To: Planning Commission and Consultant


Subject: Walled Lake Branch 'Normal LOW' Water Level


Dear Planning Commission and Consultant:


This one’s easy...just info.


Amplifying my remarks at your March 15 Public Hearing, here is some info about the size of the Middle Rouge River Walled Lake Branch.  This is the stream that runs through a ~20x8 foot culvert
under the present racetrack utility lots to the east of the oval.


Here’s the only nearby gauge of flow for the Middle Rouge...


The sky blue Norm_HI and Norm_LO are the estimates I’ve used to model the potential daylighted river park in 3D.  There is a little windage in my estimates of both ‘normal’...maybe +/- an inch or two
of water level near lows, depending on channel shape.  The larger flood flows I use are FEMA/SKE ‘standards’.  Interestingly, the lowest of these, the 10-year expectation, is a little worse than the
worst we had last summer...a serious problem for storm drainage around town.


It’s a different story, but please know that as stated by SKE and comfortably confirmed by my unofficial 3d modelling, neither Bealtown nor New Downs are threatened for flood benchmarks. 
Daylighting improves the margin of safety compared to recently corrected official FEMA current conditions.


Next, please consider a plan view at Beal Bridge of SKE site drawing plus present contours layered on overhead photography...







That sets up this photo from August at ‘Normal Lows’ along the mauve arrow marked ‘Photo’ in the above...


The lump in the middle is not a curious brown trout, but a rag on a stick.  I should have moved it for the picture, but would have gotten a soaker in my fancy Eight Inch Gore-Tex boots.  Which I guess is
the point...it’s a plenty good enough little river to me.
 
FYI,  here’s a similar looksee for Johnson Creek taken at the culvert under Seven Mile between Sheldon and Hines, perhaps a skinny quarter of the combined Middle Rouge water volume flow south of
Seven (an estimate)...







Again, this is LOWS.  It’s still a real stream as you can confirm walking along Seven from Wing to this bridgelet any time of year.
 
Best of...


John R.
(248)348-7047
 







From: Susan Walsh
To: Dianne Massa
Subject: Public meeting re Northville Downs
Date: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 3:04:26 PM


Good afternoon, 
Could you please add this to the public comments regarding the proposed re-envisioning of the Downs area. I have taken both Master
Plan surveys and I joined in the game board meeting. I have also listened to several meetings about this issue. Although I liked many things
in the proposal, I wanted to voice my opposition to the 4 and/or 5 story buildings that have been proposed. I believe that any new buildings
should not be any taller than 3 stories.  There is simply no need for taller buildings in Northville.  "Savor Small Town Charm" is the first thing
that you read on the Northville website. I am really hoping that the commission members can stand firm on that ideal.


I would also like to voice my opposition to the "Lego block" apartments proposed that look to be similar to the apartments on Center Street
across from the Kroger. The fact that those apartments were ever built in this town just breaks my heart every time I drive by. PLEASE, do
not let these developers build more of the same or anything resembling them.


Donna Tinberg has worked so hard on this project as well as many others and I have been so impressed with the work done so far. I have
also been so impressed with the way that this city has reacted to the Pandemic and by the fact that the city passed the .36 FAR. Thanks to
all of this hard work we do have an unbelievably charming town that many people wish to live in. These developers will almost certainly
make a lot of money thanks in large part to the hard work of these people. Please don't let these developers tarnish what has been
achieved so far. At the least, these developers should respect the goals of the people who have made this a town where they can make so
much money.
Sincerely,
Susan K Walsh
512 Baseline Rd.
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The central path through Evans Oaks, a new cohousing community in Silverton, Oregon. Image 
by Jen Rahn.  


Submitted by Patrick Giesa



https://www.strongtowns.org/stmedia

https://www.strongtowns.org/podcast

https://www.strongtowns.org/learn

https://academy.strongtowns.org/p/lm-2022-roundtrip

https://www.strongtowns.org/academy

https://actionlab.strongtowns.org/hc/en-us

https://www.strongtowns.org/book

https://www.strongtowns.org/events

https://www.strongtowns.org/about

https://www.strongtowns.org/membership

https://www.instagram.com/evans_oaks/

https://www.strongtowns.org/





Strong and financially resilient communities are comprised of a variety of housing types. Not 
just single-family detached homes on one end of the spectrum and huge apartment complexes on 
the other, but a wide range of “middle housing” options in-between: duplexes, triplexes and 
fourplexes, courtyard cottages, bungalow apartments, and more. Yet these middle housing 
types—so familiar to our grandparents and great-grandparents—are rarely built today. 


Dan Parolek of Opticos Design coined the term “missing middle housing” to describe middle 
housing options that are in high-demand (across all age groups) but getting harder and harder to 
find. All too often, the market isn’t even given a chance to meet demand. Among other barriers, 
middle housing types have been zoned almost out of existence in many communities. Just how 
missing is missing middle housing? In a recent Strong Towns webcast, Parolek said that middle 
housing’s share of all housing produced dropped from more than 25% a century ago to less than 
10% today. In the meantime, more than a quarter of all Baby Boomers and nearly 60% of 
Millennials say they are looking for walkable living and missing middle housing. Parolek didn’t 
share stats for my fellow Gen Xers—the missing middle of generations?—but, as Robert 
Steuteville wrote last year in Public Square, tens of millions of us will be downsizing in the next 
two decades. 


Happily, my own town of Silverton, Oregon has begun a community-wide conversation about 
middle housing. The City will be updating its zoning code standards to encourage more middle 
housing and provide greater housing choice. These changes were prompted in part by the 2019 
passage of Oregon’s HB 2001, which requires communities of 10,000 or more to allow duplexes 
on any lot zoned for single-family residential, and communities of 25,000 or more to also allow 
triplexes and fourplexes. (Silverton is just over the 10,000 threshold.) The bill, which our senior 
editor Daniel Herriges wrote about here, was championed by a diverse coalition—including 
AARP of Oregon, the NAACP, Portland Public Schools, and transit advocates, among others—
and passed with bipartisan support. 
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Screenshot from the City of Silverton’s virtual town hall on middle housing. 


Another reason Silverton is having this conversation now is in response to a recently-completed 
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). According to the final HNA report, the median housing price 
jumped 72% between 2016 and 2019, from $250,000 to $429,000. Rental housing is scarce and 
cost burdens for renters are going up. The report confirmed with data what Silvertonians were 
already seeing: housing affordability, variety, and flexibility are major problems here. A pastor 
friend told me a couple years ago that, in a recent gathering of ministers, the majority of clergy 
identified affordable housing as the number one issue facing our town. Many young people who 
grew up in Silverton and would prefer to resettle here after college can’t afford to buy and can’t 
find a place to rent. Other friends who work with Silverton’s unhoused population tell stories of 
neighbors, including families with children, who find themselves suddenly homeless. They’re 
living in cars now, sleeping on the street, couch-hopping, or, in non-COVID times, spending 
cold winter nights in the local warming shelter. 


Looking ahead, Silverton is expected to add another 3,000 residents over the next 20 years. 
Aging Baby Boomers and Xers, as well as Millennials starting households, will put additional 
pressure on the available housing stock. Silverton needs more multifamily housing, but the HNA 
concluded that we can’t accommodate demand based on existing zoning. 


Thus, Silverton is considering changes to its zoning codes that would encourage duplexes, 
triplexes and fourplexes, cottage clusters, and townhomes. In January, the City facilitated a 
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virtual open house to talk about middle housing and answer questions. Then they asked residents 
to give input via a survey. Some of the questions: 


 


Screenshot from the City of Silverton’s virtual town hall on middle housing. 


What should be the top policy goals for introducing middle housing zoning standards? 
Goals included managing the impacts of parking, supporting more affordable housing, 
encouraging walkable neighborhoods, and several others. We were asked to rate them from not 
important to very important. 


Knowing that standards must be applied equally to duplexes and single family detached 
dwellings, how important are the following duplex code standards? We were asked to rate 
the importance of the following standards: 


• Adding a requirement for a garage or carport 
• Allowing attached and detached configurations 
• Modifying setbacks and lot coverage standards to allow for more units 
• Reducing minimum lot sizes to allow for more duplexes 
• Creating physical/ visual connections between dwellings and the street 
• Limiting overall size of buildings 


How important are the following cottage cluster code standards? Again, we were asked to 
rate: 







• Limiting overall size of the cottages 
• Orienting cottages around a shared courtyard area 
• Modifying setbacks and lot coverage standards to allow for more units 
• Creating physical/visual connections between dwellings and the street 
• Providing options for shared parking or parking close to each cottage 


Similar questions were asked about townhouses, triplexes, and quadplexes. 


The survey was short. It also included good illustrations, which I appreciated. Still, I received 
texts and Facebook messages from friends and family about the survey. Not because I’m an 
expert, but because Strong Towns talks a lot about missing middle housing and I talk a lot about 
Strong Towns. I answered questions as best I could. I also shared some of our best, most 
accessible resources on the topic.  


It occurred to me to share some of those recommended resources here too. If your town or city is 
having a much-needed conversation about missing middle housing, or if you want to help start 
one, these four resources can help.  


 


Thinking Big About Building Small 
<br/> 


Our friend Daniel Parolek, the planner who coined the term “missing middle,” joined Strong 
Towns for a public webcast where he shared from the wisdom in his new book, Missing Middle 
Housing: Thinking Big and Building Small to Respond to Today’s Housing Crisis, and talked 
about how to bring affordability back into your community. Catch that webcast recording at 
right. And don’t miss the follow-up Q&A webcast as well; he answers a ton of important and 
detailed questions about how to advocate for and build missing middle housing in your 
community. 


Read more… 


 


5 Ways To Make the Missing Middle Less 
Missing 
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Missing Middle development is an indispensable piece of the Strong Towns vision for cities that 
are resilient, adaptable, and can pay their bills. We need to revive a culture of building this way, 
and we need institutions that will allow it. 


Some of the biggest barriers to Missing Middle construction have to do with financing and 
federal regulation. A lot of city governments see this as outside their domain. But there's plenty 
that cities can do, too. Here are five things your city should be doing, if it isn't already, to help 
the Missing Middle get found again. 


1. Legalize It. Everywhere. 


The single biggest reason the Missing Middle has declined is that it is literally illegal in most 
places. This can be true even in urban neighborhoods that have a lot of duplexes or small 
apartment buildings: in many of these neighborhoods, zoning codes were changed in the 1960s 
or 1970s to prohibit the new construction of anything other than single-family homes. The older 
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apartments that are part of the neighborhood's fabric are grandfathered in, but can't be replaced 
or imitated. 


Fortunately, there's a movement to re-legalize the kind of eclectic neighborhoods, with a variety 
of home types for ownership and rental, that we used to build nearly everywhere. 


Read more… 


 


8 Things Your Town Can Do to Add More 
Housing (Without Spending a Dime) 


 


Image source. 


Housing affordability is often treated as a “big city” problem. The reality is that housing 
affordability is a nationwide issue, affecting big cities, suburbs, and small towns alike. What’s a 
Strong Town to do? As with transportation, some like to write off housing affordability as a 
problem of insufficient funding. “If only we spent more money,” the thinking goes, “we could 
tackle housing affordability.” Indeed, more funding is needed for homeless shelters and housing 
vouchers for low-income families.  



https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2019/7/19/5-ways-to-make-the-missing-middle-less-missing

https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2019/2/27/8-things-your-town-can-do-to-add-more-housing-without-spending-a-dime

https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2019/2/27/8-things-your-town-can-do-to-add-more-housing-without-spending-a-dime

https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2019/2/27/8-things-your-town-can-do-to-add-more-housing-without-spending-a-dime

https://apps.urban.org/features/rental-housing-crisis-map/





But this argument belies two key points: First, we realistically need far more new housing than 
subsidies could ever possibly provide. Second, policymakers already have a buffet of policies 
they could adopt that would increase housing affordability and accessibility without spending a 
dime of taxpayer dollars. If your town is serious about tackling the housing affordability crisis, 
consider adopting one or more of the following policies. 


Read more… 


 


Making Normal Neighborhoods Legal Again 


 


An unobtrusive duplex sits alongside single-family homes. Image via Wikimedia Commons. 


All over the U.S., duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, ADUs, even small apartment buildings quietly 
exist in supposedly "single-family detached" neighborhoods. They're normal. They belong. They 
fill a vital need. But if you applied for a permit to build another one just like them today, you'd 
be denied. 
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All over America in cities big and small, the on-the-ground reality belies the legal fiction of 
“single-family neighborhoods.” There are 10,000 or so multi-unit homes hiding in plain sight in 
single-family districts in Seattle alone. You can find "illegal neighborhoods"—as in illegal to 
replicate today, despite that many are stable and prosperous and well-loved places—in Portland 
and Somerville and Lexington and Milwaukee and pretty much anywhere you could throw a dart 
at a map. 


What's going on here? 


Read more… 


 
You May Also Like  
 


 
 
“How Can My Town *Not* Be Wealthy When There’s Been So Much Growth?” 


Let's talk about some core Strong Towns concepts: complexity, incrementalism, fragility, and 
more! 


Mar 7, 2022  
Strong Towns  
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Bringing Gentle Density to Memphis 


These brothers are pushing for incremental infill development in Memphis, Tennessee, with a 
community they’re building just north of downtown. 


Feb 16, 2022  
Daniel Herriges  
 


 
 
How Big Is an Incremental Step? Let's #DoTheMath 
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For our real-estate markets to allow incremental development to be economically viable, there 
are some challenges we need to confront. 


Jan 20, 2022  
Seth Zeren  


 
 


 
 
John Pattison 


John Pattison is the Community Builder for Strong Towns. He is the author of two books, most 
recently Slow Church (IVP, 2014), which takes inspiration from Slow Food and the other Slow 
movements to help faith communities reimagine how they are living life together in the 
neighborhood. John also cohosts The Membership, a podcast about Wendell Berry, the Kentucky 
writer, farmer, and activist. John and his family live in Silverton, Oregon. You can connect with 
him on Twitter at @johnepattison. 


Want to start a Local Conversation, or implement the Strong Towns approach in your 
community? Email John. 


John PattisonFebruary 2, 2021  
 
Previous 


El caso clásico 
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Our Students Were Learning Remotely Before the Pandemic 
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From: Donna Tinberg
To: Dianne Massa
Subject: Fwd: Engineering standards
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 9:22:09 AM
Attachments: 1999 Northville Eng Design Standards Blue Book.pdf


Hi Dianne,
Could you please share this with the entire Planning Commission?  I checked with Michelle Aniol and she is fine
with this coming in as correspondence to the entire group.  Thanks!
Donna


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Michelle Aniol <
Date: Sat, Mar 19, 2022 at 12:21 PM
Subject: Fwd: Engineering standards
To: Donna Tinberg <


Donna,
I don't know if you or the Planning Commission have been given a copy of the city's
engineering standards, so I'm sharing them with you.  It's terribly out of date, but might still be
useful, as the PC moves forward in its discussion of the HP PSP.  
Happy weekend.
Michelle
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Mike Domine <mdomine@ci.northville.mi.us>
Date: Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 4:06 PM
Subject: RE: Engineering standards
To: Michelle Aniol 
Cc: Jennifer L. Chehab , Patrick Sullivan
<psullivan@ci.northville.mi.us>, Barbara Moroski-Browne 
Nancy Darga , Justin P. Rose 


Sorry, I don’t think the last email attachment worked. This one should work.


Thanks,


Mike Domine


From: Michelle Aniol  
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2022 2:33 PM
To: Mike Domine <mdomine@ci.northville.mi.us>
Cc: Jennifer L. Chehab ; Patrick Sullivan


; Barbara Moroski-Browne ;







Nancy Darga ; Justin P. Rose 
Subject: Re: Engineering standards


Thank you, Mike.  I appreciate you providing the information.  I'm sorry to press you on this,
but when will you be back in the office?  Can't someone else get me a copy of the "little blue
book" standards?


Thanks,


Michelle Aniol


On Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 12:02 PM Mike Domine <mdomine@ci.northville.mi.us> wrote:


Morning Michelle,


The city does in fact have current engineering standards. Currently the City is following the
City of Northville Uniform Criteria and Design Standards for Construction adopted in 1999.
This is also known as the “little blue book” that former Director Jim G put together. As we
all (DPW, building and planning) use this book as a guide, changes from state or county
standards are applied as needed. As Jennifer mentioned we are currently working on
updating a lot of these standards. The City just submitted new water main standards last
week to EGLE for review. Similar to what Loyd had mentioned, we are updating our
standards as projects and developments submitted. 


I’m currently out of town, but when I’m back in office I’ll send a copy of the current
standards. 


Thanks,


Mike Domine


On Feb 14, 2022, at 11:31 AM, Michelle Aniol 
wrote:


Hi Jennifer,


I'm glad to hear you are working with Mike on this, currently.  However, I don't
think I'm being unreasonable when I say I'd really like to know what's been
done in the nearly two years since Lloyd and I exchanged emails on the issue? 







Sorry to put you on the spot like this, but as you might imagine, I'm concerned
by what appears to be a lack of progress on the Engineering Standards issue.   


 


I think you know that I'm a resident of the City's Bealtown neighborhood.  I'm
also on the Board of Zoning Appeals, the BRA and the River Task Force, and I
feel like I'm flying blind by not having access to an adopted set of Engineering
Standards for the city, especially now that the developer of the Foundry Flask
property will be submitting (if he hasn't already) his engineering plans for
review. 


 


I understand this may not be under your control.  So, please understand, I
appreciate the opportunity to re-engage and communicate with you on the issue,
but, and again, I don't think I'm being unreasonable when I say, there needs to
be accountability and there needs to be tangible progress.  


 


Truly,


Michelle Aniol


 


 


 


 


  


 


 


On Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 10:25 AM Jennifer L. Chehab 
wrote:


Hi Michelle,


 


With Mike Domine recently taking over as Director, we are currently
working on this with him.


 


Thank you!







 


Jennifer L. Chehab, PE


Senior Engineering Manager


Associate
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ü Please consider the environment before printing this email.


 


 


 


From: Michelle Aniol  
Sent: Sunday, February 13, 2022 3:43 PM
To: Jennifer L. Chehab 
Cc: Patrick Sullivan <psullivan@ci.northville.mi.us>; Barbara Moroski-
Browne ; Nancy Darga


Subject: Re: Engineering standards


 


CAUTION: **EXTERNAL EMAIL** DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.


Hi Jennifer and Pat,


It's been a couple of years since I inquired about the engineering standards
and received the response from Lloyd (on which you were cc'd).  I would
appreciate it if you would please let me know the status of the development
of the engineering standards for the City of Northville and provide me with a
copy of what's been developed/drafted so far.  I appreciate your assistance
and cooperation. Thank you.







Michelle Aniol


402 Yerkes St, Northville, MI 48167


 


On Mon, Mar 2, 2020 at 9:20 AM Loyd Cureton
<lcureton@ci.northville.mi.us> wrote:


Good morning Michelle,


I am not saying the City does not have engineering standards, our currently
process requires a full engineering review at the Developer’s expense.
Many of the City’s standards are adopted by reference. This is the most
cost effective process for the City, as we are subject to  a number
government agencies that change our requirements from time to time. That
said, there are some standards that we are developing which change less
frequently (road construction, water system construction) and will be
provided to developers. Project plans for proposed developments  are
reviewed in respect to conceptual grading, paving, storm
drainage/detention and availability of municipal utilities to serve the site.
The review will verify compliance in regards to engineering of public
infrastructure and connections to public infrastructure with City of
Northville Ordinance Chapter 74 – Streets, Sidewalks and Other Public
Places, Chapter 78 – Subdivisions and Land Divisions and Chapter 86 –
Utilities. Verification of compliance with local and industry standards
(AWWA) will also be completed, such as adherence to 10 States Standards
for Water Works, current addition, Wayne County Storm Water Ordinance
and EGLE Community Water Supply and Wastewater System
Construction Standards” and the American Disabilities Act.


 


I believe you have worked with our Senior Engineering Consultant
 Jennifer Chehab of Fleis and VandenBrink (contact information below). I
spoke to her this morning to see how far along we where developing our
standards and she mentioned she knew you and offered to answer any
questions you may have.  


Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.


 


Sincerely,


Loyd Cureton


Director of Public Works


City of Northville


lcureton@ci.northville.mi.us







Direct 248-305-2708


Fax 248-305-2899


 


Jennifer L. Chehab, PE


Senior Engineering Manager


Associate


 


FLEIS & VANDENBRINK


27725 Stansbury Blvd., Suite 195 | Farmington Hills | MI | 48334


O: 248.536.0080 | D: 248.215.0696 | C: 248.836.8436 | F: 248.536.0079


www.fveng.com


 


 


 


 


From: Michelle Aniol  
Sent: Sunday, March 1, 2020 6:23 PM
To: Loyd Cureton <lcureton@ci.northville.mi.us>
Cc: 
Subject: Re: Engineering standards


 


Pat, Thank you for forwarding my inquiry to Loyd.  


 


Loyd, 


Thank you the response.  Are you saying the City does not currently
have engineering standards, other than for the water system?  Also, where
are the American Water Works Association Standards cited?  Are they
cited in the General Code or the Zoning Ordinance?


 


Thanks







Michelle Aniol


 


On Sat, Feb 29, 2020 at 9:25 PM Loyd Cureton
<lcureton@ci.northville.mi.us> wrote:


Good evening Ms. Aniol,


 


The City of Northville’s engineering consultants have been in place a
little over  a year. Rather than the City pay upfront to develop
engineering standards, It was decided to build the standards overtime as
plans for development were submitted. In this way developers would
share in the cost of the of the specifications.


One exception is the City’s  water system, which adheres  the American
Water Works Association’s  standards.


 


As plans for development are submitted to the City they reviewed by
City staff and forwarded to the City’s  engineering consultants for full
review,  at the applicants expense. If you have any specific questions or
need information on a particular topic,  please let me know and I will be
happy to assist. 


 


Sincerely, 


Loyd


 


On Feb 29, 2020, at 3:52 PM, Patrick Sullivan
 wrote:


 Loyd


 


Can you answer Michelle‘s question below?


 


Pat


Sent from my iPhone







Begin forwarded message:


From: Michelle Aniol


Date: February 29, 2020 at 12:46:35 PM EST
To: Patrick Sullivan
<psullivan@ci.northville.mi.us>, Patrick
Sullivan 
Subject: Engineering standards


Hi Pat,


Please forgive the intrusion on a Saturday, but
I’m reviewing my ZBA packet and I have a
question that I can’t get answered on the
website.  


Where can I find the city’s engineering
standards?


Thank you!


Michelle Aniol


 


Cybercrime attempts have increased during the COVID-19 Pandemic. This includes
“spoofing” the origination of email addresses. If you receive an unexpected message with links
or attachments, consider first verifying with the sender before opening.


The information contained in this message and any attachment may be proprietary, confidential, and privileged
or subject to the work product doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not
the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to this
message and deleting it and all copies and backups thereof. Thank you.
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Footing drain discharge shall be tied in at a CB Structure, no blind taps
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From: Kathy Spillane One
To: Dianne Massa
Cc: Dave Gutman; Susan; AnnaMaryLee Vollick; Mike Domine; Jim Porterfield; Thomas Barry; Lori Ward; john carter
Subject: Sustainabilty Scorecard
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2022 6:26:35 PM
Attachments: Sustainability Scorecard Abbreviated Version.docx


Dear Dianne: 


Several months ago, the Sustainability Team was asked by Andrew Krentz to provide
an easy to use  Sustainability Scorecard that could prompt Commissioners to ask
questions about sustainability concepts during site plan reviews.


Please find it attached.  Can you please forward this to the Planning Commission.


Thank you.


Kathy Spillane








Sustainability Scorecard/Assessment for Site Plans:  Abbreviated Version 








			Area of Focus


			Sustainability Scorecard Question


			Yes


			No


			I Don’t Know


			Additional information





			Reduce, Reuse, Recycle


			Does the project incorporate energy efficient best management practices?


			


			


			


			





			Reduce, Reuse, Recycle


			Does the project have features that reduce its carbon footprint?


			


			


			


			





			Reduce, Reuse, Recycle


			Does the project feature any water-saving devices and/or processes?


			


			


			


			





			Sustainable Stormwater Management


			Does the project have green infrastructure/rainwater management (bioswales, storm trees, rain gardens, heat island reduction, porous pavement, etc.) and if so, describe the projected stormwater capture.


			


			


			


			





			Sustainable Stormwater Management


			Does the project discharge untreated stormwater to the storm sewers and/or river?


			


			


			


			





			Non-Motorized Transportation


			Does the project feature sidewalks on both sides of street, safe crosswalks and bikepaths?


			


			


			


			





			Walkability


			Does the project feature protection to shield pedestrians and cyclists from traffic (parallel parking, buffer between curb and sidewalk, street trees)?


			


			


			


			





			Walkability


			What percent of ground floor area is reserved for retail, dining or service use?


			


			


			


			





			Placemaking


			How does the public space within the development facilitate social connections?


			


			


			


			





			Demographic Diversity


			Does the project support barrier free access for current or future uses?
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Sustainability Scorecard/Assessment for Site Plans:  Abbreviated Version  
 
 


Area of Focus  Sustainability Scorecard Question  Yes  No  I Don’t 
Know 


Additional information 


Reduce, Reuse, 
Recycle 


Does the project incorporate energy efficient best management 
practices? 


       


Reduce, Reuse, 
Recycle 


Does the project have features that reduce its carbon footprint?         


Reduce, Reuse, 
Recycle 


Does the project feature any water‐saving devices and/or 
processes? 


       


Sustainable 
Stormwater 
Management 


Does the project have green infrastructure/rainwater 
management (bioswales, storm trees, rain gardens, heat island 
reduction, porous pavement, etc.) and if so, describe the 
projected stormwater capture. 


       


Sustainable 
Stormwater 
Management 


Does the project discharge untreated stormwater to the storm 
sewers and/or river? 


       


Non‐Motorized 
Transportation 


Does the project feature sidewalks on both sides of street, safe 
crosswalks and bikepaths? 


       


Walkability  Does the project feature protection to shield pedestrians and 
cyclists from traffic (parallel parking, buffer between curb and 
sidewalk, street trees)? 


       


Walkability  What percent of ground floor area is reserved for retail, dining or 
service use? 


       


Placemaking  How does the public space within the development facilitate 
social connections? 


       


Demographic 
Diversity 


Does the project support barrier free access for current or future 
uses? 
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