
 
 
 
 
 

NORTHVILLE BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
215 West Main Street 
Northville, MI 48167 

248-349-1300 
 

July 27, 2022 – 7:00 P.M. 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES –  April 27, 2022 

May 23, 2022   
      Approved   /   Approved as Amended 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
4. NEW BUSINESS: 
  

A. Resolution Approving the Establishment of the City of Northville Brownfield Redevelopment 
Authority Local Brownfield Revolving Fund (LBRF) 
 

 B. Review of Conceptual Brownfield Plan – The Downs Redevelopment 
  
 
5. SET NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Patrick Sullivan 
 
Patrick Sullivan  
City Manager 
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Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Meeting Minutes 
CITY OF NORTHVILLE 

215 W. Main Street, Northville MI 48167 
April 27, 2022 

7:00 PM 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL:  
 
Chair McGow called the meeting to order at 7:03 pm.  
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present:  Michelle Aniol 

John Carter 
David Hay 
Patrick McGow 

  Barbara Moroski-Browne 
  Don Webb 
        
Absent:  Ryan McKindles  
      
Also present: City Manager Pat Sullivan 

Brownfield Consultant Samantha Seimer, Vice President Economic Development 
Services, AKT Peerless  

Brownfield Consultant Brian Westhoff, Senior Project Manager, AKT Peerless  
 
  1 Audience 
           
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
  
Member Aniol said she thought there had been a request for additional soil samples along the river 
that might not have been caught in the minutes. Chair McGow said this would be further discussed in 
tonight’s meeting. 
 
MOTION by Webb, support by Carter, to approve the March 30, 2022 meeting minutes as 
submitted. 
 
Motion carried by voice vote. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
None 
 
4. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A. Review of Application – 456 East Cady Street 
 
Tom Wackerman, ASTI Environmental, Brighton MI was present on behalf of this application for 
Brownfield consideration for the Foundry Flask Redevelopment Project. Developer Jim Long and 
Construction Manager Kevin Schonsheck were also present. 
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Referencing her April 22, 2022 memorandum, Brownfield Consultant Seimer said that at the 
Brownfield Meeting on March 30, 2022, the City of Northville Brownfield Redevelopment 
Authority reviewed an Application and Draft Brownfield Plan for the Foundry Flask 
Redevelopment Project. Following the meeting, the Brownfield Board requested additional 
information including:  

1. 2014 Phase II Environmental Report;  
2. EGLE Grant Application;  
3. Updated financial information and proforma;  
4. Tax Increment Revenue Tables without tax abatement assumption;  
5. Site Plan overlayed with current soil borings and groundwater sampling test locations;  
6. Removal of School Sinking Fund Mills;  
7. Adjust proportionality to 43% State and 57% local, and  
8. Breakout of interest payments in Table 3.  

Materials had been provided to the Brownfield Board and the Brownfield Plan was updated 
accordingly.  

Without the tax abatement assumption, the plan would be shortened to around 10 years, as 
compared to 20 years.  
 
This project includes the demolition of existing former industrial buildings, site improvements, 
environmental remediation activities, site preparation, and the construction of the three-story 
mixed use building and associated parking lot. It is estimated to create 25 to 30 full time jobs and 
two or three part time jobs for the commercial portion upon completion. This project represents a 
private investment of approximately $25M. The Brownfield Plan request also anticipates 
approval of a 381 Work Plan to allow the capture of State mills. If an Act 381 Work Plan is not 
approved by the state, the tables will be adjusted to limit the proportional share of the total tax 
capture to local only.  
 
This property is considered eligible. The Brownfield Board's role with a Brownfield Plan is to 
review the statutory eligibility of the property and determine the reasonableness of costs proposed 
within the plan. The developer is limited to the actual cost of eligible activities for reimbursement 
in a not to exceed amount as determined in the Brownfield Plan and then as restated in the future 
Reimbursement Agreement.  
 
The total taxable value of the property today is $440,227. The estimated post development 
taxable value is $6.6M, which is projected to be the assessment following completion of 
construction.  
 
AKT Peerless has reviewed the eligible activity assumptions and maintains that they are 
reasonable and statutorily sufficient pertaining to eligible activities permissible in a non-core 
community.  
 
In total, the cost of eligible activities with contingency and interest is $3.072M. This includes 
$113,000 that would come to the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority through their 5% 
administrative fee, $410,000 of which would go to the State Revolving Loan Fund, and then 
$1.5M after the developer has been reimbursed would go to the Local Brownfield Revolving 
Loan Fund, bringing the total cost within the Plan to $5,096,526.   
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There is an interest request at $803K. Per policy, interest may be supported in instances where 
there is public benefit and/or public interest. Final determination on the interest request should be 
made prior to submitting the Plan to City Council.  
 
Chair McGow asked about the request for additional soil samples referenced by Member Aniol 
earlier. 
 
Brownfield Consultant Seimer explained that there had been considerable discussion by the 
Board at the March 30 meeting regarding the need for soil borings along the river, as it is in the 
City’s interest to develop the area along the river with a full river walk. AKT Peerless had 
conversation with ASTI about adding in the potential of four additional soil samples along the 
river. ASTI has developed a cost associated with this, which is not included in the Brownfield 
Plan presented this evening. 
 
Mr. Wackerman said the estimated cost for the additional borings was $5500. 
 
Discussion: 
• There was concern that Treasurer Wiktorowski had not seen the revised financial materials 

being presented this evening. It was important to get a report from the Treasurer in addition to 
AKT Peerless regarding the tax increment estimates. 

• The BRA had discretion as to what level the environmental and non-environmental costs 
would be funded. The developers’ team had prepared cost estimates and the request for what 
are eligible activities. The BRA can limit the reimbursement of those activities to something 
less than what the estimates are or for a lesser duration. 

• The Board held a lengthy discussion regarding conditions along the river, regarding 
infrastructure work such as encapsulating areas with non-permeable pavement or sealing the 
area to be used as a basis for a river walk. How would/could public benefit be tied to this 
effort, and could a conversation regarding this be held prior to drafting a Development 
Agreement?  
o The Board was aware that developing a river walk was not part of the brownfield 

application.  
o However, the request for $803K in interest was based on public benefit. While the Board 

wanted to be fair in all its discussions, it seemed the public benefit could be tied into the 
site preparation work along the river. 

o The public benefit that is part of the BRA’s policies and procedures was one reason why 
additional soil samples had been requested.  

o The City’s vision for the river walk did not include just this parcel, but multiple parcels, 
perhaps reaching an economies of scale for aesthetic design and encapsulating the soils 
with no engineered control.  

o The 18” of soil discussed previously was a remediation tool that could be used right now, 
while the City plans for the future development of the river walk. 

o The encapsulation or remediation that was needed at other river walk locations might be 
different than what was needed at this location. This was borne out by Riverwalk Task 
Force findings. 

o Planning Consultant Seimer advised that from a cost perspective the City could 
potentially utilize some of its brownfield administrative dollars to offset some of the costs 
that may be specific to environmental related activities not pertaining to the river banks. 
Infrastructure site preparation improvements could not be paid for with brownfield 
dollars, but there was assistance the BRA could potentially offer to help see that vision 
through. 
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• There was further concern regarding stormwater runoff from hard surfaces such as the 
parking area. While hard surface stormwater will be separated from infiltration, how will oils 
and sediments from hard surface runoff be kept from entering the river? 
o The applicants explained that their storm water engineering plans met Wayne County 

standards for sites such as this one. Engineering was 99% complete. 
• There needed to be information in the timeline regarding when and how the easement will be 

transferred to the City, and what could potentially be included in the Brownfield Plan before 
there could be a discussion of public benefit.  
o Mr. Long said here was no site in Northville that was contaminated like this one. There 

was a true public benefit to the removal of a hazardous building and treating the 
contaminated soils.  
 The applicants were asking for a Brownfield Plan because they had to compete with 

green fields. Their intent was to cooperate on the area along the river for the river walk. 
But discussions regarding that property were not finalized. The easement property had 
value. If they could get approval for the tax abatement, the interest, and the Brownfield 
Plan, they could work things out and take a package to City Council.  

 The brownfield discussion should stay with the subject property. 
o Mr. Wackerman said that the 381 Work Plan will have to provide many details including 

specific soil volume, soil locations, design criteria, vapor system design, and so on.  At that 
time they would address how to do due care along the river. It was impossible to come to 
conclusions about that now because there was so much that was unknown, including soil 
characteristics along the river, final elevation, engineering implications, and so on. Timing 
was also unknown, in terms of whether work along the river will be in the current 15 year 
payback period for the Brownfield Plan. It was unknown as to what permits would be 
needed.  

o There were two possible options: 
 After year 15, the BRA will be capturing $300K or more into the Revolving Loan Fund 

for 5 more years, or $1.5M, which could be used for due care obligations on any 
property along the river walk. If this was supported by the BRA, it should be 
memorialized in the minutes.  

 After engineering information was received, an informed decision could be made 
regarding how the BRA wants to handle due care, and the Brownfield Plan could be 
amended. 

o The 18” soil solution across everything that was landscaped on the site did not include the 
easement along the river walk. 

• Chair McGow pointed out that the question still remained: What are the terms of the 
arrangement between the property owner and the City regarding the river walk easement? What 
is the cost to provide the clean up or provide the concrete that needs to be there? Who pays for 
that? There were other options besides those listed by Mr. Wackerman, but the BRA needed to 
know the status of the easement agreement. The BRA could have the discussion now and build 
the cleanup with its attendant costs into the 318 Work Plan as eligible costs, allowing the 
BRA/City to get reimbursed after the developer was reimbursed, thus maintaining an additional 
5 years for the revolving fund.  
o Mr. Wackerman said perhaps that work could be written into the plan, with the condition 

that a separate work plan will be developed in the future.  
• Chair McGow said the timing issue – knowing when the easement agreement will be decided – 

was important to know before making this decision. Was this going to be resolved sometime 
between Brownfield Plan Approval and City Council public hearing, or wait until more detailed 
information regarding costs and information was available?  
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• In response to Board questions, Mr. Wackerman explained that EGLE considers the entire area 
that has fill to be contaminated with direct contact hazards, and must be mitigated as previously 
described.  

• The application to EGLE was scheduled to be discussed tomorrow; a decision could be 
announced within a month. 

• There was concern that a recommendation would go to Council before the question of timing 
was concluded. If the tax abatement was included, the life of the Brownfield reimbursement 
would be extended.  

• Chair McGow said that if the BRA approved the Brownfield Plan as presented, it would  
show the more conservative view with the abatement 15 year period. But if the abatement was 
not approved by Council, then it would be a more accelerated payment. However, if the 
development is much slower than expected, the way it was presented right now was that it can 
take the full 30 years. Council will have final approving authority.   

• Member Moroski-Browne said that while she supported the Brownfield process as an effective 
economic development and environmental cleanup tool, she did not necessarily support 
granting the entire $3M, because she didn’t yet see the broader public interest in this plan.  

• The Board agreed that this type of property and project was why Brownfields exist. However, 
discussion of the details of whether to grant interest and how much interest was important.  

• It was also important to understand the arrangement regarding the river walk. The eligible costs 
of the river walk should be addressed through the Brownfield Plan – the how and when (at the 
front end, the back end, through the revolving fund) needed definition.  

• The interest request per policy required a public benefit. Within the Brownfield Agreement, 
there could be a provision speaking to the interest portion saying that if an easement were 
granted for the river walk, than interest in a “not to be greater”  amount would be granted. This 
could be part of an administrative review, and not need to come back to the BRA, if the BRA 
felt comfortable with that language. 

• There was also the question of whether or not the City had the funds for the river walk 
development up front, if reimbursement would not be for another 15 years. At the least, it 
seemed like having an understanding in the original Brownfield Plan would be preferable. 

• Chair McGow’s preference was to approve a Brownfield Plan that addressed the river walk, so 
it would not have to be amended in the future. This was made more difficult because the details 
of transferring the easement to the City have not been worked out. Still, if some of the river 
walk work could be done simultaneously with the developer’s work, that would constitute a 
benefit to the City. On the other hand, it made no sense to do work that would have to be 
redone later. 

• Mr. Wackerman said that the cost for removing 18” of fill along the river and replacing it with 
18” of clean dirt was $250K in today’s dollars. He asked that the Brownfield Plan be approved 
tonight with the conditions that $250K be added for due care activities in the easement area, 
with the condition that this amendment be approved administratively, so the plan could move to 
City Council. 

• Member Aniol pointed out that grading work was being done very close to the easement area, 
yet the applicants had stated multiple times that they would not be disturbing that area. She did 
not see how this was possible. 

• Member Moroski-Browne returned to the subject of requested interest. Policy required that 
interest could be granted in return for public benefit, but even then the approval could be for 
less than requested. She was also not convinced full demolition costs should be included.  

• Mr. Long spoke to the importance of the interest to the financial viability of the entire project.  
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• City Manager Sullivan asked whether a new market study had been presented, using the revised 
rents as mentioned during the last meeting. The City’s Finance Department needed to see this 
information to verify the proforma. 
o Mr. Schonsheck said the average would be about $1907 per month for the first year, 

allowing for some rent concessions during that time, and shown as an average square 
footage value.  

o They had gone out for a market study that projected expected rents as well as the mix of 
units in the building. The study was lacking some final details, but based on that market 
study, they were reducing one bedrooms by 20% and increasing two bedrooms by 20%. 
Final size of the units had not yet been decided. Overall blended rates should be very close 
to the $1907 per month. 

o One of the comparables was for the MainCentre apartments. 
o The original IRR was 9.78%. After the last meeting some numbers had been changed and 

the IRR change to 10.97%. A scenario without the abatement but with the TIF was an 
8.69% IRR. Last, without any incentives the IRR was 4.3%, which was untenable. 

o The IRR is based on the rental rate projections, and assuming commercial development. 
o MainCentre was a 40-year old building with much higher rental rates of $1944 - 

$3029/month. Perhaps the rental rates for this project should be re-evaluated. 
• Chair McGow summarized options for this evening: 

1. Approve a Brownfield Plan tonight with conditions to be approved administratively, to 
include: 1) due care activities for the easement, 2) interest, 3) reduction in costs, 4) cost and 
process for potential river walk, or 

2. Ask for information regarding the 4 conditions just mentioned to be brought back to BRA 
before approving. 

• Chair McGow supported the second option, along with any other information requested by 
BRA members. There appeared to be general support for moving the plan forward, but enough 
items were still outstanding that another BRA meeting seemed to be warranted. Items to be 
included would be: 
1. Due care plan with dollar estimate.  
2. Re-evaluate proposed rents. 
3. Evaluate whether full interest amount of full demolition costs should be included.  
4. Pertaining to public benefit: the redevelopment of the site is beneficial, and the brownfield 

development tool should be supported. There needed to be better definition and information 
regarding the river walk and how that related to the Brownfield Plan, specifically in terms 
of interest being granted in return for public interest over and above private development.  

• Mr. Long said the details of transferring the easement had not yet been worked out; it seemed 
an overreach to hold up the project until those details could be finalized.  

• Chair McGow explained the BRA was wrestling with determining the right of amount of 
financial incentives and the right mix of information needed to figure out the best way to move 
forward. More information was needed, especially in terms of the river walk project cost and 
the easement agreement in order to make a decision that includes a determination of public 
benefit.  

• Many communities, as a policy decision, do not pay interest on eligible activities. The 
Northville BRA had decided if a project had public benefit above and beyond just the 
redevelopment, interest would be considered. A river walk and an easement along the river is 
something that would be a great public benefit, and was worth working into the Brownfield 
Plan, in terms of what the package incentives are going to be. The City wants the Brownfield to 
happen, but the right mix of incentives needs to be determined.  

 
In response to questions from Mr. Wackerman, the Board clarified the following questions: 
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• What is the arrangement going to be for an easement along the river walk? If the assumption is 
that costs of due care for that area will be included above and beyond normal site cleanup, the 
arrangement for the easement needs to be known.  

• The BRA needs to know if there is an easement or not. If so, what is the cost, and what is the 
cost of the cleanup? How will the cost be paid?  

• While the Board fully supported a Brownfield Plan for this private venture, it was important to 
think about what the City was subsidizing. Should the City subsidize the full request, or 
something less than that? The level of benefits was not clear. There were variables yet to be 
determined. For instance, what is the value of the easement?  Would there be an extra cost to 
the easement?  

 
Mr. Wackerman said the arrangement regarding the transfer of the easement to the City could 
take another year. 

 
Member Moroski-Browne noted that conversation regarding including a river walk on the 
plan had occurred before the Planning Commission in December 2021, with notation 
included on final site plan.   

 
Chair McGow said the framework for the arrangement of who will pay for the costs, 
including if the City will be reimbursed by TIF, needs to be in place. In other words, who will 
pay the cost and where will the funding come from? When this is known the BRA can 
evaluate the value of the contribution to due care obligations that would be made.  
 
Member Carter said the discussion of the framework as to how the exchange would happen 
was very important. Mr. Long had consistently been very supportive of the river walk 
throughout this process; the discussions needed to be codified. More information made for a 
better approval and recommendation to City Council.  

 
• Mr. Wackerman asked for further clarification. 

 
Member Carter said an agreement in principle regarding the easement was not yet achieved. 
There had been positive conversation, but no agreement in principle. There should be a 
framework based on conversations between the City and the developer. 
 
Member Aniol said that one of the conditions of Planning Commission approval for the 
special land use was that the developer and the city discuss and collaboratively resolve the 
use of the river walk property via public easement access through the property to the river 
walk along the Rouge river. In other words, this was not a new request.  

 
• In response to further questions, City Manager Sullivan said there had been discussions 

between himself and the developer. The BRA was being asked to grant $800K worth of 
interest, but the BRA had a policy that stated interest will only be granted if there was a 
public benefit. City Manager Sullivan had asked the development team what their position 
was on the easement. Was it being donated? Sold? Traded for infrastructure improvements? 
Was there a price to the easement? This position needed to be known.  

• Mr. Long said they would like the cost of infrastructure improvements factored in. He spoke 
to the difficulties of redeveloping this property. Providing space for the river walk had been 
made voluntarily; he and his partners did not have to offer that. 
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• General conversation reiterated that the easement was part of the special land use approval. 
Mr. Wackerman said that since the easement agreement was part of the special land use 
approval, would a letter of intent regarding the easement suffice? 

 
Chair McGow summarized that two decisions still needed to be made: 

1) The amount of incentives the BRA will approve. 
2) Will interest be included in the Brownfield Plan? 

 
Final comments included: 
• If there was a cost to the easement – if the City was going to have to pay something for it – 

that should be known. Having a mechanism in place to pay for the remediation was also 
important.  

• Information on how water will be discharged into the river should be provided. 
 
Mr. Waterman pointed out that putting money into the Plan for due care was a public benefit. 
 
Mr. Long said the land would be a transfer of property, not an easement. 
 
Summary of action items included: 

• Revise Brownfield Plan to show costs of soil borings and costs for soil remediation along 
the river (removal and replacement) 

• Submit engineering document showing stormwater runoff 
• Update proforma, based on an updated marketing information 
• Marketing plan, if complete 

 
Planning Consultant Seimer will follow up with Treasurer Wiktorowski, to see if she can attend 
the May 23 meeting.  
 
5.  SET NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
After discussion, the next meeting was set for Monday May 23 at 8:00am.  
 
6. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION by Aniol, support by Moroski-Browne, to adjourn the meeting at 9:37pm  
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire 
Recording Secretary          
 
 
 
 
   
 



  DRAFT 
   
   
   
  

Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Meeting Minutes 
City of Northville 

215 W. Main Street, Northville MI 48167 
May 23, 2022 

8:00 AM 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL:  
 
Chair McGow called the meeting to order at 8:10am.  
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present:  Michelle Aniol 

John Carter 
David Hay 
Patrick McGow 
Ryan McKindles 

  Barbara Moroski-Browne 
  Don Webb 
        
Absent:  None  
      
Also present: City Manager Pat Sullivan 

Samantha Seimer, Brownfield Consultant, Vice President Economic Development 
Services, AKT Peerless  

Brian Westhoff, Brownfield Consultant, Senior Project Manager, AKT Peerless  
           
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 27, 2022 
 
MOTION by Aniol, support by Webb, to postpone approving the April 27, 2022 minutes to the 
next meeting, in order to allow time for the recording to be checked regarding the following: 

• Page 8: Check to see if Summary of action complete. Should it include the BRA giving the 
applicant direction about coordinating with the City regarding the river walk 
easement/transfer? 

• Page 6: Should the 1st bullet point include a clear statement that the City Manager felt the 
rental rates were too low, when discussing whether a new market study had been submitted? 

• Page 6: Should the 3rd bullet point from the bottom include a reference to Mr. Long saying 
“you are putting a gun to our head”? 

• Page 5: Should the 5th bullet point from the top or the 2nd bullet point from the bottom include 
a statement similar to: “backing out figures of $803,000 and $550,000 would still leave 
$1.7M”? 

 
Motion carried by voice vote. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
None 
 
4. NEW BUSINESS 
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A. Review of Updated Brownfield Plan – 456 East Cady Street 
 
Tom Wackerman, ASTI Environmental, Brighton MI was present on behalf of this application for 
Brownfield consideration for the Foundry Flask Redevelopment Project. Developer Jim Long and 
Construction Manager Kevin Schonsheck were also present. 
 
Referencing her May 19, 2022 memorandum,  Consultant Seimer said that at the April 27 
meeting the BRA had requested further information, including: 

1. Updated Brownfield Plan to include $5,500 for future sampling in the greenbelt along the 
river; 

2. Updated Brownfield Plan to include $200,000 for future soil removal and replacement in 
the greenbelt along the river for due care obligations; 

3. Construction details for the pre-treatment of stormwater prior to discharge into the river; 
4. Updated proforma to include new rental information; 
5. Review of the Market Study. 

 
This information had been provided and the Brownfield Plan was updated accordingly. There had 
been conversations with city administration, assessing, and finance departments, to discuss the 
proforma, pages from the market study, and post development taxable value assumptions. The 
estimates provided for post development taxable value are conservative and the market rental 
rates provided are in line with comparable properties in the City of Northville and surrounding 
communities.  
 
Member Carter said that in the April 27 meeting, the estimate for soil removal and replacement 
was given as $250,000. Why had that been revised downward? 
 
Mr. Wackerman explained that they had looked at different scenarios, and eventually ended up 
with a cost of $170,000 with 15% contingency, which includes soil mitigation for the 20’width x 
the length, to 18 inches deep. The two line items on Table 1 Eligible Activity Cost Estimates in 
the Brownfield Plan regarding this total are Greenbelt Soil Remediation and Greenbelt Soil 
Remediation – Supervision. 
 
Member Aniol said there was nothing on the site plan that referenced a greenbelt. What was 
meant by a greenbelt vs. the options for easements as shown on the plan?  
 
Mr. Wackerman said that a sentence had been added to the Brownfield Plan in Section 1.1.1, mid-
paragraph: A 15 to 20 foot wide greenbelt has been designated along the river, and is not part of 
the site development activities.  
 
Mr. Schonsheck said there had actually never been an offer of an easement; they were offering a 
transfer of property. They had tried to correct this misunderstanding numerous times during 
Planning Commission discussions. The site plan referenced a 20-foot wide or 15-foot wide area 
for a river walk, but did not label it “easement.” 
 
Mr. Schonsheck said they were using the term “greenbelt” because they preferred the transaction 
to be a transfer of real estate. They did not want the ongoing liability, or future issues, dealing 
with any easement. The developers would work to transfer the property to the City in a way that 
made sense for both parties.  
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The Board pointed out that the word “easement” had been used many times over several meetings 
by all parties involved, although it was acknowledged that at the last BRA meeting, Mr. Long had 
said he would prefer a transfer of property over an easement.  

• Member Moroski-Browne said that “greenbelt” needed to be clarified regarding how that 
term was being used as it related to the hash lines on the site plan.  

• Chair McGow asked if the estimate provided this evening was based on a 15-foot or 20-
foot greenbelt. 

• City Manager Sullivan said the estimate he provided was based on 25 feet, per 
information he had received from Nancy Darga, Chair of the Rouge River Task Force. 

• Mr. Wackerman said the total was an estimate, and the dimensions were not yet 
determined.  

 
Member Aniol said that at the last meeting she had made a request of the applicant and/or the 
City Manager to provide the BRA something that demonstrated issues regarding the river walk 
property are being worked through regarding the easement/transfer of property, per Condition D. 
of the Special Land Use Approval approved by the Planning Commission on October 19, 2021: 
The developer and the City shall discuss and collaboratively resolve use of a Riverwalk Property 
via a public easement access through the property to the Riverwalk along the Rouge River.  
 
City Manager Sullivan said there had been email and verbal communication, specifically 
including a request from the City to the developer regarding what their position was on the river 
walk. No progress had been made. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne spoke to the importance of having something more substantive than 
words from the developer, which was all that had been offered since last September. The 
developer should propose something that the City could respond to. She was not comfortable 
moving forward when there had been no substantive discussion. 
 
Mr. Long apologized for his reference to a gun being held to his head at the last meeting. He had 
been frustrated because as reflected in the November 16, 2021 Planning Commission minutes, 
both the City Manager and the City Planner had stated that a river walk could not be made a 
condition of site plan approval for this project. They had voluntarily held their building back 20 
feet as a show of good faith that they wanted to discuss and resolve a potential land acquisition by 
the City of Northville. In their discussions with the City the developers had indicated this must be 
a land swap. Two weeks ago Friday the applicants had met informally with Mayor Turnbull and 
provided him a document regarding this issue. 
 
Mr. Long said there “was a way to go with this thing,” and they were working toward it. He asked 
the Board to keep in mind that there was cost involved, specifically the decrease in ROI (return 
on investment) when the 3-story structure was reduced by 20 feet. Now they were looking at a tax 
abatement. Additionally they wanted to sit down and talk with the City Manager and staff. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne asked when the 20 foot reduction in the building had been planned.  
Mr. Schonsheck said that had been their plan from the beginning.  
 
Member Moroski-Browne asked how close to the top edge of the river embankment the 
applicants would be allowed to construct something, per EGLE (Michigan Department of 
Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy) and Wayne County authorities.  
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Mr. Schonsheck said that theoretically they could construct a parking lot to the edge of where the 
river walk was envisioned. The only thing that stopped them from building to the south was the 
river itself, or any wetlands, or perhaps the river bank. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne asked if there was any documentation that showed they would be 
allowed to build to that limit, as she was skeptical they could build that far. Mr. Schonsheck said 
that had not been part of the site plan approval, and he did not have any documentation backing 
up that statement. 
 
Mr. Long pointed out they could add to the building in other areas, and increase their parking. 
Mr. Schonsheck agreed. They had a very large green area for the residents set aside, and 
theoretically they could use some of that for additional parking. Their current calculations were 
probably off somewhat, since they were reducing the number of single bedroom apartments per 
their marketing study. Without doing a full analysis, Mr. Schonsheck estimated if they added 20’ 
to the south elevation of the building, they would add 13,123 sf on each floor, which meant 
adding almost 40,000 sf to the building.  
 
City Manager Sullivan pointed out there were density limits as well.  
 
Member Moroski-Browne said that such a plan may or may not have gone so smoothly through 
the approval process. She understood the strategic reason for mentioning the 20-foot pullback of 
the building. She was grateful for the early conversations which resulted in the potential for a 
greenbelt/river walk area. However, just saying that the applicants had lost some economic 
benefit in the long term, or reduced their ROI, did not provide necessary detail. Claims like this 
cannot be just spoken words. 
 
Mr. Schonsheck said they were not saying they would add 20 or 25 feet to the building, and he 
acknowledged the density restrictions on the site. But they could devise a plan that would come in 
under the density cap, add value to the project by adding density, and that would not include a 
river walk, because that plan would be presented and approved by right, rather than as a special 
land use. 
 
Member Aniol said that the special land use requirement was for anything above the first floor. 
Mr. Schonsheck said his understanding was that the special land use was for the 3rd floor, and that 
the overlay district required the residential to provide mixed use, with retail on the first floor, 
residential above. Member Aniol said that was not the case. 
  
Member Aniol asked if Mr. Long thought that because the Planning Commission could not 
include a river walk easement as a condition of site plan approval, that he was relieved of any 
voluntary commitments he made regarding the river walk easement. 
 
Mr. Long said that he was simply referencing the frustration he felt, when he said the BRA was 
participating in a bit of an overreach on the river walk, when both the City Manager and City 
Planner had said this was not and could not be a requirement for approval at the November 16 
Planning Commission meeting.   
 
Member Aniol clarified that the Planning Commission could not as a condition of site plan 
approval require the developers to provide the river walk, but as already discussed there was a 
condition to the October 19 special land use approval that required the developer and the City to  
discuss and collaboratively resolve use of a river walk property via a public easement access 
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through the property to the river walk along the Rouge River. This condition was the driving 
force for BRA review, to make sure the different pieces were connected properly and provided as 
part of this Brownfield plan process. 
 
Mr. Long said it was their intent to work out an arrangement with the City of Northville for the 
river walk. But the November 16, 2022 minutes stated: Planning Consultant Elmiger advised that 
this proposal was a straight site plan, and the river walk could not be a condition of approval. 
City Manager Sullivan said he did not think the river walk should be a condition of site plan 
approval, as there was no ordinance requirement for this public benefit similar to what could be 
required under a PUD.  . . . Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that a special land use was 
different than a PUD, and the special land use ordinance did not give the Commission authority 
to require things not required by the ordinance. Mr. Long said this could not be lost in the current 
discussions. The final site plan approval had nothing in it about the river walk. He did not want to 
seek a legal opinion about this; he just wanted to stop rehashing the past, and move forward. It 
was their intent to make a property/transaction swap with the City of Northville for certain 
conditions. He said that while Member Morowski-Browne raised good questions, that will be part 
of a discussion with City Council. They were trying to cooperate to get this done.  
 
Member Carter said that coming to an agreement regarding the river walk discussion might not be 
a requirement for the Planning Commission, but that did not mean it was not a requirement for 
the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority, and it was within the BRA’s purview to have this 
conversation. He agreed, however, that this issue did not keep the BRA from moving forward. 
The BRA could make a recommendation to the City Council, based on the public benefit 
associated with the Brownfield Plan. If over the next few months or in the future, the public 
benefit increased, Council had the ability to amend the Brownfield Plan. There were other options 
that would allow the BRA to move forward, rather than getting in a place where they were just 
looping.  
 
Member Morowski-Browne emphasized that since the special land use approval at the October 19 
Planning Commission meeting, nothing substantive had been produced, and as far as she knew, 
Mr. Long had not worked with the City Manager to have substantive discussion on this matter. 
 
Member Morowski-Browne referenced other comments in the October 19 and November 16 
minutes regarding the easement/transfer of property to the City, and she noted that on page 8 of 
the November 16 minutes, Commissioner Hay was recorded as saying: 

Commissioner Hay asked what kind of discussions had been held with the City regarding 
the proposed river walk, and what width of easement was actually being proposed, as two 
widths were shown on the plan – 15’ and 20’. Also, was any information provided 
regarding brownfield disclosure, as required by the motion made on October 19 
regarding the preliminary site plan? . . .  

 
Also, at that same meeting, the minutes recorded the following: 

City Manager Sullivan said he did not think the river walk should be a condition of site 
plan approval, as there was no ordinance requirement for this public benefit similar to 
what could be required under a PUD. There had been discussion between the developer 
and the City, but they were nowhere near an agreement regarding obtaining an 
easement. However, this ultimately could be attached to a brownfield plan. He did not 
think this project could be developed without brownfield tax increment financing (TIF); 
this would be vetted by the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority, and the Planning 
Commission would be kept in the loop.  
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Member Morowski-Browne reiterated that nothing substantive had been brought forward by the 
applicant regarding the easement/transfer of property to the City since that time. She was 
concerned that while Mr. Long continued to say positive things, such as they will have a 
collaborative discussion especially when they needed approvals, but it was now the end of May 
2022 and nothing substantive  has been done.  
 
Member Morowski-Browne concurred that the BRA could move forward, but with the 
consideration that the public benefit needed to be over and above the basic TIF agreement, which 
so far was not happening. 
 
Mr. Long said he made a proposal to the City in an email on October 27 2021. At that time City 
Manager Sullivan said “This would not work.” Additionally, Mr. Long had a number of 
undocumented discussions with City Manager Sullivan, basically putting the river walk issue 
back in the City’s court, asking the City to tell the developers what they would like to see, but he 
had not heard anything back. Could more be done? Yes. They wanted to move forward. If this 
Plan could move to City Council, by the time they presented to Council they would hopefully 
have an agreement that the City could review and ultimately deny or approve. While it had been 
seven months since special land use approval, they had been waiting for someone to give them 
some options to the original proposal, whether that was consideration for utility upgrades, or 
something else. But they had been told to give the City their proposal and the City will provide a 
counter proposal. 
 
Member Aniol said she thought she was clear at the last BRA meeting when she asked that the 
developer or the City Manager demonstrate substantive discussion/progress had been made. Mr. 
Long had talked about discussions, an email, etc., but the BRA had nothing to show what he was 
talking about. This project was supported by the BRA and they wanted to work with Mr. Long, 
but there had to be something more than words. 
 
Chair McGow brought the discussion back to the basic Brownfield Plan proposal. The river walk 
was actually not a part of that plan. The Brownfield Plan before the Authority had a number of 
eligible activities. The BRA had asked for certain things in the Plan, and the cost of the soil 
borings and the river walk soil remediation costs were now included. Information about 
stormwater runoff was provided. The BRA had seen and received an updated pro forma, which 
the city's Finance Department had reviewed and said that it was based on the current market.  
 
Chair McGow said it was apparent that there would not be a decision on a river walk conveyance 
easement/greenbelt today; this will remain an open issue.  The approval of the Brownfield Plan 
was not contingent on the river walk.  What the BRA was trying to determine was the appropriate 
amount of incentive that the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority would offer for this project.  
 
Chair McGow said that it bore repeating: This is a great project for the City. This is a very 
contaminated piece of property, and it would be wonderful if it was cleaned up. The BRA had 
been focusing on the river walk, because that was something the City wanted, and the developer 
had indicated an intent to work with the City on this issue, but no final deal had been reached. So 
therefore, as of today, the assumption is the river walk is not part of the project, but is an item to 
be decided at a future date.  
 
The Brownfield Plan before the Authority met the requirements of the law. The BRA had asked 
for things and the Plan had been amended to provide the things asked for. The Plan has the 
foundation for a river walk to be able to be paid for in terms of the cleanup for the brownfield, 
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but, again, there is not yet a deal on a conveyance of property for the river walk. Mr. Long has 
said that is something that the developers want to continue to discuss with the City, specifically 
the City Council.  
 
In considering the approval of the Brownfield Plan, the BRA needs to take into consideration that 
there is not yet a final arrangement for the river walk, but it could be part of future discussions, 
and can be something that could be accommodated in the future through an amendment to the 
Plan.  
 
One other reason the Authority has been so interested in the river walk discussion, aside from the 
fact that the City is interested, is that the river walk conveyance will have an impact on what the 
Board will approve in a Brownfield Plan in terms of the level of  incentives. Again, there will be 
no resolution today. 
 
Chair McGow said the other outstanding issue was whether a marketing study was complete. Had 
there been follow up on this? 
 
Consultant Seimer said pages from the market study were included in the packet. As part of the 
financial analysis between the Finance Director, Assessor, and AKT Peerless, the market study 
information was evaluated, with market comps pulled, and they agreed with what had been 
provided. 
 
In response to a question from City Manager Sullivan, Mr. Schonsheck said the original market 
study contemplated 60% of units being single bedrooms; they were considering reducing that to 
50%. This would lower revenues because of economies of scale. However, they would not revise 
the market study (at a cost of $20,000) as a result of this nominal change. They could use the 
price per square foot numbers already provided. The change will affect the ROI (return on 
investment), and would also affect parking, but would have no effect relating to the market study 
in the Brownfield Plan. 
 
Member Aniol noted that the May 20 memo from Finance Director Wiktorowski said that A 
memo from both the Assessor and Financial Analyst will be provided at the next meeting. That 
memo had not yet been provided. 
 
Consultant Seimer said that at the next meeting they hoped to provide information regarding how 
the CRA (Community Reinvestment Act) played into what the Brownfield ask is. In the 
meantime, they had looked at the post-development taxable value, as well as the TIF calculations 
and market study. 
 
Mr. Wackerman said he had spent time talking with Cindy Kushner in the Finance Office on 
Thursday, when they went over the calculations in the tax capture tables vs. the CRA tax table vs. 
the total tax table and base tax table.  
 
Member Moroski-Browne pointed to the last paragraph in the May 20 Finance Director’s 
memorandum, which talked about comparable properties, which included Starkweather in 
Plymouth, Schoolhouse Lofts in Plymouth, Maincentre in Northville, and Park Place in 
Northville. She did not think Park Place was a comparable property. Starkweather did not seem to 
have any 2-bedroom apartments, and could not be thought of as comparable. At best 2 comps had 
been provided: Schoolhouse Lofts and Maincentre.  She suggested using similar apartment 
developments in Novi, Royal Oak, and/or Birmingham. The applicant indicated monthly rent will 
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be $1,993, but a 2 bedroom in Park Place is $2,250. Even with Park Place, the rents were above 
what the applicant was estimating. This affected income assumptions and ROI calculations. 
 
City Manager Sullivan pointed out that the ROI was required for the PA210 tax abatement 
calculations, but not required for the Brownfield,.  
 
Mr. Wackerman said that for revenue, the second year inflation factor was 8%, which reflected 
first year discounted rates for first time renters. The $1993 needed to be increased 8% to be truly 
comparable to the other apartments listed. 
 
Member Morowski-Browne summarized that some of the information on the provided tables did 
not actually flow into the totals that directly informed the decisions the BRA was being asked to 
make.  
 
Chair McGow said that was correct. The original purpose of all the information was for the state  
grant where that information was required.  
 
Mr. Wackerman further explained that the figures will show if a project cannot succeed without 
the TIF incentive. If that is the case, it is a fairly good indication that the incentive is needed. In 
this case, with all the incentives with the Brownfield plan as written, the IRR (internal rate of 
return) is 8%; most cities will look at the IRR to make sure it is not extremely high, or so low that 
the project will fail.  
 
Member Morowski-Browne referred to page 4, Paragraph 1.1.5 of the Brownfield Plan, where 
there were two items that represented unknowns: the 6 pits inside the current building, and the 
suspected oil water separator in the northeast portion of the building. How will these unknowns 
be addressed by the applicant? Are the potential costs built in, and if so, where is their line item? 
Was this included with demolition estimates of $550,000? 
 
Consultant Seimer said those items were likely to covered by demolition costs.  
 
Member McKindles asked if there were any other assumptions within the Agreement such as the 
assumption of the oil water separator in this section. Had it been confirmed there was an oil water 
separator there? 
 
Mr. Wackerman said that item was from the mid-1800s. They still didn’t know what was actually 
there.  
 
Mr. Long said the Brownfield request was a not to exceed a certain cap. If something unknown 
arises that causes costs to go over the cap, they would be responsible. Mr. Wackerman added 
there was a 15% contingency for unknowns, such as the relocation of an unknown storm line. The 
unknowns were the developer’s risk. 
 
Member McKindles related an example of the Northland Mall redevelopment, which overshot its 
estimate – provided by AKT Peerless – by 70%-80%. It was important to confirm that the number 
was conservative, representing a worse case scenario. What if asbestos was found, for instance? 
 
Mr. Wackerman said the asbestos survey was complete, and asbestos and the potential oil water 
separator were not big concerns for him. His biggest concern was the contaminated soils and 
unstable fill, and their impact on vapor intrusion requirements. The Brownfield Plan showed 
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removal of a lot of soil, and that was because they were not sure what they were going to find, 
and because they were removing soil and importing 18 inches of clean fill for every green space 
on the property.  
 
The second biggest unknown was the vapor mitigation system. They assumed the entire property 
is a vapor hazard. This was not necessarily true, but was a worst case scenario, given the history 
of the old river. They thought they had covered every worst case scenario, but there were always 
surprises. 
 
Mr. Wackerman said this was why a brownfield plan and this type of funding was critical to the 
development of a site like this one. Even with the development as designed, the IRR is only 8%. 
They needed to be conservative, and needed the incentive to make the site work, because they 
were facing known unknowns, and unknown unknowns.  
 
The applicants were asking for $3+million, plus a little bit more to add the greenbelt cost in. All 
the rest of the risk was on the developer. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne suggested that Section 1.1.5, 1st bullet, be changed from “industrial use 
as early as 1893” to “as early as 1860’s,” to emphasize what this site is up against.  
 
Chair McGow summarized that there had been much discussion about the eligible activities. The 
one open issue remaining centered around the river walk, and whether the plan as presented 
provided enough public interest under BRA policy to approve the purchase cost. He indicated he 
was ready to vote on the Brownfield Plan today. The Board should determine the amount of 
eligible activities – was this as presented? Were there any modifications? What did the Board 
want to do regarding the request for an interest reimbursement? 
 
Member Hay said the river walk discussion was important because there was a belief that the 
work on the river walk and the work on the development could be done together. The issue was 
not resolved, but he did not want to unduly hold things up. This was a good project, important to 
the City, and he wanted it to succeed. Including money for the 20-foot width corridor (shown by 
the dotted line for the 18 inches of soil remediation by the river) was very positive. 
 
Regarding interest, Member Hay said the original legislation was specifically designed to provide 
overall public benefits to remediating sites like this one. However, the question of interest 
payment is stated as “may”, not “must”. He did not want to tie City Council’s hands regarding the 
public benefit of the river walk or anything else. Granting interest will be a Council decision. 
When the presentation is made to Council, Member Hay will want to know the condition of the 
plan, and whether it is complete. At that time he might be comfortable making a recommendation 
regarding interest, but not today. 
 
Member Carter agreed with Member Hay’s comments. He did not think it was the BRA’s job to 
negotiate the property conveyance for the greenbelt. It was the BRA’s job to assess the public 
benefit based on the value of the project, and they needed to see things in writing. Mr. Long was 
also asking the City to put something in writing. Member Carter felt approving the Brownfield 
Plan was a critical step in the process, so it could go to Council, with opportunities to modify the 
plan going forward.  
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Member Carter suggested the BRA have the conversation on the value of the public benefit. He 
asked about process should the Plan be amended – would the Plan then return to the Brownfield 
Authority? 
 
Chair McGow explained that the Brownfield Authority is required to approve a plan before it can 
go to City Council. City Council will hold a public hearing, and can approve the plan as 
submitted, with modifications, or deny it.  
 
In theory, once the BRA has approved a plan, it does not come back to them. The Reimbursement 
Agreement does come to the BRA, however. Also, if Council did not approve interest, at a later 
date the applicant could come back for the interest request and that would be reviewed by the 
BRA as an amendment to the plan, and a recommendation made to Council; a new application 
would not necessarily be required, but there would be a new public hearing before Council. This 
same process would be followed for any subsequent amendment to the plan. 
 
Member Hay noted that the plan as submitted today met the statutory requirements for approval. 
 
In response to a question from Member Aniol, Chair McGow said the $5,500 for soil borings and 
the $200,000 for soil remediation in the greenbelt was put into the plan so the activities would be 
eligible, but those activities would not be done by the developer. The agreement specifically 
states the activities will be done by others. If the City does the work, the City would be 
reimbursed. However, the developer will be reimbursed under the Brownfield Plan for their 
eligible activities first, after which the City would continue to capture taxes to reimburse the cost 
of the soil borings and remediation.  
 
Mr. Wackerman emphasized that the City’s contribution to the Brownfield Plan is $1.2M, not the 
full $3M, because the State was also contributing through the school tax capture. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne said that procedurally, the BRA was still waiting for the memo from 
the Assessor and Financial Analyst, as noted in the Finance Director’s May 20 memo. She also 
had concerns regarding the assessor’s choice of comps. There was still information outstanding.  
 
Chair McGow said that those items were not part of the Brownfield Plan approval. That 
information was to help the BRA evaluate whether the project is deserving of the incentives. The 
ROI numbers will change as the project evolves. He was hearing that there was a desire to move 
this forward. 
 
Member Moroski-Browne said she was comfortable with moving forward. She did want the 
record to reflect that the BRA was going to be getting more information from Finance, as 
described. The information was unlikely to materially affect their decision, but once the 
Brownfield Plan goes to City Council or potentially comes back to the BRA, that information 
should be provided. 
 
Chair McGow said that information would likely be available to Council before Council hears 
this request.  
 
Member McKindles agreed with Member Moroski-Browne, in that the May 20 memo stated 
However, there are still some questions on the tax revenue calculations which need to be 
furthered reviewed with the developer by the Financial Analyst.  
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Mr. Wackerman said he believed that information was clarified during his conversation with Ms. 
Kushner. He thought the questions related to why the base values of the tax abatement 
calculations and the Brownfield calculations looked different. 
 
Consultant Seimer further explained that the tax increment revenue estimates table include a 
potential tax abatement. There could be a different base value for the commercial rehabilitation 
abatement. Ultimately the BRA would be dealing with the reality of state school tax capture and 
local school tax capture. 
 
Chair McGow added that the tables in the plan are estimates based on assumptions about value, 
millage rates, how long it takes the project to get constructed, and so on. The reality will be 
different, but the Plan is intended to provide guidance for the situation with and without an 
abatement, and for the length of the capture period. The end result will be different. That was 
what the finance questions related to, and why those numbers were different.   
 
Consultant Seimer said that they felt comfortable with the conservative estimate and post 
development tax value, again hoping that it assessed higher, so that the Brownfield is repaid 
faster. However, the conservative estimate offered a worst case scenario approach as to how they 
looked at the tax increment revenue estimates. 
 
Member Aniol asked how many years the TIF would be for, if a tax abatement were granted. 
 
Consultant Seimer said the developer would be repaid by year 16, including the greenbelt dollars, 
with 5 years’ capture then going to the Local Brownfield Revolving Fund (LBRF). If there was 
not an abatement, the developer would be repaid in 10 years.  
 
Member Aniol pointed out that the April Brownfield Plan showed the payback without the tax 
abatement because that had been a specific request. The updated plan showed payback with the 
abatement.  
 
Member Aniol asked if the BRA moved forward with an approval and a recommendation to City 
Council, did they need to be specific on how long the Brownfield Plan should be if the tax 
abatement was not given? She did not want the TIF to go out more years just because the BRA 
did not take into consideration whether the abatement was not given. 
 
Chair McGow said that as written, the Brownfield Plan does not limit the number of years beyond 
the statutory maximum 30 years of capture. So if, for example, the project was delayed, or the 
valuation isn't what it is expected to be, it could take longer than what was currently written, and 
the plan would allow for the capture reimbursement for a longer period of time, up to 30 years.  
 
Some brownfield authorities, in addition to approving the plan and the dollars, will say the period 
shall not exceed X years. That is the question: whether in addition to the eligible activities 
identified, the BRA might also want to impose a time limit shorter than the statutorily allowed 
period.  
 
Member Aniol asked if the BRA was going to have a discussion on percentage of capture. Right 
now the applicants were asking for 100%.  
 
Mr. Wackerman pointed out that they would not get the entire 100%, because the BRA will get 
their percentage each year. 
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Chair McGow said that no revenues come to the taxing units until the plan was complete. 
 
Noting that currently the BRA did not have a Local Brownfield Revolving Fund, Member Hay 
asked if an LBRF could be established at the next meeting. 
 
Consultant Seimer said that would not be an issue. Chair McGow said the plan was written so that 
if an LBRF was established, they were eligible for 5 years of capture after the developer had 
received their funds. 
 
Member Carter asked when the tax abatement topic will go to City Council relative to the 
Brownfield. Would that be in a single meeting or would there be two separate discussions? When 
will the repayment period be known? 
 
Consultant Seimer said it would likely be separate discussions. She did not know where Council 
stood with their abatement process. 
 
City Manager Sullivan said that as the issues with the ROI are mostly completed, it would be best 
to present both the Brownfield Agreement and the tax abatement to Council at the same time. 
 
Chair McGow said there were 3 issues to address with the Brownfield Plan as presented: 

1. Would the approval be for the full amount of eligible activities as identified in the Plan, 
including the demolition costs? 

2. Did the Board want to consider any additional limit on the duration of the plan, with or 
without a tax abatement, or leave it with the statutorily allowed period? 

3. Should the Plan be kept as written to capture 100% of the tax increments, starting in year 
one, without any percentage going to the taxing units other than the base value?  

 
Member Aniol suggested that the percentage of capture was a consideration, as the City was not 
always flush with tax dollars, and was constrained by being a built-out community. Without new 
development there was not a lot of increased revenues coming in. Should there be a percentage 
that the City and other taxing jurisdictions realize from the start? This was a policy question in 
terms of how the TIF would be implemented. 
 
City Manager Sullivan said that his understanding was if the Brownfield developer only captured 
80%, it just meant the capture needed to go on for a longer time period in order to generate the 
same revenue. 
 
Consultant Seimer said that was correct. Typically, proportionality shares were only utilized 
when there was a downtown development authority involved, when a percentage of the capture 
would go back to the DDA. In this case, there was still a Reimbursement Agreement that can 
address different topics. Also, if there is a commercial rehabilitation abatement approved, there 
will be a subsequent agreement with that as well, that can also address issues. Primarily, however, 
what she sees in other brownfields is a 100% capture, unless there's a downtown development 
authority that's already been established. 
 
Member Aniol asked for more information regarding why only in DDA circumstances would part 
of the capture go to someone else other than the developer. 
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Consultant Seimer explained that a DDA ends up reinvesting their capture into the community 
and the brownfield. The DDA reinvests in the project to get the project paid off faster, and puts 
the new development back on the tax rolls faster at full capacity. With the City the same thing 
would not occur. If the City split the capture on a brownfield, the City would not be able to 
capture from the external taxing jurisdictions, but would only be getting their regular millage rate 
on the property. A DDA collects from the external taxing jurisdictions, and they are able to use 
that to reinvest in the community. 
 
Member Carter said that from a long term city perspective, in the past the tax revenue from 
residential development was frequently offset by the services being provided from fire, police, 
etc. Given how the brownfield is structured in the near term, would there be a potential negative 
impact to the City’s financials that the BRA needed to be concerned about or plan to address? Or 
would the brownfield plan actually cover those costs and the additional services would not result 
in financial challenges from the City’s standpoint? 
 
City Manager Sullivan said the 80 new units would result in over 100 new residents, and there 
will be some demand for services. Still, it was important to look at this from the perspective of 
the long term benefit to the community in turning around this contaminated property and making 
it a home for 100 new residents. If the City kept 20% of the capture, that would be about 
$600,000 over the term of the TIF, spread out over 18-19 years, or whatever was needed to 
complete the capture. That amount would not make a big difference in the City’s cash flow. In 
cases such as this one, it was better to clean up the site for the long term benefit, and in the short 
term, the City will cover the cost of additional services. 
 
Member McKindles asked what would happen if the DDA expanded its boundaries after the 
Brownfield Agreement was put in place.  
 
Consultant Seimer said that if the Brownfield Plan was approved prior to the DDA expansion, the 
Brownfield will have the first right of capture. After all the eligible activities have been repaid, 
and the Brownfield has been repaid, then the tax increments would defer to the DDA, and could 
have a different base value. 
 
In response to questions, Consultant Seimer said if there was a DDA within the project 
boundaries, there would be an interlocal agreement between the Brownfield Redevelopment 
Authority and the Downtown Development Authority that would stipulate how the tax increments 
are shared, perhaps 50% each, or the DDA might transfer their tax increments to the Brownfield 
Redevelopment Authority to repay for activities identified in the plan.  
 
Member Carter said that the traditional model in a non-DDA structure is 100%, and it would not 
make a huge difference to the City to do that differently. He was comfortable removing the 
percentage of capture as an open item. 
 
Chair McGow asked for Board direction regarding durational limits.  
 
Member Aniol supported limiting the duration to the terms stated in the agreement – 16 years 
with a tax abatement, 10 years without. 
 
Consultant Seimer said this might cause the BRA to forego some of its LBRF maximums because 
the BRA received their funds on the back end.  
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Mr. Wackerman said the plan was actually a 21 year plan – 16 years for the Brownfield to be 
repaid and the greenbelt money to be repaid, and 5 more years of capture for the LBRF. The 10 
year figure should actually be 11 years, again adding a year to repay the greenbelt mitigation. 
 
Chair McGow explained that the Plan stated that after the eligible activities have been paid, the 
Authority continues to capture for up to five years to fund the Revolving Fund. This five years 
was allowed by statute.  
 
Member Aniol supported a duration limitation of 11 or 16 years, depending on if a tax abatement 
was granted, with 5 years following for LBRF capture, rather than leaving the duration open 
ended to 30 years. The agreement could be structured that the tax capture would end for the 
developer after the 11 or 16 years, whether or not full brownfield repayment has been made.  
 
Consultant Seimer said she had seen this done under various options. For instance a 
reimbursement agreement could be written to not exceed a certain dollar amount and not to 
exceed a certain time period. 
 
Member McKindles agreed with Member Aniol’s suggestion.  
 
City Manager Sullivan also supported a cap on the number of years. 
 
Consultant Seimer said if there was a cap on the number of years, and if it became apparent the 
maximum number of years was not going to provide the full reimbursement, the applicant could 
request an amendment to extend the duration of the plan. 
 
City Manager Sullivan asked if the number of years assumes the base will be different if interest 
is included. 
 
Mr. Wackerman suggested the language state: “Starting from first year of capture.” The model 
gave 2024 as the first year of capture, with the expectation that the project will be up and 
performing at that time. Capture should begin within 5 years, per statute. 
 
Chair McGow asked for discussion regarding the requested interest, estimated at $803,000, 
although that will be dependent on how long the capture period is.  
 
Member Moroski-Browne said that p. 13 of the Agreement listed the interest at $948,776. Mr. 
Wackerman said this was because of the greenbelt costs being added in at cost, plus 15% plus 
interest. 
 
Chair McGow agreed that the additional interest would be the City’s for the greenbelt mitigation. 
The developer’s interest would stay the same, at $803,000. 
 
Mr. Wackerman noted the City’s greenbelt costs were handled exactly the same as the applicant’s 
costs. 
 
Consultant Seimer said the 5% interest represented a maximum amount.  
 
Consultant Seimer said that EGLE has supported an $800,000 grant for this project. There are 
eligible activities identified in the grant that will support the project, as well as what is in the 
Brownfield Plan. This will not affect the TIF or how it is repaid. As the developers complete the 
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work, invoices will be reviewed confirming what is a grant-funded activity and what is a TIF-
supported activity. There would be no double dipping.  
 
Mr. Wackerman said the plan did not anticipate the revenue from the grant; the plan assumes 
there is no grant. The grant had not yet been approved; they had been invited to submit an 
application, which was, however, a very good sign.  
 
Chair McGow explained that as written, the Brownfield Plan can only reimburse for the cost of 
eligible activity. If the grant pays $800,000, theoretically that would reduce the amount of eligible 
activities paid for the Brownfield. However, the Brownfield Plan has a cap. If costs were  
substantially greater than the 15% contingency, that could still come out of Brownfield, if the 
funds were available. The number was an estimate, and other revenue sources like the grant, and 
the actual costs, will dictate what the final amount of the reimbursement will be. 
 
Member Carter asked if the TIF was used for expenses identified along the way, was there a 
process for confirming and validating the expenses as being eligible? 
 
Consultant Seimer said they reviewed all supporting documents, reviewed everything from an 
accounting perspective, provided proof of payment, and then that information will be brought to 
the Board, who would certify the amount of reimbursement to be granted based on the actual tax 
increments that are available.  
 
Member Moroski Browne confirmed that the $205,500 that was added for the soil borings and 
greenbelt mitigation would yield $145,000 in additional interest.  
 
Mr. Wackerman said that was correct, and explained the process by which interest was calculated 
by EGLE and MSF (Michigan Strategic Fund). A payment schedule would be created. 
 
Chair McGow said that without knowing the status of the river walk, he would be in favor of 
moving forward with approval of the plan, but without the interest component, with the 
understanding that if at some point the river walk property conveyance was worked out, interest 
could be added at a later date, if that was something the BRA and City Council supported as part 
of the final deliberation on land acquisition. 
 
Member Carter agreed.  
 
Member Moroski-Browne emphasized that interest was not an all or nothing decision, based on 
benefit provided. She supported approving the Brownfield Plan without the interest. 
 
Chair McGow indicated he was ready to entertain a motion.  
 
MOTION by Hay, support by McKindles, to approve the Brownfield Plan as presented, but 
without interest as an eligible activity, and with an additional duration limitation, starting from 
the first year of capture, of 11 eleven years if there is no tax abatement, and 16 years if there is a 
tax abatement, and to include an additional five years of Local Brownfield Revolving Fund 
capture.  
 
Roll call vote: 
 
Morowski-Browne  yes 
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McKindles  yes 
Webb   yes 
Aniol   yes 
Hay   yes 
Carter   yes 
McGow  yes 
 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
5.  SET NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
The next meeting was set for Wednesday June 22 at 7:00pm. The agenda will include discussion 
of establishing a Local Brownfield Revolving Fund.  
 
6. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION by Hay, support by McKindles, to adjourn the meeting at 10:11am. 
 
Motion carried by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire 
Recording Secretary          
 
 
 
   
 



CITY OF NORTHVILLE 

BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

RESOLUTION 

 

Resolution Approving the Establishment of the City of Northville Brownfield Redevelopment Authority 
Local Brownfield Revolving Fund (LBRF) 

WHEREAS, the City of Northville, by Resolution adopted on January 7, 2019, established 
a Brownfield Redevelopment Authority in accordance with the provisions of Act 381 of the 
Public Acts of the State of Michigan 1996, as amended (“Act 381”); and 
 
WHEREAS, a local brownfield redevelopment authority may establish a Local Brownfield 
Revolving Fund (LBRF) to assist with brownfield projects in the City of Northville in 
accordance with Act 381; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LBRF may capture tax increment revenue authorized in Section 8 of Act 
381, in excess of costs eligible for reimbursement under an approved Brownfield Plan for an 
additional five years, or up to the statutory limits of funding; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LBRF will be used to further the purpose of the brownfield redevelopment 
authority in the City of Northville; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LBRF may be used only to pay the costs of eligible activities on eligible 
property that is in the City of Northville, as defined in Act 381; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Northville Brownfield Redevelopment 
Authority establishes the Northville Local Brownfield Revolving Fund, to be funded by all tax increment 
revenue captured in excess of costs eligible for reimbursement, and other funds to fullest extent 
allowed by Section 8 of Act 381. The funds deposited to the Northville Local Brownfield Revolving Fund 
may only be used for the purposes allowed by Section 8 of Act 381. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the 
City of Northville Brownfield Redevelopment Authority at a meeting held on July 27, 2022. 
 
________________________________________ 
Sandi Wiktorowski, Finance Director/Treasurer 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

Project Name:  The Downs  

Estimated Investment: ~$250 Million 

Project Location: Parcels of property located south of E. Cady St., west of River St., east of S. 
Center St., and north of Seven Mile Rd., containing approximately 48 acres of 
land.   

Property Eligibility: Facility and adjacent or contiguous 

Eligible Activities: Beyond capturing tax increment revenues for the State Revolving Fund and 
Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Administrative and Operating fees, this plan 
contains the following eligible activities: 

Department Specific Activities – Baseline environmental assessment (BEA) 
activities, Environmental Response Activities; 

 Non-Environmental Activities – Demolition/Hazardous Materials Activities and 
Infrastructure Improvements,  

15% Contingency, Brownfield and Act 381 Work Plan Preparation and 
Implementation, and Interest 

Est. Eligible Costs: Department Specific – $4,697,184 

Non-Environmental – $8,997,186 

Contingency - $2,049,955 

Brownfield and Work Plan Preparation and Implementation - $60,000 

Interest - $3,443,775 

Total – $19,310,600 
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Capture Period: Total projected capture period – eight years 

Project Summary: The Downs development is a mixed-use development proposed for the 48-acre 
property (Property) which is currently the site of the Northville Downs racetrack in 
Downtown Northville.  

 Northville Downs is an economically obsolete harness racing complex. In 
addition to the raceway, it is largely covered by impervious pavements, gravel 
parking areas, barns, and other support buildings.  

There are several historical environmental issues with the Property. From the 
1940s through the early 1970s, the eastern side of the site was gradually filled. 
The source of the fill material was not documented. In the late 1960s, a portion of 
the Rouge River which runs from north to south along the eastern side of the site 
was routed through a concrete box culvert and buried. Northville Downs is also 
the location of a past leaking underground storage tank release. 

 The brownfield portion of the project includes environmental assessment, 
environmental remediation, asbestos/hazardous materials assessment and 
abatement, demolition of the raceway complex, daylighting of the buried portion 
of the Rouge River, and restoration of the river through construction of a new 
public park. 

 Tax increment revenue to reimburse the eligible activities will be created by The 
Downs development. The project has been designed to provide a full range of 
residential housing options, mixed-use residential/commercial spaces, flex space 
and approximately 16 acres of natural and green spaces which will include two 
first-class parks to be donated to the City for public use. The northerly portion of 
the current plan includes 178 for-rent apartments, 42 for-sale condominiums – 
which will include ~12,000 square feet of commercial retail space between the 
apartment and condominium both buildings – as well as 31 row houses. The 
southerly portion of the current plan includes 129 townhomes, 38 single-family 
homes, and 28 carriage homes.  

The development team plans to construct in phases, with construction on 
residential and mixed-use space, commencing in early 2023, with anticipated 
completion of the site in 2026. Commencement of the River Park development is 
planned for 2024.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PLAN PURPOSE 

The Northville Brownfield Redevelopment Authority (Authority; NBRA) has been duly established 
pursuant to the Brownfield Redevelopment Financing Act, Michigan Public Act 381 of 1996, MCL 
125.2651 et. seq., as amended (Act 381). The purpose of this Brownfield Plan (the Plan), to be 
implemented by the NBRA, is to satisfy the requirements of Act 381 for including the eligible property 
described below, designated as The Downs development (the “Development”) in Northville, Michigan (the 
“Property”), in a Brownfield Plan.   

The Authority proposes to implement this Plan to promote economic development and brownfield 
redevelopment within the City.  The capture and use of tax increment revenues (TIR) generated by 
redevelopment are necessary to support needed eligible activities and to create enhanced public benefit 
from the project.  This Plan allows the Authority to capture TIR generated by redevelopment of the 
Property for the following purposes: reimbursement of the development entity, as defined by the 
reimbursement agreement, for the costs of eligible activities identified in the Plan (see Section III); funding 
of the State Revolving Fund (SRF); and funding of Authority annual administrative expenses. 

B. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Historically, the Property has consisted of 24 parcels totaling approximately 48.12 acres located south of 
E. Cady St., west of River St., and north of Seven Mile Rd. Parcel identification numbers, addresses, and 
each parcel’s method(s) of qualification are shown in the table below. Ten of these parcels, generally 
located north of Beal Street, will have been combined before this Plan is approved. In the table below, 
this unified parcel is referred to as “Parcel A”. Two other clusters of parcels (one cluster consisting of two 
parcels and one cluster consisting of three parcels) located west of South Center Street will also be 
combined. These are referred to below as “Parcel B” and “Parcel C”.  
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Parcel ID 
Historical  
Parcel ID Address Eligibility 

48004010183000  301 S Center St Facility 
48004010197003  301 S Center St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 
48004010187000  318 River St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 
48004010194002  301 S Center St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 
48004010184000  301 S Center St Facility  
48004010186000  301 S Center St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 
48004010185000  301 S Center St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 

Parcel A  
(Parcel ID TBD) 

48004010182002 301 S Center St 

Facility 

48004010182001 301 S Center St 
48004020072002 301 S Center 
48004010181000 301 S Center 
48004010178000 301 S Center 
48004010177001 301 S Center 
48004010176000 E Cady St Vacant 
48004010175002 E Cady St Vacant 
48004010174002 301 S Center 
48004020073000 341 Beal 

48004010177002  301 S Center Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 
48004010172302  118 E Cady St Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 

Parcel B 
(Parcel ID TBD) 

48003030219000 S Center St Vacant 
Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 

48003030220000 301 S Center 

Parcel C 
(Parcel ID TBD) 

48003030226001 301 S Center 
Adjacent or Contiguous to Facility 48003030223000 105 Fairbrook St 

48003030224000 109 Fairbrook St 
 

C. BASIS OF ELIGIBILITY 

The Property is considered "eligible property" as defined by Act 381, Section 2 because (a) the Property 
was previously utilized for commercial and residential purposes; (b) it is located within the City of 
Northville, which is not a Qualified Local Governmental Unit (Core Community) under Act 381; and (c) the 
Property parcels have been determined to be facilities or are adjacent or contiguous to a facility parcel 
(see Section I.B). 

Three Property parcels are facilities: two parcels located at 301 S. Center St. (Parcel IDs 
48004010184000 and 48004010183000) and Parcel A.  

McDowell & Associates (McDowell) completed a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on 
Parcel A on June 5, 2018. McDowell detected zinc in soil in one location at a concentration exceeding 
Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) Generic Residential Cleanup 
Criteria (GRCC), demonstrating that the site is a facility. 

McDowell completed a Phase II ESA on the two 301 S. Center St. parcels (Parcel IDs 48004010184000 
and 48004010183000) on August 20, 2018. McDowell drilled 19 environmental soil borings and collected 
12 soil samples and 15 groundwater samples. McDowell detected volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and polynuclear aromatics (PNAs) in soil and groundwater in several locations at concentrations 
exceeding EGLE GRCC, demonstrating that the parcels are facilities. 
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Refer to Figure 2, which depicts the other Property parcels as adjacent or contiguous to at least one of 
the above-referenced facility parcels. 

D. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

THE PROPERTY 

The approximately 48-acre Property is located south of E. Cady St., west of River St., and north of Seven 
Mile Rd. in downtown Northville, Michigan. The Northville Downs harness racing track occupies the 
southern portion of the Property. Its main building adjoins the northern side of the track. Barns and other 
miscellaneous support buildings for the track complex are located east and south of the track. The 
remainder of the Property contains asphalt and gravel parking lots and landscaped areas. The Property is 
bounded by mixed-use development to the north; single-family residential and mixed-use development to 
the east; undeveloped land to the south; and single-family residential and mixed-use development to the 
west. 

THE REDEVELOPMENT 

The Downs is a ~$250 million mixed-use project, which includes significant investments in public 
infrastructure. Retail/office and apartments will be concentrated on the northern side of the site; the 
southern portion of the Property will be developed with a variety of owner-occupied homes. The project 
has been designed to provide a full range of residential housing options, mixed-use 
residential/commercial spaces, flex space and approximately 16 acres of natural and green spaces which 
will include multiple first-class parks to be donated to the City for public use. The northerly portion of the 
current plan includes 178 for-rent apartments, 42 for-sale condominiums – which will include ~12,000 
square feet of commercial retail space between the apartment and condominium both buildings – as well 
as 31 row houses. The southerly portion of the current plan includes 129 townhomes, 38 single-family 
homes, and 28 carriage homes. The Downs project will also build two public parks: the ~1.5-acre Central 
Park south of Cady between Hutton and Church Streets; and the ~14.5-acre River Park on the 
development’s east side. 

The development team plans to construct in phases, with construction on residential and mixed-use 
space, commencing in early 2023, with anticipated completion of the site in 2026. Commencement of the 
River Park development is planned for 2024 

BROWNFIELD CONDITIONS 

The current Northville Downs is an economically obsolete horse racing complex. In addition to the 
raceway, it is largely covered by impervious pavements, gravel parking areas, barns, and other support 
buildings. Redevelopment is hindered by asbestos abatement and demolition costs.  

Northville Downs is also the location of a past leaking underground storage tank (UST) release. 
Redevelopment includes UST removal and remediation. 

Large volumes of undocumented fill material were imported to the Property from the 1940s through the 
1970s. Soil contamination has been encountered in the fill material, and the fill is not suitable for 
construction. Also, a portion of the Rouge River which runs from north to south along the eastern side of 
the site was routed through a concrete box culvert and buried in the late 1960s. The river will be 
daylighted and restored, along with its surrounding ecosystem, as part of the development.  
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II.  GENERAL DEFINITIONS AS USED IN THIS PLAN  

All words or phrases not defined herein shall have the same meaning as such words and phrases 
included in Act 381. 

III. BROWNFIELD PLAN 

A. DESCRIPTION OF COSTS TO BE PAID WITH TAX INCREMENT REVENUES 
AND SUMMARY OF ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES 

The Developer will be reimbursed for the costs of eligible activities necessary to address brownfield 
conditions and prepare the Property for redevelopment.  The costs of eligible activities included in and 
authorized by this Plan will be reimbursed with incremental local tax revenues and incremental state 
school operating tax revenues generated from the Property after redevelopment and captured by the 
NBRA, subject to any limitations and conditions described in this Plan, approvals of EGLE and the 
Michigan Strategic Fund (MSF), as appropriate, for school operating tax capture, and the terms of a 
Reimbursement Agreement between Developer and the Authority (the “Reimbursement Agreement”).  If 
available, this Plan will capture all new personal property taxes generated by this project. 

The estimated total cost of eligible Department Specific Activities eligible for reimbursement from tax 
increment revenues under this Plan are $4,759,684, exclusive of contingency, interest, and brownfield 
plan/Act 381 Work Plan preparation and implementation.  The estimated total cost of eligible Non-
Environmental Activities eligible for reimbursement from tax increment revenues under this Plan are 
$8,997,186, exclusive of contingency, interest, and brownfield plan/Act 381 Work Plan preparation and 
implementation.  Total eligible activity costs, including contingency, interest, and brownfield plan/Act 381 
Work Plan preparation and implementation are $19,310,600. The eligible activities are summarized in 
Table 1 (Appendix A).  The costs of individually identified activities eligible for reimbursement are 
estimated and may increase or decrease, depending on the nature and extent of unknown conditions 
encountered during redevelopment. 

The eligible activities include infrastructure improvements. The City of Northville is not a Core Community. 
Pursuant to Act 381, infrastructure improvements are eligible activities for eligible properties that are not 
located in Core Communities but that are owned by or under the control of a land bank fast track 
authority. Before infrastructure improvements begin under this Plan, the portion of the Property where the 
River Park will be located will owned or under the control of the Wayne County Land Bank Authority. 

No costs of eligible activities will be qualified for reimbursement except to the extent permitted in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of the Reimbursement Agreement and Section 2 of Act 381 of 
1994, as amended (MCL 125.2652).  The Reimbursement Agreement and this Plan will dictate the total 
cost of eligible activities, $19,310,600, subject to reimbursement.  As long as the total of eligible costs 
described in this Plan are not exceeded, line-item eligible activities, tasks, and costs within each 
respective eligible activity category may be adjusted without Plan amendment after the date of this Plan, 
to the extent the adjustments do not violate the terms of Act 381.  Eligible activities conducted prior to 
Brownfield Plan approval will be reimbursed to the extent allowed by Act 381. 

Pursuant to Act 381, the Authority may capture incremental local taxes to fund its administrative 
operations as defined in the Act and may contribute to its LBRF with tax increment revenues in excess of 
the amount needed to reimburse Developer for the costs of eligible activities.  As available, the Authority 
will capture $20,000 per year of incremental local taxes to pay the administrative and operational costs of 
the Authority incurred in that year, as shown in Table 3. In addition, the Authority may capture available 
tax increment revenue for deposit into the LBRF after the Developer is fully reimbursed, in the final year 
of Developer reimbursement and for five years thereafter. LBRF deposits are not anticipated. 

Fifty percent (50%) of the available incremental state education tax will be captured for deposit into the 
State Revolving Fund pursuant to Act 381.  
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B. ESTIMATE OF CAPTURED TAXABLE VALUE AND TAX INCREMENT 
REVENUES 

The estimated 2022 taxable value of the Property is $7,040,214, which is the initial taxable value for this 
Plan.  This value was obtained from the City of Northville’s Online Property and Land Search.  The 
anticipated taxable value at project after completion of all phases is $101,417,183, which is expected to 
be attained in calendar year 2027 (for tax year 2028); however, the actual taxable value in each year of 
this Plan will be determined by the City Assessor. 

Estimated taxable values, tax increment revenues to be captured, impacts on taxing jurisdictions, and 
eligible activities reimbursement cash flows are presented in Table 2 and Table 3 (Appendix B).  The 
annual increase in taxable value of the Property is assumed to be 2% for purposes of this Plan.  The 
annual incremental taxable value and captured tax increment revenue will be determined by the actual 
assessed taxable value of the Property and millages approved by the relevant taxing jurisdictions.  

The NBRA will capture 100% of the available incremental local and school operating tax revenues 
generated from the Property to reimburse Developer for the costs of eligible activities under this Plan in 
accordance with the Reimbursement Agreement.  Additionally, tax revenue associated with all new 
personal property, if any, will be captured as part of this plan.  Reimbursement using incremental school 
operating tax revenues is further limited to those eligible activities and costs approved by MSF or that are 
otherwise eligible under Act 381.  

It is the intent of this Plan to provide for the proportional capture of all eligible incremental taxes in 
whatever amounts and in whatever years they become available until the eligible cost reimbursement and 
LBRF funding described in this Plan are complete or for the maximum duration provided in Act 381 
(MCLA 125.2663(22)), whichever is shorter.  It is estimated that all the developer’s eligible costs will be 
reimbursed within eight years after the first year of capture (and within five years after stabilization). 
Capture of incremental taxes in the amount of $160,000 for administrative and operating costs and 
$1,599,031 to fund the State Revolving Fund are projected, as shown in Table 3.  If EGLE and/or MSF 
elects not to participate in this Project or declines to approve certain eligible activities for reimbursement 
with incremental state school taxes, those eligible activity costs will be reimbursed with local-only tax 
increment revenue. 

A portion of the Property is located within the City of Northville’s Downtown Development Authority (DDA). 
It is anticipated that the NBRA will enter into an interlocal agreement with the DDA, allowing NBRA to 
capture tax increment revenue during the term of this Plan that would otherwise be captured by the DDA. 

C. METHOD OF FINANCING PLAN COSTS AND DESCRIPTION OF ADVANCES 
BY THE MUNICIPALITY 

Developer is responsible for financing the costs of eligible activities included in this Plan.  Neither the 
NBRA nor the City of Northville will advance any funds to finance the eligible activities.  All Plan financing 
commitments and activities and the cost reimbursements authorized under this Plan shall be governed by 
the Reimbursement Agreement.  The inclusion of eligible activities and estimates of costs to be 
reimbursed in this Plan is intended to authorize the NBRA to fund such reimbursements.  The amount 
and source of any tax increment revenues that will be used for purposes authorized by this Plan, and the 
terms and conditions for such use and upon any reimbursement of the expenses permitted by the Plan, 
will be provided solely under the Reimbursement Agreement. 

Reimbursements under the Reimbursement Agreement shall not exceed the cumulative eligible costs 
limit described in this Plan, unless the Plan is further amended. 

D. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF NOTE OR BONDED INDEBTEDNESS 

Not applicable. 
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E. DURATION OF BROWNFIELD PLAN 

The duration of this Brownfield Plan for the Property shall not exceed the shorter of the following: 1) 
reimbursement of all eligible costs, cumulatively not to exceed developer reimbursement of $19,310,600 
or 2) the maximum duration provided for in Act 381 (MCLA 125.2663(22)).  The proposed date for 
beginning tax capture is calendar year 2024, unless said date is amended by action of the NBRA.  It is 
anticipated that the eligible expenses will be fully reimbursed within eight years after the first year of tax 
increment capture.  

F. ESTIMATED IMPACT OF TAX INCREMENT FINANCING ON REVENUES OF 
TAXING JURISDICTIONS 

Available incremental local and school operating tax revenues generated by the project will be captured 
by the NBRA until all incurred eligible brownfield redevelopment costs and NBRA administrative 
expenses are reimbursed, to the extent described in this Plan.  Anticipating EGLE and MSF support, tax 
increment revenues available for capture by the NBRA for these activities will be split between local and 
state sources, with approximately 86.4% being reimbursed with local tax revenues and approximately 
13.6% being reimbursed with school operating tax revenues, based on the millage rates obtained from 
the City of Northville Treasurer’s Office (See Table 3). 

The projected impact of the NBRA incremental tax capture on local taxing jurisdictions is presented in 
Table 2 and Table 3 (Appendix B).   

G. LEGAL DESCRIPTION, PROPERTY MAP, PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS AND 
PERSONAL PROPERTY 

The Property consists of approximately 48.12 acres of land.  A topographic Property Location Map and 
scaled Eligible Property Map and legal descriptions for the Property are included in Appendix C. 
Incremental revenue generated by personal property is not anticipated to be a significant source of tax 
increment revenue; but to the extent available, will be captured for reimbursement of eligible activities. 

H. ESTIMATES OF RESIDENTS AND DISPLACEMENT OF FAMILIES 

No occupied residences are involved in the redevelopment, no persons reside on the Property, and no 
families or individuals will be displaced as a result of this development.  Therefore, a demographic survey 
and information regarding housing in the community are not applicable and are not needed for this Plan. 

I. PLAN FOR RELOCATION OF DISPLACED PERSONS 

No persons will be displaced as a result of this development; therefore, a plan for relocation of displaced 
persons is not applicable and is not needed for this Plan. 

J. PROVISIONS FOR RELOCATION COSTS 

No persons will be displaced as result of this development and no relocation costs will be incurred; 
therefore, provision for relocation costs is not applicable and is not needed for this Plan. 

K. STRATEGY FOR COMPLIANCE WITH MICHIGAN’S RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE LAW 

No persons will be displaced as result of this development; therefore, no relocation assistance strategy is 
needed for this Plan. 
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L. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED USE OF LOCAL BROWNFIELD 
REVOLVING FUND (LBRF) 

An Authority may establish a Local Brownfield Remediation Revolving Fund (LBRF) in accordance with 
Act 381. Funds from the LBRF may be used, at the sole discretion of the Authority, to finance or 
reimburse eligible activities described in this Brownfield Plan or eligible activities subsequently approved, 
solely for LBRF funding, by administrative action of the Authority to be conducted on the eligible property 
described in this Brownfield Plan. 

The Authority does not plan to capture tax increment revenue for deposit into the LBRF.  

M. OTHER MATERIAL THAT THE AUTHORITY OR GOVERNING BODY 
CONSIDERS PERTINENT 

None
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APPENDIX A 
SUMMARY OF ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES AND COSTS 
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TABLE 1
ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

The Downs
Northville, MI

6/10/2022

State Local

BEA Activities

Phase I ESA 3,500$                   ea. 3 10,500$            

Phase II ESA 40,000$                 ea. 1 40,000$            

BEA Report 4,000$                   ea. 3 12,000$            

BEA Activities Subtotal: 62,500$                8,500$                   54,000$                

Environmental Response Activities

Due Care Response Activity Planning and Coordination Design engineering and remediation plans for response activities. 20,000$                 ea. 1 20,000$            20,000$                 $                  2,720  $               17,280 

Soil gas assessments 75,000$                 ea. 1 75,000$            

Nature/extent of soil contamination for management of excess soil generated during construction 30,000$                 ea. 1 30,000$            

River Fill Nature/Extent of Contamination 30,000$                 ea. 1 30,000$            

Plan for Due Care Compliance - Construction 3,000$                   ea. 1 3,000$              

Plan for Due Care Compliance - Future Use 5,000$                   ea. 1 5,000$              

Documentation of Due Care Compliance after construction 15,000$                 ea. 1 15,000$            

Site Specific Health and Safety Plan 5,000$                   ea. 1 5,000$              

Site Security Fence Install temporary perimeter fence for security and third-party protection, install warning signs 24$                        l.f. 5,000 120,000$          120,000$               $                16,320  $             103,680 

UST Removal 3,000$                   ea. 3 9,000$              

UST Contents disposal 40$                        ton 20 800$                 

Soil disposal characterization 500$                      ton 5 2,500$              

Excavation of contaminated soil 12$                        ton 1,000 12,000$            

Transport and dispose contaminated soil at a licensed Type II landfill.  40$                        ton 1,000 40,000$            

Acquire/place backfill to construction grade 35$                        ton 1,000 35,000$            

Concrete demolition to permit soil remediation 679,304$               ea. 1 679,304$          

Contaminated Soil and Debris Removal 207,090$               ea. 1 207,090$          

Disposal of Contaminated Soils at Type II Landfill 202,650$               ea. 1 202,650$          

Environmental Portion of Dewatering (50% Estimate) 205,099$               ea. 1 205,099$          

Soil testing 82,836$                 ea. 1 82,836$            

Bank stabilization to Prevent Exacerbation 1,501,403$            ea. 1 1,501,403$       

Consulting and engineering associated with environmental response (50%) 159,250$               ea. 1 159,250$          

Mobilization  associated with environmental response (50%) 10,355$                 ea. 1 10,355$            

Silt fence 36,241$                 ea. 1 36,241$            

Temporary fence 15,532$                 ea. 1 15,532$            

Relocate sanitary pipe currently in river to remediate soils 62,127$                 ea. 1 62,127$            

Staking associated with eligible activities (50%) 31,064$                 ea. 1 31,064$            

Wetland and Environmental Consulting (50%) 464,660$               ea. 1 464,660$          

Habitat Mitigation in Wetlands (50%) 186,381$               ea. 1 186,381$          

Wetland Design and Cleanup  $               182,000 ea. 1  $         182,000 

Construction management associated with eligible activities (50%) 155,318$               ea. 1 155,318$          

Legal (50%) 13,000$                 ea. 1 13,000$            

Project coordination and management 402,300$               ea. 5% 20,115$            20,115$                 $                  2,736  $               17,379 

Site Construction Management - planning, design, administrative, and management 402,300$               ea. 10% 40,230$            40,230$                 $                  5,471  $               34,759 

General Conditions - contractor's mobilization, demobilization, temp facility, temp access, erosion control, etc. 402,300$               ea. 10% 40,230$            40,230$                 $                  5,471  $               34,759 

 $          4,697,184  $              638,817  $          4,058,367 

Non-Environmental Demolition and Hazardous Materials Activities

Hazardous Materials Abatement HazMat Abatement of existing structures  $               549,775 ea. 1  $         549,775  $             549,775  $                74,769  $             475,006 

Demolish Existing Structures Remove and dispose existing buildings, pavement/asphalt/slabs, and associated utilities  $            1,000,000 ea. 1  $       1,000,000  $          1,000,000  $              136,000  $             864,000 

 $          1,549,775  $              210,769  $          1,339,006 

Infrastructure Improvements

Build New River (Earthwork) 828,360$               ea. 1 828,360$          

Dewatering 205,099$               ea. 1 205,099$          

Consulting and engineering  (50%) 159,250$               ea. 1 159,250$          

Mobilization  (50%) 10,355$                 ea. 1 10,355$            

Staking associated with eligible activities  (50%) 31,064$                 ea. 1 31,064$            

Wetland and Environmental Consulting  (50%) 464,660$               ea. 1 464,660$          

Construction management associated with eligible activities  (50%) 155,318$               ea. 1 155,318$          

Legal (50%) 13,000$                 ea. 1 13,000$            

Rental of  frac tank for on-site storage 300$                      day 90 27,000$            

Disposal characterization 500$                      ea. 5 2,500$              

Dispose nonhaz waterat a licensed disposal facility. 0.50$                     gal 500,000 250,000$          

Disposal characterization 500$                      ea. 5 2,500$              

Dust suppression 300$                      day 90 27,000$            

Nonhazardous contaminated soil disposal - street sweeping 30$                        ton 20 600$                 

Perform daily on-site inspection and monitoring of due care during response/earthwork 1,500$                   day 90 135,000$          

Project coordination and management 45,000$                 ea. 1 45,000$            

Permits and Fees  $               182,000 ea. 1  $         182,000 

Sanitary Pipe Relocation  $                 62,227 ea. 1  $           62,227 

Landscaping for Park and Entrances  $            2,389,500 ea. 1  $       2,389,500 

Habitat Mitigation-Landscaping in River Area (50%)  $               186,381 ea. 1  $         186,381 

Bridge and Headwall  $               477,900 ea. 1  $         477,900 

Boardwalks  $               425,390 ea. 1  $         425,390 

Lighting  $               297,950 ea. 1  $         297,950 

Sidewalks  $               208,683 ea. 1  $         208,683 

Signage  $                 88,500 ea. 1  $           88,500 

Site Furnishing  $               118,000 ea. 1  $         118,000 

Legal  $                 65,000 ea. 1  $           65,000 

Architectural/Engineering Design/Surveying/Staking as related to infrastructure and other activities 2,356,705$            ea. 5% 117,835$          117,835$               $                16,026  $             101,809 

Site Construction Management - planning, design, administrative, and management 2,356,705$            ea. 10% 235,670$          235,670$               $                32,051  $             203,619 

General Conditions - contractor's mobilization, demobilization, temp facility, temp access, erosion control, etc. 2,356,705$            ea. 10% 235,670$          235,670$               $                32,051  $             203,619 
7,447,411$           1,012,848$            6,434,562$           

13,756,870$         1,870,934$            11,885,935$         
Contingency

Contingency Contingency for eligible activities 13,666,370$          Eligible Activities 15% 2,049,955$       2,049,955$            $              278,794  $          1,771,161 

2,049,955$           278,794$               1,771,161$           

Brownfield Plan and Work Plan(1)

Preparation of Brownfield Plan Brownfield Plan - Northville processes 15,000$                 ea. 1 15,000$            15,000$                 $                  2,040  $               12,960 

Preparation and review of Act 381 Work Plan Act 381 Work Plan for Department Specific Activities 15,000$                 ea. 1 15,000$            15,000$                 $                  2,040  $               12,960 

Implementation of Act 381 Work Plan Plan compliance; collecting, tracking and reporting cost and other data 30,000$                 ea. 1 30,000$            30,000$                 $                  4,080  $               25,920 

60,000$                8,160$                   51,840$                
Interest

Interest Interest on reimbursement of eligible activities (5%) 3,443,775$            1 3,443,775$       3,443,775$            $              468,353  $          2,975,422 

3,443,775$           468,353$               2,975,422$           

19,310,600$       2,626,241$          16,684,358$       

 $          4,501,531  $              612,208  $          3,889,323 

 $                18,360  $             116,640 

28,000$                

4,194,309$            $              570,426  $          3,623,883 

30,100$                

 $                13,505  $               85,795 

 $              253,926  $          1,613,178 

8,500$                   

TOTAL ELIGIBLE ACTIVITY COSTS:

ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

TASK/ACTIVITY COST ITEM UNIT COST UNITS QUANTITY COST TOTAL COST
TIF SOURCES

 $                  3,808 

54,000$                

Non-Environmental Demolition and Hazardous Materials Activities Subtotal: 

Environmental Due Diligence 62,500$                

Removal of Abandoned USTs and Remediation of Soil Source Contamination 99,300$                

Due Care Investigations 135,000$              

279,500$              

Response Activities Associated with River Park

1,867,105$           

Documentation and Plans(1)

Infrastructure Improvements Subtotal
Eligible Activities Subtotal

Contingency Subtotal

 $                24,480  $             155,520 

Soft Costs for Infrastructure Improvements

 $                38,012  $             241,488 

 $                  4,094  $               26,006 

 $               24,192 

Management of  Dewatering Effluent

Project Field Monitoring and Management 180,000$              

Interest Subtotal

Construction of Public Park: Construction Activities after Daylighting

Environmental Response Activities Subtotal

Non-Environmental River Daylighting

Soft Costs for Environmental Response Activities

Brownfield Plan and Work Plan Subtotal

Trackout and Dust Control
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APPENDIX B 
SUMMARY OF TAX INCREMENT REVENUE (TIR) CAPTURE AND TIR 
REIMBURSEMENT ALLOCATION 
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TABLE 2A.
Tax Increment Revenue Capture Estimates

Rental Units Outside DDA

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022

Estimated Taxable Value (TV) Increase Rate: 2% per year  

Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Calendar Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Taxable Value 315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               315,356$               

Estimated New TV (Full Project Upon Completion) 1,044,586$            1,044,586$            1,044,586$            1,065,478$            1,086,788$            1,108,523$            1,130,694$            1,153,308$            1,176,374$            

Incremental Difference (Based on Full Project Value) 729,231$               729,231$               729,231$               750,122$               771,432$               793,168$               815,338$               837,952$               861,018$               

Incremental Difference (Assuming 2-year Build Out to Complete Project) 36,462$                     72,923$                     364,616$                   750,122$                   771,432$                   793,168$                   815,338$                   837,952$                   861,018$                   

Site Work Preliminary 50% Complete 100% Complete

Rental

School Capture Millage Rate

State Education Tax (SET) 6.0000 219$                           438$                           2,188$                       4,501$                       4,629$                       4,759$                       4,892$                       5,028$                       5,166$                       31,820$                     

School Operating Tax 18.0000  656$                           1,313$                       6,563$                       13,502$                     13,886$                     14,277$                     14,676$                     15,083$                     15,498$                     95,454$                     

School Total 24.0000 875$                           1,751$                       8,751$                       18,003$                     18,515$                     19,036$                     19,568$                     20,111$                     20,664$                     127,274$                   

Local Capture5 Millage Rate

City Operating 13.0496 476$                           952$                           4,758$                       9,789$                       10,067$                     10,351$                     10,640$                     10,935$                     11,236$                     69,204$                     

Street Improvement 1.6256 59$                             119$                           593$                           1,219$                       1,254$                       1,289$                       1,325$                       1,362$                       1,400$                       8,620$                       

Wayne County Operating - Summer 5.6347 205$                           411$                           2,054$                       4,227$                       4,347$                       4,469$                       4,594$                       4,722$                       4,852$                       29,881$                     

Wayne County Operating - Winter 0.9873 36$                             72$                             360$                           741$                           762$                           783$                           805$                           827$                           850$                           5,236$                       

HCMA 0.2089 8$                               15$                             76$                             157$                           161$                           166$                           170$                           175$                           180$                           1,108$                       

Community College - Summer 2.2700 83$                             166$                           828$                           1,703$                       1,751$                       1,800$                       1,851$                       1,902$                       1,955$                       12,039$                     

RESA Operating 0.0962 4$                               7$                               35$                             72$                             74$                             76$                             78$                             81$                             83$                             510$                           

RESA Spec Ed 3.3596 122$                           245$                           1,225$                       2,520$                       2,592$                       2,665$                       2,739$                       2,815$                       2,893$                       17,816$                     

RESA Enhancement 1.9962 73$                             146$                           728$                           1,497$                       1,540$                       1,583$                       1,628$                       1,673$                       1,719$                       10,587$                     

School Voted Sinking Fund - Summer 0.4708 17$                             34$                             172$                           353$                           363$                           373$                           384$                           395$                           405$                           2,496$                       

School Voted Sinking Fund - Winter 0.4708 17$                             34$                             172$                           353$                           363$                           373$                           384$                           395$                           405$                           2,496$                       

Library 1.0981 40$                             80$                             400$                           824$                           847$                           871$                           895$                           920$                           945$                           5,822$                       

Wayne County Parks 0.2453 9$                               18$                             89$                             184$                           189$                           195$                           200$                           206$                           211$                           1,301$                       

Wayne County Public Safety 0.9358 34$                             68$                             341$                           702$                           722$                           742$                           763$                           784$                           806$                           4,962$                       

Local Total 32.4489 1,183$                       2,367$                       11,831$                     24,341$                     25,032$                     25,736$                     26,456$                     27,192$                     27,940$                     172,078$                   

Non-Capturable Millages5 Millage Rate

School Debt Service - Summer 1.8200 66$                         133$                      664$                      1,365$                   1,404$                   1,444$                   1,484$                   1,525$                   1,567$                   9,652$                       

School Debt Service - Winter 1.8200 66$                         133$                      664$                      1,365$                   1,404$                   1,444$                   1,484$                   1,525$                   1,567$                   9,652$                       

Debt SVCS STR 0.8311 30$                         61$                         303$                      623$                      641$                      659$                      678$                      696$                      716$                      4,407$                       

Wayne County Zoo 0.0997  4$                           7$                           36$                         75$                         77$                         79$                         81$                         84$                         86$                         529$                           

Wayne County DIA 0.1995  7$                           15$                         73$                         150$                      154$                      158$                      163$                      167$                      172$                      1,059$                       

Total Non-Capturable Taxes 4.7703  173$                           349$                           1,740$                       3,578$                       3,680$                       3,784$                       3,890$                       3,997$                       4,108$                       25,299$                     

Gross Taxes Rental 21,538$                     23,770$                     41,627$                     65,228$                     66,532$                     67,863$                     69,220$                     70,605$                     72,017$                     

Total Gross Taxes 21,538$                     23,770$                     41,627$                     65,228$                     66,532$                     67,863$                     69,220$                     70,605$                     72,017$                     

Total Tax Increment Revenue (TIR) Available for Capture 2,058$                       4,118$                       20,582$                     42,344$                     43,547$                     44,772$                     46,024$                     47,303$                     48,604$                     299,352$                   
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TABLE 2B.
Tax Increment Revenue Capture Estimates

Owner-Occupied Units Within DDA

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022

Estimated Taxable Value (TV) Increase Rate: 2% per year  

Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Calendar Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Taxable Value 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 85,934$                 

Estimated New TV (Full Project Value Upon Completion) 18,760,000$         18,760,000$         18,760,000$         19,135,200$         19,517,904$         19,908,262$         20,306,427$         20,712,556$         21,126,807$         

Incremental Difference (Based on Full Project Value) 18,674,066$         18,674,066$         18,674,066$         19,049,266$         19,431,970$         19,822,328$         20,220,493$         20,626,622$         21,040,873$         

Incremental Difference (Assuming 2-year Build Out to Complete Project) 933,703$                   1,867,407$               9,337,033$               19,049,266$             19,431,970$             19,822,328$             20,220,493$             20,626,622$             21,040,873$             

50% Complete 100% Complete

Owner-Occupied

School Capture Millage Rate

State Education Tax (SET) 6.0000 5,602$                       11,204$                     56,022$                     114,296$                   116,592$                   118,934$                   121,323$                   123,760$                   126,245$                   793,978$                   

School Operating Tax 18.0000  16,807$                     33,613$                     16,807$                     67,227$                     

School Total 6.0000 22,409$                     44,817$                     72,829$                     114,296$                   116,592$                   118,934$                   121,323$                   123,760$                   126,245$                   861,205$                   

Local Capture5 Millage Rate

City Operating 13.0496 DDA 12,184$                     24,369$                     121,845$                   248,585$                   253,579$                   258,673$                   263,869$                   269,169$                   274,575$                   1,726,848$               

Street Improvement 1.6256 DDA 1,518$                       3,036$                       15,178$                     30,966$                     31,589$                     32,223$                     32,870$                     33,531$                     34,204$                     215,115$                   

Wayne County Operating - Summer 5.6347 DDA 5,261$                       10,522$                     52,611$                     107,337$                   109,493$                   111,693$                   113,936$                   116,225$                   118,559$                   745,637$                   

Wayne County Operating - Winter 0.9873 DDA 922$                           1,844$                       9,218$                       18,807$                     19,185$                     19,571$                     19,964$                     20,365$                     20,774$                     130,650$                   

HCMA 0.2089 DDA 195$                           390$                           1,951$                       3,979$                       4,059$                       4,141$                       4,224$                       4,309$                       4,395$                       27,643$                     

Community College - Summer 2.2700 DDA 2,120$                       4,239$                       21,195$                     43,242$                     44,111$                     44,997$                     45,901$                     46,822$                     47,763$                     300,390$                   

RESA Operating 0.0962 90$                             180$                           898$                           1,833$                       1,869$                       1,907$                       1,945$                       1,984$                       2,024$                       12,730$                     

RESA Spec Ed 3.3596 3,137$                       6,274$                       31,369$                     63,998$                     65,284$                     66,595$                     67,933$                     69,297$                     70,689$                     444,576$                   

RESA Enhancement 1.9962 1,864$                       3,728$                       18,639$                     38,026$                     38,790$                     39,569$                     40,364$                     41,175$                     42,002$                     264,157$                   

School Voted Sinking Fund - Summer 0.4708 440$                           879$                           4,396$                       8,968$                       9,149$                       9,332$                       9,520$                       9,711$                       9,906$                       62,301$                     

School Voted Sinking Fund - Winter 0.4708 440$                           879$                           4,396$                       8,968$                       9,149$                       9,332$                       9,520$                       9,711$                       9,906$                       62,301$                     

Library 1.0981 DDA 1,025$                       2,051$                       10,253$                     20,918$                     21,338$                     21,767$                     22,204$                     22,650$                     23,105$                     145,311$                   

Downtown Development Authority (DDA) Operating 1.8158 DDA 1,695$                       3,391$                       16,954$                     34,590$                     35,285$                     35,993$                     36,716$                     37,454$                     38,206$                     

Wayne County Parks 0.2453 DDA 229$                           458$                           2,290$                       4,673$                       4,767$                       4,862$                       4,960$                       5,060$                       5,161$                       32,460$                     

Wayne County Public Safety 0.9358 DDA 874$                           1,748$                       8,738$                       17,826$                     18,184$                     18,550$                     18,922$                     19,302$                     19,690$                     123,834$                   

Local Total 34.2647 31,994$                     63,988$                     319,931$                   652,716$                   665,831$                   679,205$                   692,848$                   706,765$                   720,959$                   4,534,237$               

Non-Capturable Millages5 Millage Rate

School Debt Service - Summer 1.8200 1,699$                   3,399$                   16,993$                 34,670$                 35,366$                 36,077$                 36,801$                 37,540$                 38,294$                 240,839$                   

School Debt Service - Winter 1.8200 1,699$                   3,399$                   16,993$                 34,670$                 35,366$                 36,077$                 36,801$                 37,540$                 38,294$                 240,839$                   

Debt SVCS STR 0.8311 776$                      1,552$                   7,760$                   15,832$                 16,150$                 16,474$                 16,805$                 17,143$                 17,487$                 109,979$                   

Wayne County Zoo 0.0997  93$                         186$                      931$                      1,899$                   1,937$                   1,976$                   2,016$                   2,056$                   2,098$                   13,192$                     

Wayne County DIA 0.1995  186$                      373$                      1,863$                   3,800$                   3,877$                   3,955$                   4,034$                   4,115$                   4,198$                   26,401$                     

Total Non-Capturable Taxes 4.7703  4,453$                       8,909$                       44,540$                     90,871$                     92,696$                     94,559$                     96,457$                     98,394$                     100,371$                   631,250$                   

Gross Taxes Owner Occupied 45,919$                     87,969$                     424,363$                   861,754$                   878,989$                   896,569$                   914,500$                   932,790$                   951,446$                   

Total Gross Taxes 45,919$                     87,969$                     424,363$                   861,754$                   878,989$                   896,569$                   914,500$                   932,790$                   951,446$                   

Total Tax Increment Revenue (TIR) Available for Capture 54,403$                     108,805$                   392,760$                   767,012$                   782,423$                   798,139$                   814,171$                   830,525$                   847,204$                   5,395,442$               
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TABLE 2C.
Tax Increment Revenue Capture Estimates

Rental Units Within DDA

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022

Estimated Taxable Value (TV) Increase Rate: 2% per year  

Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Calendar Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Taxable Value 244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               244,582$               

Estimated New TV (Full Project Upon Completion) 9,401,277$            9,589,302$            9,401,277$            9,589,302$            9,781,089$            9,976,710$            10,176,245$         10,379,769$         10,587,365$         

Incremental Difference (Based on Full Project Value) 9,156,695$            9,344,721$            9,156,695$            9,344,721$            9,536,507$            9,732,128$            9,931,663$            10,135,188$         10,342,783$         

Incremental Difference (Assuming 2-year Build Out to Complete Project) 457,835$                   915,670$                   4,578,348$               9,344,721$               9,536,507$               9,732,128$               9,931,663$               10,135,188$             10,342,783$             

Site Work Preliminary 50% Complete 100% Complete

Rental

School Capture Millage Rate

State Education Tax (SET) 6.0000 2,747$                       5,494$                       27,470$                     56,068$                     57,219$                     58,393$                     59,590$                     60,811$                     62,057$                     389,849$                   

School Operating Tax 18.0000  8,241$                       16,482$                     82,410$                     168,205$                   171,657$                   175,178$                   178,770$                   182,433$                   186,170$                   1,169,546$               

School Total 24.0000 10,988$                     21,976$                     109,880$                   224,273$                   228,876$                   233,571$                   238,360$                   243,244$                   248,227$                   1,559,395$               

Local Capture5 Millage Rate

City Operating 13.0496 DDA 5,975$                       11,949$                     59,746$                     121,945$                   124,448$                   127,000$                   129,604$                   132,260$                   134,969$                   847,896$                   

Street Improvement 1.6256 DDA 744$                           1,489$                       7,443$                       15,191$                     15,503$                     15,821$                     16,145$                     16,476$                     16,813$                     105,625$                   

Wayne County Operating - Summer 5.6347 DDA 2,580$                       5,160$                       25,798$                     52,655$                     53,735$                     54,838$                     55,962$                     57,109$                     58,278$                     366,115$                   

Wayne County Operating - Winter 0.9873 DDA 452$                           904$                           4,520$                       9,226$                       9,415$                       9,609$                       9,806$                       10,006$                     10,211$                     64,149$                     

HCMA 0.2089 DDA 96$                             191$                           956$                           1,952$                       1,992$                       2,033$                       2,075$                       2,117$                       2,161$                       13,573$                     

Community College - Summer 2.2700 DDA 1,039$                       2,079$                       10,393$                     21,213$                     21,648$                     22,092$                     22,545$                     23,007$                     23,478$                     147,494$                   

RESA Operating 0.0962 44$                             88$                             440$                           899$                           917$                           936$                           955$                           975$                           995$                           6,249$                       

RESA Spec Ed 3.3596 1,538$                       3,076$                       15,381$                     31,395$                     32,039$                     32,696$                     33,366$                     34,050$                     34,748$                     218,289$                   

RESA Enhancement 1.9962 914$                           1,828$                       9,139$                       18,654$                     19,037$                     19,427$                     19,826$                     20,232$                     20,646$                     129,703$                   

School Voted Sinking Fund - Summer 0.4708 216$                           431$                           2,155$                       4,399$                       4,490$                       4,582$                       4,676$                       4,772$                       4,869$                       30,590$                     

School Voted Sinking Fund - Winter 0.4708 216$                           431$                           2,155$                       4,399$                       4,490$                       4,582$                       4,676$                       4,772$                       4,869$                       30,590$                     

Library 1.0981 DDA 503$                           1,005$                       5,027$                       10,261$                     10,472$                     10,687$                     10,906$                     11,129$                     11,357$                     71,347$                     

Downtown Development Authority (DDA) Operating 1.8158 DDA 831$                           1,663$                       8,313$                       16,968$                     17,316$                     17,672$                     18,034$                     18,403$                     18,780$                     

Wayne County Parks 0.2453 DDA 112$                           225$                           1,123$                       2,292$                       2,339$                       2,387$                       2,436$                       2,486$                       2,537$                       15,937$                     

Wayne County Public Safety 0.9358 DDA 428$                           857$                           4,284$                       8,745$                       8,924$                       9,107$                       9,294$                       9,485$                       9,679$                       60,803$                     

Local Total 34.2647 15,688$                     31,376$                     156,873$                   320,194$                   326,765$                   333,469$                   340,306$                   347,279$                   354,390$                   2,226,340$               

Non-Capturable Millages5 Millage Rate

School Debt Service - Summer 1.8200 833$                      1,667$                   8,333$                   17,007$                 17,356$                 17,712$                 18,076$                 18,446$                 18,824$                 118,254$                   

School Debt Service - Winter 1.8200 833$                      1,667$                   8,333$                   17,007$                 17,356$                 17,712$                 18,076$                 18,446$                 18,824$                 118,254$                   

Debt SVCS STR 0.8311 381$                      761$                      3,805$                   7,766$                   7,926$                   8,088$                   8,254$                   8,423$                   8,596$                   54,000$                     

Wayne County Zoo 0.0997  46$                         91$                         456$                      932$                      951$                      970$                      990$                      1,010$                   1,031$                   6,477$                       

Wayne County DIA 0.1995  91$                         183$                      913$                      1,864$                   1,903$                   1,942$                   1,981$                   2,022$                   2,063$                   12,962$                     

Total Non-Capturable Taxes 4.7703  2,184$                       4,369$                       21,840$                     44,576$                     45,492$                     46,424$                     47,377$                     48,347$                     49,338$                     309,947$                   

Gross Taxes Rental 44,277$                     73,136$                     304,013$                   604,462$                   616,551$                   628,882$                   641,460$                   654,289$                   667,375$                   

 

Total Gross Taxes 44,277$                     73,136$                     304,013$                   604,462$                   616,551$                   628,882$                   641,460$                   654,289$                   667,375$                   

Total Tax Increment Revenue (TIR) Available for Capture 26,676$                     53,352$                     266,753$                   544,467$                   555,641$                   567,040$                   578,666$                   590,523$                   602,617$                   3,785,735$               
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TABLE 2D.
Tax Increment Revenue Capture Estimates

Owner-Occupied Units Outside DDA

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022
Estimated Taxable Value (TV) Increase Rate: 2% per year  

Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Calendar Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Taxable Value 6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            6,394,342$            

Estimated New TV (Full Project Value Upon Completion) 75,040,000$          76,540,800$          75,040,000$          76,540,800$          78,071,616$          79,633,048$          81,225,709$          82,850,223$          84,507,228$          

Incremental Difference (Based on Full Project Value) 68,645,658$          70,146,458$          68,645,658$          70,146,458$          71,677,274$          73,238,706$          74,831,367$          76,455,881$          78,112,886$          

Incremental Difference (Assuming 3-year Build Out to Complete Project) 686,457$                  1,372,913$               6,864,566$               57,520,096$             71,677,274$             73,238,706$             74,831,367$             76,455,881$             78,112,886$             

Site Work Preliminary 10% Complete 82% Complete 100% Complete

Owner-Occupied

School Capture Millage Rate

State Education Tax (SET) 6.0000 4,119$                       8,237$                       41,187$                     345,121$                   430,064$                   439,432$                   448,988$                   458,735$                   468,677$                   2,644,560$               

School Operating Tax 18.0000  12,356$                     24,712$                     123,562$                   160,630$                   

School Total 6.0000 16,475$                     8,237$                       41,187$                     345,121$                  430,064$                  439,432$                  448,988$                  458,735$                  468,677$                  2,656,916$               

Local Capture5 Millage Rate

City Operating 13.0496 8,958$                       17,916$                     89,580$                     750,614$                   935,360$                   955,736$                   976,519$                   997,719$                   1,019,342$               5,751,744$               

Street Improvement 1.6256 1,116$                       2,232$                       11,159$                     93,505$                     116,519$                   119,057$                   121,646$                   124,287$                   126,980$                   716,501$                   

Wayne County Operating - Summer 5.6347 3,868$                       7,736$                       38,680$                     324,108$                   403,880$                   412,678$                   421,652$                   430,806$                   440,143$                   2,483,551$               

Wayne County Operating - Winter 0.9873 678$                          1,355$                       6,777$                       56,790$                     70,767$                     72,309$                     73,881$                     75,485$                     77,121$                     435,163$                   

HCMA 0.2089 143$                          287$                          1,434$                       12,016$                     14,973$                     15,300$                     15,632$                     15,972$                     16,318$                     92,075$                     

Community College - Summer 2.2700 1,558$                       3,117$                       15,583$                     130,571$                   162,707$                   166,252$                   169,867$                   173,555$                   177,316$                   1,000,526$               

RESA Operating 0.0962 66$                            132$                          660$                          5,533$                       6,895$                       7,046$                       7,199$                       7,355$                       7,514$                       42,400$                     

RESA Spec Ed 3.3596 2,306$                       4,612$                       23,062$                     193,245$                   240,807$                   246,053$                   251,403$                   256,861$                   262,428$                   1,480,777$               

RESA Enhancement 1.9962 1,370$                       2,741$                       13,703$                     114,822$                   143,082$                   146,199$                   149,378$                   152,621$                   155,929$                   879,845$                   

School Voted Sinking Fund - Summer 0.4708 323$                          646$                          3,232$                       27,080$                     33,746$                     34,481$                     35,231$                     35,995$                     36,776$                     207,510$                   

School Voted Sinking Fund - Winter 0.4708 323$                          646$                          3,232$                       27,080$                     33,746$                     34,481$                     35,231$                     35,995$                     36,776$                     207,510$                   

Library 1.0981 754$                          1,508$                       7,538$                       63,163$                     78,709$                     80,423$                     82,172$                     83,956$                     85,776$                     483,999$                   

Wayne County Parks 0.2453 168$                          337$                          1,684$                       14,110$                     17,582$                     17,965$                     18,356$                     18,755$                     19,161$                     108,118$                   

Wayne County Public Safety 0.9358 642$                          1,285$                       6,424$                       53,827$                     67,076$                     68,537$                     70,027$                     71,547$                     73,098$                     412,463$                   

Local Total 32.4489 22,273$                     44,550$                     222,748$                  1,866,464$               2,325,849$               2,376,517$               2,428,194$               2,480,909$               2,534,678$               14,302,182$             

Non-Capturable Millages5 Millage Rate

School Debt Service - Summer 1.8200 1,249$                    2,499$                    12,494$                  104,687$               130,453$               133,294$               136,193$               139,150$               142,165$               802,184$                   

School Debt Service - Winter 1.8200 1,249$                    2,499$                    12,494$                  104,687$               130,453$               133,294$               136,193$               139,150$               142,165$               802,184$                   

Debt SVCS STR 0.8311 571$                       1,141$                    5,705$                    47,805$                  59,571$                  60,869$                  62,192$                  63,542$                  64,920$                  366,316$                   

Wayne County Zoo 0.0997  68$                          137$                       684$                       5,735$                    7,146$                    7,302$                    7,461$                    7,623$                    7,788$                    43,944$                     

Wayne County DIA 0.1995  137$                       274$                       1,369$                    11,475$                  14,300$                  14,611$                  14,929$                  15,253$                  15,584$                  87,932$                     

Total Non-Capturable Taxes 4.7703  3,274$                       6,550$                       32,746$                     274,389$                  341,923$                  349,370$                  356,968$                  364,718$                  372,622$                  2,102,560$               

Gross Taxes Owner Occupied 43.2192 306,026$                  335,695$                  573,039$                  2,762,331$               3,374,193$               3,441,677$               3,510,510$               3,580,720$               3,652,335$               

 

Total Gross Taxes 306,026$                  335,695$                  573,039$                  2,762,331$               3,374,193$               3,441,677$               3,510,510$               3,580,720$               3,652,335$               

Total Tax Increment Revenue (TIR) Available for Capture 38,748$                     52,787$                     263,935$                  2,211,585$               2,755,913$               2,815,949$               2,877,182$               2,939,644$               3,003,355$               16,959,098$             
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TABLE 2E.
Tax Increment Revenue Capture Estimates Roll Up

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022

Estimated Taxable Value (TV) Increase Rate: 2% per year  

Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Calendar Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Taxable Value 7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            7,040,214$            

Estimated New TV (Full Project Upon Completion) 104,245,863$       105,934,689$       104,245,863$       106,330,781$       108,457,396$       110,626,544$       112,839,075$       115,095,856$       117,397,774$       

Incremental Difference (Based on Full Project Value) 97,205,650$         98,894,476$         97,205,650$         99,290,567$         101,417,183$       103,586,330$       105,798,861$       108,055,643$       110,357,560$       

Incremental Difference (Assuming 5-year Build Out to Complete Project) 2,114,456$           4,228,912$           21,144,562$         86,664,205$         101,417,183$       103,586,330$       105,798,861$       108,055,643$       110,357,560$       

Rental

School Capture Millage Rate

State Education Tax (SET) 6.0000 12,687$                     25,373$                     126,867$                   519,986$                   608,504$                   621,518$                   634,793$                   648,334$                   662,145$                   3,860,207$               

School Operating Tax 18.0000  8,897$                       17,795$                     88,973$                     181,707$                   185,543$                   189,455$                   193,446$                   197,516$                   201,668$                   1,265,000$               

School Total 24.0000 21,584$                     43,168$                     215,840$                   701,693$                   794,047$                   810,973$                   828,239$                   845,850$                   863,813$                   5,125,207$               

Local Capture5 Millage Rate

City Operating 13.0496 DDA 27,593$                     55,186$                     275,929$                   1,130,933$               1,323,454$               1,351,760$               1,380,632$               1,410,083$               1,440,122$               8,395,692$               

Street Improvement 1.6256 DDA 3,437$                       6,876$                       34,373$                     140,881$                   164,865$                   168,390$                   171,986$                   175,656$                   179,397$                   1,045,861$               

Wayne County Operating - Summer 5.6347 DDA 11,914$                     23,829$                     119,143$                   488,327$                   571,455$                   583,678$                   596,144$                   608,862$                   621,832$                   3,625,184$               

Wayne County Operating - Winter 0.9873 DDA 2,088$                       4,175$                       20,875$                     85,564$                     100,129$                   102,272$                   104,456$                   106,683$                   108,956$                   635,198$                   

HCMA 0.2089 DDA 442$                           883$                           4,417$                       18,104$                     21,185$                     21,640$                     22,101$                     22,573$                     23,054$                     134,399$                   

Community College - Summer 2.2700 DDA 4,800$                       9,601$                       47,999$                     196,729$                   230,217$                   235,141$                   240,164$                   245,286$                   250,512$                   1,460,449$               

RESA Operating 0.0962 204$                           407$                           2,033$                       8,337$                       9,755$                       9,965$                       10,177$                     10,395$                     10,616$                     61,889$                     

RESA Spec Ed 3.3596 7,103$                       14,207$                     71,037$                     291,158$                   340,722$                   348,009$                   355,441$                   363,023$                   370,758$                   2,161,458$               

RESA Enhancement 1.9962 4,221$                       8,443$                       42,209$                     172,999$                   202,449$                   206,778$                   211,196$                   215,701$                   220,296$                   1,284,292$               

School Voted Sinking Fund - Summer 0.4708 996$                           1,990$                       9,955$                       40,800$                     47,748$                     48,768$                     49,811$                     50,873$                     51,956$                     302,897$                   

School Voted Sinking Fund - Winter 0.4708 996$                           1,990$                       9,955$                       40,800$                     47,748$                     48,768$                     49,811$                     50,873$                     51,956$                     302,897$                   

Library 1.0981 DDA 2,322$                       4,644$                       23,218$                     95,166$                     111,366$                   113,748$                   116,177$                   118,655$                   121,183$                   706,479$                   

Downtown Development Authority (DDA) Operating 1.8158 DDA 2,526$                       5,054$                       25,267$                     51,558$                     52,601$                     53,665$                     54,750$                     55,857$                     56,986$                     

Wayne County Parks 0.2453 DDA 518$                           1,038$                       5,186$                       21,259$                     24,877$                     25,409$                     25,952$                     26,507$                     27,070$                     157,816$                   

Wayne County Public Safety 0.9358 DDA 1,978$                       3,958$                       19,787$                     81,100$                     94,906$                     96,936$                     99,006$                     101,118$                   103,273$                   602,062$                   

Local Total 34.2647 71,138$                     142,281$                   711,383$                   2,863,715$               3,343,477$               3,414,927$               3,487,804$               3,562,145$               3,637,967$               21,234,837$             

Non-Capturable Millages5 Millage Rate

School Debt Service - Summer 1.8200 2,532$                       5,066$                       25,326$                     51,677$                     52,722$                     53,789$                     54,877$                     55,986$                     57,118$                     359,093$                   

School Debt Service - Winter 1.8200 3,847$                       7,698$                       38,484$                     157,729$                   184,579$                   188,527$                   192,554$                   196,661$                   200,850$                   1,170,929$               

Debt SVCS STR 0.8311 2,472$                       4,945$                       24,723$                     129,650$                   155,933$                   159,300$                   162,736$                   166,241$                   169,815$                   975,815$                   

Wayne County Zoo 0.0997  740$                           1,479$                       7,395$                       51,259$                     63,100$                     64,474$                     65,876$                     67,304$                     68,765$                     390,392$                   

Wayne County DIA 0.1995  349$                           700$                           3,496$                       11,474$                     13,003$                     13,278$                     13,557$                     13,844$                     14,135$                     83,836$                     

Total Non-Capturable Taxes 4.7703  9,940$                       19,888$                     99,424$                     401,789$                   469,337$                   479,368$                   489,600$                   500,036$                   510,683$                   2,980,065$               

Total Millage Rate 63.0350
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TABLE 3.
Tax Increment Revenue Reimbursement Allocation Table

Northville Downs
Northville, Michigan

6/10/2022

Developer Maximum 
Reimbursement 

Proportionality School & Local Taxes Local-Only Taxes Total
Estimated Capture

State 13.6% 2,630,492$               -$                            2,630,492$               Administrative Fees 160,000$                   

Local 86.4% 16,680,107$             -$                            16,680,107$             State Revolving Fund 1,599,031$               

TOTAL 19,310,599$             -$                            19,310,599$             LBRF -$                            
EGLE
MSF

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Calendar Year 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Total State Incremental Revenue 50,747$                 76,781$                 232,647$               701,693$               794,047$               810,973$               828,239$               845,850$               4,340,977$            
State Brownfield Revolving Fund (50% of SET) 6,344$                       12,687$                     63,434$                     259,993$                   304,252$                   310,759$                   317,397$                   324,167$                   1,599,031$               
State TIR Available for Reimbursement 44,404$                     64,095$                     169,213$                   441,700$                   489,795$                   500,214$                   510,843$                   521,683$                   2,741,947$               

Total Local Incremental Revenue 71,138$                 142,281$               711,383$               2,863,715$            3,343,477$            3,414,927$            3,487,804$            3,562,145$            17,596,870$         
BRA Administrative Fee ($20,000/year) 20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     20,000$                     160,000$                   
Local TIR Available for Reimbursement 51,138$                     122,281$                   691,383$                   2,843,715$               3,323,477$               3,394,927$               3,467,804$               3,542,145$               17,436,870$             

Total State & Local TIR Available 95,542$                     186,376$                   860,596$                   3,285,415$               3,813,272$               3,895,141$               3,978,647$               4,063,828$               20,178,817$             

Developer Reimbursement Balance (end of year) 19,310,599$              19,215,057$            19,028,681$            18,168,085$            14,882,670$            11,069,398$            7,174,257$              3,195,610$              -$                               -$                               

DEVELOPER REIMBURSEMENT

Eligible Activity Costs 19,310,599$              95,542$                    186,376$                  860,596$                  3,285,415$               3,813,272$               3,895,141$               3,978,647$               3,195,610$               -$                                19,310,599$            
      State Tax Reimbursement 2,626,241$                 44,404$                 64,095$                 169,213$               441,700$               489,795$               500,214$               510,843$               410,228$               -$                       2,630,492$            
      Local Tax Reimbursement 16,684,358$               51,138$                 122,281$               691,383$               2,843,715$            3,323,477$            3,394,927$            3,467,804$            2,785,382$            -$                       16,680,107$         
      Total  Reimbursement Balance 19,215,057$            19,028,681$            18,168,085$            14,882,670$            11,069,398$            7,174,257$               3,195,610$               -$                           -$                           -$                                

Total Annual Developer Reimbursement2 19,310,599$               95,542$                    186,376$                  860,596$                  3,285,415$              3,813,272$              3,895,141$              3,978,647$              3,195,610$              -$                               19,310,599$            

TOTAL

Total
Balance

Plan Year
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PRE-APPLICATION SITE PLAN; PREPARED BY SEIBER, KEAST
ENGINEERING, L.L.C. (SHEET 5); DATED 06-25-2021.

2. AERIAL IMAGE PROVIDED FROM GOOGLE EARTH PRO
WITH AN IMAGE DATE OF 03/19/2021.
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Owner and Taxpayer Information

Owner NORTHVILLE DRIVING CLUB
43133 SEVEN MILE RD
NORTHVILLE, MI 48167

Taxpayer SEE OWNER INFORMATION

General Information for Tax Year 2022

Property Class 201 COMMERCIAL-IMPROVED Unit 48 NORTHVILLE CITY WAYNE
School District NORTHVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS Assessed Value $9,122,000
DDA BLOCK # No Data to Display Taxable Value $5,525,894
# INDEX 0 State Equalized Value $9,122,000
USE CODES Not Available Date of Last Name Change 12/30/2015
PARKING Not Available Notes Not Available
Historical District No Census Block Group Not Available
FIELD NOTES Not Available Exemption No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption Information

Homestead Date No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption June 1st Final

2021 0.0000 % 0.0000 %

Previous Year Information

Land Information

Zoning Code RTRU Total Acres 24.900
Land Value $3,117,463 Land Improvements $0
Renaissance Zone No Renaissance Zone Expiration

Date
No Data to Display

ECF Neighborhood MIXED USE DOWNTOWN Mortgage Code No Data to Display
Lot Dimensions/Comments No Data to Display Neighborhood Enterprise

Zone
No

Legal Description

03M183 M197B LOT 183 ALSO THAT PART OF LOT 197 DESCRIBED AS BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE N LINE OF SAID LOT DISTANT S 68D 02M 25SEC W 208.23
FT FROM THE SE CORNER OF LOT 196 AND PROCEEDING TH S 10D 46M E 306.32 FT TH S 42D 19M 19SEC W 84.08 FT TH N 88D 23M 08SEC W 494.25 FT TH N
42D 27M 56SEC W 95.18 FT TO THE N LINE OF LOT 197 TH ALONG THE BOUNDARY OF SAID LOT N 79D 13M 26SEC E 500.0 FT AND N 10D 46M W 150.0 FT AND
N 68D 02M 25SEC E 101.94 FT TO THE POB; ALSO THE SLY HALF OF VACATED BEAL ST LYING N OF LOT 183; ASSESSORS NORTHVILLE PLAT NO 2 T1SR8E L66 P44
WCR

301 S CENTER ST  NORTHVILLE, MI 48167    (Property Address)
Parcel Number: 48 004 01 0183 000

Property Owner:  NORTHVILLE DRIVING CLUB
Summary Information
> Commercial/Industrial Building Summary

- Yr Built: 1900
- Total Sq.Ft.: N/A

- # of Buildings: 1

> Property Tax information found

> Assessed Value: $9,578,500 | Taxable Value: $5,525,894
> Building Department information found

Item 1 of 2 1 Image / 1 Sketch

Year MBOR Assessed Final SEV Final Taxable

2021 $9,530,000 $9,530,000 $5,525,894

2020 $9,594,100 $9,594,100 $5,449,600

2019 $9,558,000 $9,558,000 $5,347,989

Lot(s) Frontage Depth

  Total Frontage:  0.00 ft Average Depth:  0.00 ft

No lots found.
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https://bsaonline.com/ASSG_Sketch/GetAttachment?id=DsDXKEPUlLc%3d&uid=1917
https://bsaonline.com/ASSG_Sketch/GetAttachment?id=DsDXKEPUlLc%3d&uid=1917


Land Division Act Information

Date of Last Split/Combine No Data to Display Number of Splits Left 0
Date Form Filed No Data to Display Unallocated Div.s of Parent 0
Date Created 01/01/0001 Unallocated Div.s Transferred 0
Acreage of Parent 0.00 Rights Were Transferred Not Available
Split Number 0 Courtesy Split Not Available
Parent Parcel No Data to Display

Sale History

Building Information - 0 sq ft Clubhouses (Commercial)

Floor Area 0 sq ft Estimated TCV Not Available
Occupancy Clubhouses Class A
Stories Above Ground 0 Average Story Height 0 ft
Basement Wall Height 0 ft Identical Units Not Available
Year Built 1900 Year Remodeled 1900
Percent Complete 0% Heat No Heating or Cooling
Physical Percent Good 57% Functional Percent Good 100%
Economic Percent Good 100% Effective Age 22 yrs

**Disclaimer: BS&A Software provides BS&A Online as a way for municipalities to display information online and is not responsible for the content or accuracy of the data herein. This data
is provided for reference only and WITHOUT WARRANTY of any kind, expressed or inferred. Please contact your local municipality if you believe there are errors in the data.

Copyright © 2021 BS&A Software, Inc.

Sale Date Sale Price Instrument Grantor Grantee Terms of Sale Liber/Page

No sales history found.
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APPENDIX D 
PROJECT CONCEPTUAL DRAWINGS 
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Conceptual Landscape Plan
06.07.2022

Parking / Plaza at Central Park

Existing Pedestrian Connection to Downtown

Existing Substation

Mid-Block Pedestrian Connectors

Pedestrian Promenade

Pedestrian Connection to Hines Park Trailhead

Seven Mile Gateway 

Existing Wooded Area and Stream

Pocket Parks

Conceptual Location of New River Course

Tiered Central Park

Native Planted Side Slopes

Dense Tree Buffer

River Park - To be Designed at a Later Date

Existing Underground Stream Culvert

Meadow Planting and Pond Edge Planting Around Detention Pond

Proposed Roundabout

Detention Pond

Forebay

Pedestrian Connection to Neighborhoods

Pedestrian Bridge

Street Trees

Deciduous Trees

Evergreen Trees

Flowering Trees

Landscape Areas

Limit of River Embankment
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