

  
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 


January 16, 2024 – 7:00 P.M. 
 
LOCATION:  City of Northville Municipal Building Council Chambers, 215 W. Main St., Northville MI 48167,  
                       248-449-9902  
        
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2 ROLL CALL  
 


3.  APPROVE MINUTES   -   January 9. 2024 
                     
4.  AUDIENCE COMMENTS (limited to brief presentations on matters not on the agenda) 
  
5.  REPORTS & CORRESPONDENCE 
 


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


 
6.  APPROVE AGENDA 
 


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


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


 
A. 456 E. Cady (Foundry Flask) – Tree Removal Permit 
 


9.  OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS  
 
10.  ADJOURN - The next regularly scheduled meeting February 6, 2024 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City of Northville will provide necessary, reasonable auxiliary aids and services, such as signers for the hearing impaired and audiotapes of printed 
materials being considered at the meeting to individuals with disabilities requiring such services. All requests must be made to the City Clerk at least 
five (5) business days before the meeting in writing or by phone, 215 W. Main Street, Northville, MI 48167 (248) 349.1300. Minutes of the meeting are 
available at the City Clerk’s Office and online at www.ci.northville.mi.us 
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  CITY OF NORTHVILLE 
215 W. Main Street, Northville MI 


Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
January 9, 2024  


7:00 PM 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER  
 


 Chair Tinberg called the meeting to order at 7:01pm. 
 
2.  ROLL CALL 
 


Present:  Thomas Barry  
   Paul DeBono 
   Jeff Gaines  
   David Hay 


Steve Kirk 
Carol Maise  
William Salliotte 


  Donna Tinberg  
 


Absent:   AnnaMaryLee Vollick 
    


Also present:  City Planner Elmiger 
   Mayor Turnbull 
   Mayor Pro Tem Moroski-Browne 
   Councilmember Krenz 
   City Manager Lahanas 
   City Clerk Smith 
 
Chair Tinberg noted that Commissioners Kirk, Maise and Salliotte are serving terms that end in 
June 2024. All commissioners need to reapply if they wish to be considered for reappointment. 
Members of the public are also welcome to apply for those seats; the application process is on 
the City website. 
    


3.  APPROVE MINUTES  –  December 19, 2023 
 
 MOTION by Kirk, support by Hay, to approve the December 19, 2023 meeting minutes as  
 submitted. 
 


As he was not present at the December 19, 2023 meeting, Commissioner Barry said he would 
abstain. 


 
 Motion passed by voice vote 6-0-1 (Barry abstained).  
     
4.     AUDIENCE COMMENTS (limited to brief presentations on matters not on the agenda) 
 
 None. 
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5.     REPORTS & CORRESPONDENCE  
 


A. City Administration 
 


City Manager Lahanas 
City Hall will be closed January 15 for Martin Luther King day. City Council will meet 
Thursday January 18, with City Council goal setting/strategic priority planning meeting 
starting at 5:30pm, and regular City Council meeting at 7:00pm, where there will be a public 
hearing on the 5-year Parks and Recreation Master Plan.  
 
City Council budget meeting will be April 11, 2024. 
 
Building Official  
Chair Tinberg said that Building Official Strong reported that there were no site plan 
applications and no notable enforcement activity over the holidays. 
 
Mayor Turnbull 
• Emphasized the importance of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
• The Downs updates: 


o A group met today with Hunter Pasteur regarding tree choice and placement for The 
Downs 


o Updated the Commission on Log Cabin preservation and Riverwalk schedule 
o Demolition of The Downs scheduled for first quarter 2024 


 
B. Planning Commissioners 


 
Historic District Commission - Gaines 
New Historic District Guidelines are moving forward. A copy of the draft is on the website 
for public comment. HDC members are submitting comments to Planner Elmiger for further 
discussion at the January 17 HDC meeting. 
 
Planner Elmiger added that after revisions, Kraemer Design Group LLC will send the 
document back to SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office) for their comments. The final 
draft will be the subject of a public hearing in summer 2024, with completion hopefully in 
July. The SHPO grant timeline that has funded this project ends in September 2024.  


 
DDA Economic Development Subcommittee - Maise 
DDA Design Subcommittee is meeting January 11 to discuss DDA budgeted projects, 
including improvements to Town Square pavilion for such items as replacement of fire pits 
and bike racks.  
 
Sustainability - Barry 
Meeting scheduled for January 22, 4:30pm, DDA conference room. 
 
Board of Zoning Appeals - Tinberg 


 No January meeting. Next meeting is February 7, 2024. 
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 Meeting with Hunter Pasteur regarding The Downs tree species and placement - Kirk 
A group of 8 including Arborist Jim Porterfield and Director of Strategic Planning and Special 
Projects Wendy Wilmers Longpre met with Hunter Pasteur and discussed the placement of 
trees within the development, with the goal to change the species variation along main 
routes for a more organic appearance. 
 
Tree ordinance revision update - Kirk 
Tree ordinance update in progress. Once a draft is received from Planner Elmiger and 
approved by the subcommittee, it will be brought to the Commission, hopefully in February. 


 
C. Other Community/Governmental Liaisons 


 
None. 


 
D. Correspondence 
 


None. 
 
6. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
 Consideration of agenda items generally will follow this order: 


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


 
 MOTION by DeBono, support by Maise, approve the agenda as submitted. 
 
 Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 


 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 


None 
 


8. SITE PLAN AND ZONING CHANGE APPLICATIONS 
 
A. 340 N. Center St. (East side of N. Center, at southeast corner of intersection with Rayson) 


 
Introduction by the Chair 
Chair Tinberg introduced this request for a mixed use building at 340 N. Center Street that 
would include 8 residential units – 4 each on the 2nd and 3rd floors – and commercial uses on 
the 1st floor. The applicant is requesting combined preliminary and final site plan review this 
evening.  
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Presentation by City Planner 
Referencing her December 28, 2023 memorandum, City Planner Elmiger gave the 
background and review for this request, highlighting the following: 
• There are no specific density requirements in this zoning district (CBD Central Business 


District and CBD-O, Central Business District Overlay). The required setbacks, parking 
and height requirements limit the size of the building on this property. There is also a 
60’-wide drainage easement that goes across the southern end of this parcel that also 
helps to limit the size of the building. 


• The proposed density is 14 dwelling units per acre. The new townhouses to the south 
are 16 dwelling units per acre. The proposed density with eight residential units and 
four 1st floor commercial units is reasonable for this site.   


• The proposed building meets the front, side, and rear setbacks, except along Rayson 
Street. The applicant could possibly add a small bump out or some other feature on the 
first floor part of the building to bring it closer to Rayson.   


• The proposal offers 5 more parking spaces than are required for retail uses and 
residential uses in the building. However, the 5 additional spaces could accommodate a 
restaurant in one of the commercial spaces. 


• The sidewalk along N. Center needs to be shifted away from the curb, similar to what 
was done with the townhouse project to the south, and with the mixed use building to 
the north across Rayson Street. It was also suggested to locate the sidewalk directly next 
to the commercial storefronts of the building. This change would make using this 
walk safer for pedestrians, and allow the installation of street trees between the walk 
and curb. The Planning Commission and applicant should discuss this possibility. 


• The applicant should address deliveries in terms of size and types of expected delivery 
trucks, traffic patterns, etc.  


• Bike racks should be in the rear of the building, as well as at the front.  
• The Planning Commission should determine whether the CBD-O requirements regarding 


streetscape furnishings are being met.  
• The Overlay district includes a number of architectural design standards. The Planning 


Commission will need to determine if the design standards are being met and whether 
the proposed building meets the compatibility requirement with nearby sidewalk areas 
and buildings. 


 
Commission questions of City Planner 
In response to questions, City Planner Elmiger gave the following further information: 
• The December 28 review suggested giving the applicant more time to address review 


comments, and no draft motions had been prepared. However, it was up to Planning 
Commissioners as to whether or not they felt they had enough information to act 
tonight. 


• In Planner Elmiger’s opinion, it was always better to act on a specific plan, and not on 
verbal comments made by the applicant in response to questions and issues. 


• The buildings to be demolished had formerly housed the Pizza Cutter restaurant and a 
hair salon. The site was not in the Historic District, and there was no prohibition against 
property owners demolishing buildings on their own property. 


• Planner Elmiger had provided comments in her written review about the architectural 
design in terms of how it could be improved to better coordinate with the 
neighborhood. The applicant will present their design and thoughts on the architecture 
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as submitted. The Planning Commission should determine whether the design standards 
in the Central Business District have been met.  


• There was no shared parking impacting this site; a previous shared parking agreement 
had expired. Parking requirements for the Brew Pub had been reduced so that the Brew 
Pub no longer required shared parking. 


 
Presentation by Applicant 
Joseph Guido, Guido Architects, 23419 Ford Road, Dearborn, was present on behalf of this 
application for preliminary and final site plan approval. Owner Al Bazzy, BMB Investments 
LLC, 50026 Drakes Bay Dr., Novi, was also present. 
 
In response to questions, Mr. Bazzy said he had owned the property since 2008. The walnut 
trees had either been removed or were dying at that time. 
 
Mr. Guido provided the following information: 
• The applicants had met with Planner Elmiger during a preliminary meeting, and had also 


received her written comments. The site plan had been revised but had not yet been 
reviewed by Planner Elmiger. The new site plan reflected changes made after receiving 
the written review. 


• The sidewalk will be moved east, to the east edge of the telephone poles. The streetlight 
will be in a greenbelt between the sidewalk and the curb. The landscape plan will be 
revised to reflect street trees planted between the sidewalk and the curb. 


• The sidewalk will also be extended to the front face of the building, providing more of a 
walkway that's completely paved between the sidewalk and the front of the building. 
Brick pavers had been integrated into that design, to clearly delineate the public portion 
of the sidewalk.   


• A sidewalk had been added on the south side of the building,  to allow pedestrian access 
from the public sidewalk to the rear of the building without having to walk into the 
parking lot.  


• A one-story projection will be added on the north side of the building, bringing the 
project into conformance with the allowable percentages for exceeding the 10’ setback. 
The projection will likely be used by a restaurant tenant. A small enclosed patio will also 
service the restaurant use on the northwest corner of the building; the patio will be 
reduced a little due to the projection, but will still be 12’x15’. The patio will be 
accessible from the interior of the north end of the building.  


• The overall height of the building was in error on the plans; this had been corrected. 
• 16 parking spaces on the east side of the property will be signed “resident only parking”, 


most likely after 6pm.  
• Two additional bike racks were added at the rear of the building, resulting in 2 bike 


racks in front and 2 in back. 
• The site distance triangle at Rayson and Center will be maintained by limbing up the 


trees 8’. Plantings around the patio will be 30” high, meeting the requirements of the 
site distance triangle. 


• The height of the evergreen trees will be increased to 8’, so that they will qualify as 
replacement trees.   


• A note had been added to the plan that there is an existing decorative streetlight that 
will remain. Utility poles and the streetlight will stay in the green area. 
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• The decorative wall lights will meet ordinance requirements. 
• Regarding the design of the building, the applicants had chosen a design that bridged 


the designs of the two most recent developments, one to the north (traditional) and 
one to the south (contemporary). The 2 commercial buildings across the street are 
converted residential houses; it would be difficult to reflect that character in this new 
building. 


• Additional rooftop screening will be added if necessary in order to shield any rooftop 
equipment. The only rooftop equipment would be for the 1st floor commercial users. 
There would be thru-wall individual HVAC units for the residences, with grilles as shown 
on the east end elevation. Magic Chef units will provide both heat and air conditioning.  


 
Commission questions of applicant 
In response to questions, the applicants provided the following further information: 
• Several Commissioners asked about the possibility of having rooftop uses as part of this 


development. The applicants said there were no current or future plans for any rooftop 
uses for this building; the rooftop load would be engineered to hold equipment only. 
Commissioner Hay was concerned that a future building owner might want to include a 
rooftop use, and the building would not be prepped for this. Rooftop uses helped 
enliven the downtown area. 


• Mr. Bazzy had owned this property since 2008. The site had now been vacant for a 
while. Mr. Bazzy owned several buildings in the greater Detroit area, and his main 
objective in the current instance was to do something with the site. Originally he had 
thought he would put in office uses, but due to recent market trends was now 
presenting this mixed use development. Apartments presented a stable use, and 
downtown Northville is a very desirable location for apartment homes. All 8 units will be 
2-bedroom apartments, with 4 apartments on each of the 2nd and 3rd floors.  


• An environmental assessment was being done on the property, with a crew on site on 
December 18. This was required by the State as there was a gas station on the property 
at one time.  


• The applicants would need to speak to their civil engineer regarding whether low impact 
development (LID) stormwater management techniques had been considered for this 
site.  
 
Commissioner Gaines suggested incorporating a vegetated roof and/or bioswales, and 
asked that the applicants be prepared to discuss the ordinance requirement in Section 
10.05 for LID at the next meeting. 
 
Commissioner Maise asked about engineering review items, such as traffic circulation 
on site, including for delivery trucks.  


 
City Planner Elmiger said she would check with DPW Director Domine regarding LID on 
this site. 


 
Clarifying discussion 
• Several Commissioners supported the density and use being proposed for this project. 


However, the building itself looked like an office building that would fit on Northwestern 
Highway or a Hampton Inn that could be constructed anywhere. The design was not 







Planning Commission Meeting – January 9,  2024 – Page 7    DRAFT  
 


 


compatible with downtown Northville and did not add anything to the community, but 
rather detracted from the community.  
 
Mr. Bazzy said they wanted to design a more modern building while trying as best they 
could to fit with the downtown district generally.  
 
Commissioner DeBono pointed out the lack of balconies, or design elements such as 
French doors that could be opened up into the apartment from the outside. Design 
elements could fit the old village charm of Northville while still enhancing the basic 
product. What was being presented was too prototypical for an urban village like 
Northville.   
 
Commissioner Barry suggested strengthening the upper cornice, add banding between 
the floors, include vertical piers to help with the massing, place windows in cadence so 
that they all line up the same way, etc. Right now the design was a big box. The 
proposed design looked good on paper but did not provide what Northville was looking 
for. The prominent entryway on Center Street was different than anything else found in 
Northville, did not fit here, and would not be used by most people. 
 
Chair Tinberg asked if the applicant was open to making changes based on 
Commissioner Barry’s suggestions. 


 
Public Comment 
Chair Tinberg opened the meeting for public comment. 
 
Jennifer Moss, 547 W. Main Street, agreed with Commission comments and questions. As a 
Northville business owner and a lifetime resident, she had invested a lot of money in this 
area. She felt that anyone coming into the community should make it better. She believed 
the owner had allowed the buildings on this site to deteriorate over time, and now wanted 
to do something with the site that did not fit with Northville. The condos to the south of this 
site should not be used as a basis for any new development. She had also noted the lack of 
balconies and other amenities, and felt that this development took away from the 
community rather than adding to it. She noted that comments were starting to proliferate 
on social media regarding the proposed design, which did not fit with Northville. 
 
Greg Swanson, 542 Carpenter Street, agreed with the comments just made. This design did 
not reflect historic Northville at all, and seemed to completely disregard Northville’s claim to 
being a quaint historic town. He agreed the design looked like a Hampton Inn. He suggested 
that if rooftop uses were not being considered, that should be put in writing. He felt there 
could be conflicts between the commercial use and residential use parking. He asked the 
price points of the proposed apartments, and was concerned regarding the gentrification of 
Northville. Would the project be bonded? He asked that the Planning Commission not give 
even preliminary site plan approval this evening. There was still too much work to be done. 
The development to the south should not be considered a benchmark for any new 
development in the City. 
 
Lenore Lewandowski, 119 Randolph, agreed with comments made by the public and by the 
Commission. She asked if there would be accessible parking for this development. Would 
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the number of required parking spaces change if a restaurant use came in? Were there any 
plans for dumpster placement and access for both residents and businesses? What was the 
price point for these apartments? Please get confirmation in writing regarding any past or 
current shared parking agreements. It was imperative to shift the sidewalk as discussed. 
Even though the businesses across the street were in converted residences, inspiration 
could be taken from those uses/buildings. She asked the Commission not to grant any 
approvals this evening. There were too many unknowns.  
 
Commission discussion and decision 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Tinberg closed public 
comment and brought the matter back to the Commission for discussion and/or a motion. 
 
• Commissioner Hay looked forward to seeing additional information regarding this 


proposal. He felt it was impossible to grant any approvals tonight.  
• Commissioner DeBono supported the proposed density and uses for this project. No 


one was happy with the design.   
• Commissioner Maise agreed. It was important to see the revised plans. She was 


concerned about stormwater circulation and how that might impact parking, whether 
offsite parking will be needed, and the status of shared parking agreements. She noted 
that during the initial discussion of the CBD-O ordinance, compatibility and views from 
the street were very important, including the impact of massing as someone drove into 
the City. An architectural rendering showing this perspective would be helpful. 
 
City Planner Elmiger said the plans shown on the overhead this evening were the 
revised plans, although they had not been reviewed.  
 


• Commissioner Salliotte noted that a 3-story building was in compliance with the CBD-O 
district. However, there were still unknowns, particular in reference to Section 10.05, 
subpars l. Streetscape, m, Stormwater Management, n. Architecture and o. Corner 
Building Standards. All these things needed to be addressed more completely. 
 
Commissioner Salliotte said that while there continued to be debate about the 
contemporary units to the south, they are very specifically what they are. This proposal 
is an “in between” design, which appeared to be focused on maximizing investment. 
This is not what the City of Northville finds desirable. The project needs to provide 
balance. The apartments will be leased; that is not the issue. This was an opportunity for 
enhanced design, consistent with what the community is looking for. The proposed 
design does have a place, but that place is not Northville.  


 
• Commissioner Gaines noted that the existing buildings that will be demolished were 


quirky; the site had relevance to residents. He hoped residents would be able to weigh 
in on the new proposal. Tonight Commissioners had made good suggestions. However, 
Commissioner Gaines thought those suggestions would not ultimately save this design 
for a building that could “go anywhere,” but did not have a place in Northville. He 
suggested the applicants start over and reflect the ordinance intent to put measures in 
place that new developments needed to be uniquely Northville, in terms of 
compatibility and contextuality.  Commissioner Gaines agreed that the uses and the 
density were appropriate, but the end result needed to be tied to the character of the 
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City. This design took the City backward. The site presented an opportunity to extend 
the downtown core to the north, in tandem with the other developments going on in 
the City. Thus far, the proposal was not compliant with the ordinance, particularly 
Section 10.05 subpars n. and o. 


• Commissioner Kirk agreed that this proposal was not ready for preliminary or final 
approval, as evidenced by the Planner offering no draft motions. From his experience on 
the Commission, and referencing a plan that had been approved elsewhere but had 
never been built, Commissioner Kirk knew a beautiful design could be brought to the 
Commission.  


• Commissioner Barry was concerned that mechanical penetrations would affect the 
elevations facing the street, negatively impacting the architecture. He also suggested 
the applicants look into split HVAC systems versus the self-contained single systems 
with big grilles. He asked that bathrooms be vented up and not out. He emphasized that 
the good news regarding this site is that it is a great piece of property; that was also the 
bad news, because expectations would be high for the project.  


• Commissioner DeBono referenced 501 Station Avenue, Haddon Heights NJ as an 
example of a corner mixed use building that incorporated elements the Commission was 
discussing. Additionally, he would email more local examples of 3-story mixed use 
buildings to Planner Elmiger for distribution. 


• Commissioner Barry emphasized that the applicants should focus on specific elements 
that tie the proposed building into what already exists in the City. 


• Chair Tinberg said that shifting the sidewalk and moving the building façade are critical 
components,  including the relocation of the street trees to a greenbelt between the 
curb and the relocated sidewalk. She could not support giving preliminary approval 
without having seen the revised design that incorporates these components. 
Additionally, because the scale of this building will easily overpower the smaller nearby 
neighbors, she had grave concerns about the compatibility of the architecture with the 
surrounding area. As was mentioned in the Carlisle Wortman report, this project is in 
close proximity to traditional residential areas and nearby residential buildings that have 
been repurposed for commercial uses. While this circumstance poses its own set of 
challenges, the proposed design seems very much “off the rack,” and appears as 
something that can be found in any Midwestern suburban strip mall. The project lacks 
the character detail and thoughtful design that Northville expects, and is incompatible 
with much of its surroundings. She agreed that the development to the south should not 
be the design standard for this project. She was hopeful the applicant will be willing to 
revisit the design of the façade so that it is more respectful of and compatible with the 
historic nature of the community in which it hopes to be located.  


 
Chair Tinberg suggested referring the application back to the applicant, to give them a 
chance to address the outstanding items identified in the Carlisle Wortman report, the 
most significant of which are the overall architectural design, and also building, 
sidewalk, and street tree locations.  


 
 Chair Tinberg asked for any final comments from the Commission. 


• Commissioner Hay emphasized the opportunity this site held. He reiterated that in 
terms of use and density, the applicant was “spot on.” He encouraged the applicant to 
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see this process as an opportunity to work with a community that is willing to work with 
them to get the best result possible. 


• Chair Tinberg agreed. She was concerned that someone who had owned the property 
since 2008 had so misjudged the character of Northville. She encouraged the applicant 
to take their time to study the community and what could be done with the site. 


• Commissioner Gaines cautioned the applicants from thinking they just needed to 
provide different elevations. This project needed to take many things into account, 
including the Randolph Drain and its influence on the site, the surrounding architecture, 
how parking is handled, the way pedestrians move about the site, etc. He again 
suggested the applicant start over completely. 


 
MOTION by DeBono, support by Hay, to refer the application for preliminary and final site 
plan approval for 340 N. Center Street back to the applicant, to address the issues in the 
December 28, 2023 Carlisle Wortman report and the ideas discussed during tonight’s 
meeting.  
 
Roll call vote: 
Barry  aye 
DeBono  aye 
Gaines  aye 
Hay   aye 
Kirk   aye 
Maise  aye 
Salliotte  aye 
Tinberg  aye 
 
Motion carried 8-0. 


 
9. OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 
  


A. Election of 2024 Officers 
 
MOTION by Hay, support by Salliotte, to nominate Donna Tinberg as Planning Commission 
Chair for 2024. 
 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 
 
MOTION by Kirk, support by Maise, to nominate Paul DeBono as Planning Commission 
Vice Chair for 2024. 
 
Motion discussion: 
Commissioner Gaines said while he could support Commissioner Debono, he would also 
support and nominate existing Vice Chair Steven Kirk. Commissioner Kirk declined the 
nomination. 
 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 
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10. ADJOURN – The next regularly scheduled meeting is January 16, 2024 
 


MOTION by Maise, support by Salliotte, to adjourn the meeting. 
 
Motion passed by voice vote. 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:58pm. 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire, Recording Secretary 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Northville Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sally M. Elmiger, AICP  


DATE: January 11, 2024 
 
RE: 456 E. Cady St. (Foundry Flask) – Tree Removal Permit for DTE Work 
 
Introduction 
The Planning Commission granted a one-year extension to December 21, 2023 for the Final Site Plan on 
this site.  However, before that date, the applicant was issued a Demolition Permit (which is a component 
of a Building Permit), which supersedes the time limits for a site plan.  The Demolition Permit expires in 
March, 2024.  So, theoretically, the previous Site Plan is still active until the Demolition Permit expires (if 
an extension is not issued). 
 
However, the applicant has decided to revise the project, and has attended a Pre-Application Meeting 
with the City to discuss the new project.  They have also submitted an application with the new building 
design to the Historic District Commission for their January 17, 2024 meeting.  Since the Demolition Permit 
is based on the previously-approved Site Plan that the applicant does not intend to build, demolition of 
the building and other significant demolition work cannot be done until the new project is approved. 
 
The applicant’s narrative also explains that they are working on plans that will illustrate the new project 
for approval from the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority and Planning Commission.   
 
Current Request 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Tree Permit to remove 18 trees in the vicinity of existing electric 
service to the building and on site.  For DTE to accomplish this work, these trees will need to be removed, 
and DTE has a window to perform their work in early March of 2024.  (Note that the applicant used a “Site 
Plan” application form for this request to clearly illustrate to the Planning Commission that the tree 
removal is associated with a site plan, and that they will be returning with a revised site plan in the near 
future for Commissioner review.) 
 
This request falls under the Tree Preservation Ordinance in the General Code (vs. Zoning Ordinance).  This 
ordinance defines major tree removal activities associated with site plans as a “major petition,” which 
requires Planning Commission approval.  The ordinance does not require site plan review at the same 
time as the proposed tree removal review, but the ordinance does require the plan to illustrate clearing 
limits and trees that will be removed and those retained. 
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An ALTA/NSPS Land Title Survey sheet (dated 3-11-21) has been submitted, showing the location of the 
proposed tree removal (identified with yellow highlights).  A Tree List sheet (dated 9-20-21) has also been 
provided, showing which trees across the entire site are to be retained, and which removed.  The removed 
trees that are part of this request are highlighted in yellow.  An Overall Plan sheet (C-1.0 dated 9-20-2023 
PRE-APPLICATION) has also been submitted, showing the current design and limit of disturbance of the 
new project that was discussed at the Pre-Application Meeting. 
 
Chris Nordstrom, CWA Landscape Architect, conducted a site visit on December 8, 2023 to evaluate the 
existing trees on site, and prepared the attached spreadsheet entitled “456 E Cady – Tree Removal 
Inventory List within DTE Work Zone.”  This listing indicates his determination of whether the trees 
proposed for removal were alive or dead, the size of each, and the mitigation required by the ordinance. 
 
We have evaluated the proposal using the review standards in the ordinance.  We have listed the 
standards below, and provided comments following each:  
 
1) The protection and conservation of irreplaceable natural resources from pollution, impairment or 


destruction is of paramount concern. The preservation of landmark/historic trees, forest, trees, 
similar woody vegetation and related natural resources shall have priority over development when 
there are other on-site location alternatives. 


 
CWA Comments:   
A. Regarding the quality of the tree resources proposed for removal, about half of the trees are 


volunteers that have come up in pavement cracks, or are remnants from landscaping installed in 
front of the building.  Also, the Elm, Spruce, and Ash will succumb to disease/pests at some point; 
they will most likely never reach significant size.  Box Elder and Locust trees are “pioneer species” 
which are relatively short-lived species that populate an area after disturbance, and will also not 
reach a significant size (compared to an oak or maple).  Therefore, we consider the trees slated for 
removal to be “replaceable.” 


 
B. The proposed tree removal of 18 trees is occurring over a small area of the site, and just in the 


vicinity of the existing overhead electrical lines.  The proposal will not remove any trees along a 
property line, maintaining the buffer between this site and the residence to the west.   


 
C. This last comment applies to the overall site, as well as the proposed limited tree removal.  


Implementation of this project (and therefore necessity for tree removal) will eliminate a 
significant pollutant source from the adjoining Rouge River.  The soil clean-up (and required 
clearing) will protect the river’s water quality from the impairments that this property has caused 
over the years.  We consider the remediation of this site, and necessary tree removal for this 
purpose, to be paramount to protecting irreplaceable natural resources from pollution.  The Rouge 
River is irreplaceable.  


 
2) The tree(s) and surrounding area shall be evaluated for the quality of the subject area by considering 


the following: 
a. Soil quality as it relates to potential tree disruption. 
b. Habitat quality. 
c. Tree species (including diversity of tree species). 
d. Tree size and density. 
e. Health and vigor of tree stand. 
f. Understory or juvenile tree species and quality. 
g. General character of surrounding vegetation. 
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h. Aesthetic qualities. 
I Buffering characteristics from noise, lights, etc. 
j. Other factors such as value of the trees as an environmental asset (i.e. cooling effect, reduction 


of erosion etc.) 
 


CWA Comments:  The soil and habitat quality of the trees proposed for removal is poor.  The soil 
is contaminated and requires remediation for re-use of the property.  The trees proposed for 
removal are either growing out of pavement cracks, are short-lived pioneer species, or are species 
susceptible to widespread disease (Spruce Blight or Dutch Elm Disease) or insects (Emerald Ash 
Borer).  And, as mentioned above, the current proposal to remove 18 trees will not occur on any 
property boundary, or reduce the buffer between this site and the residence to the west.) 
 


3) The removal or relocation of trees within the affected areas shall be limited to instances: 
a. Where necessary for the location of a structure or site improvement and when no reasonable 


or prudent alternative location for such structure or improvement can be had without causing 
undue hardship. If it is determined that no feasible or prudent alternative is available, an 
applicant will be responsible to secure a tree removal permit in addition to being responsible 
for tree replacement or mitigation. 


b. Where the tree is dead, diseased, injured and in danger of falling too close to proposed or 
existing structures, or interferes with existing utility service, interferes with safe vision 
clearances or conflicts with other ordinances or regulations. 


c. Where removal or relocation of the tree is consistent with good forestry practices or if it will 
enhance the health of remaining trees. 


 
CWA Comments:  The proposed tree removal is limited in scope to only those trees that are 
growing within close proximity to the overhead utility lines.  For DTE to relocate/remove these 
lines, the trees need to be removed.  And, as illustrated on the proposed site plan sheet (C-1.0, 
dated 9-20-23 PRE-APPLICATION), the proposed removal is within the limits of the proposed site 
improvements. 
 


In summary, we consider the proposal meets the criteria in the ordinance.  We recommend the Planning 
Commission approve the proposed tree removal. 
 
If the Planning Commission grants approval, the applicant will need to obtain a Tree Removal Permit from 
the Building Department.  As illustrated in the CWA site visit spreadsheet, removal of these trees will 
require planting 14, 2.5” caliper trees on site.  To obtain the Tree Removal Permit from the Building 
Department, the applicant will need to deposit $5,980.00 in escrow to guarantee the trees are planted on 
site.  If they are, then the escrow will be refunded (after  inspection).  If not replaced, the money will be 
transferred to the City’s Environmental Trust Fund for tree planting in other public areas  of the City. 
 


 
Cc:  George Lahanas, City Manager 
 Mike Smith, City Clerk 
 Brent Strong, Building Official 







Item # Tree Species Approx. DBH Condition Notes
Status 


(Alive/Dead) Inspection Notes DBH # of trees
Replacement 


value
4255 American Elm 8/10" 2 cluster A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4256 American Elm 6" 2 A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4257 Eastern Red Cedar (Yew) 7/7/7" 2 cluster D 0 0 -$             


4259 Eastern Red Cedar (Yew) 14" 2 D 0 0 -$             


4260 Eastern Red Cedar (Yew) 6/6" 2 cluster A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4261 Colorado Spruce 14" 2 dying-needle disease A 5 2 840.00$       


4262 Colorado Spruce 7" 1 dying-needle disease D 0 0 -$             


4263 Colorado Spruce 7" 1 dying-needle disease D 0 0 -$             


4264 Colorado Spruce 7" 1 dying-needle disease D 0 0 -$             
4265 American Elm 6" 1 D 0 0 -$             
4268 Box Elder 6/7" 1 cluster A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4269 Box Elder 11" 1 A 5 2 840.00$       
4274 Black Locust 8/10/10" 1 cluster A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4278 Black Locust 7/8" 1 cluster A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4279 Black Cherry 8" 1 A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4280 Black Cherry 8" 1 A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4281 Black Cherry 6" 1 A 2.5 1 430.00$       
4282 White Ash 6" 1 A 2.5 1 430.00$       


Mitigation: Required DBH 35
Required # of trees 14
Required dollar value 5,980.00$    


Required Mitigation
456 E Cady - Tree Removal Inventory List within DTE Work Zone


12/08/2023 Inspection Findings


Spruce blight was noted on all 
four trees. 4261 is still in 
relatively good condition, but 
would be expected to succumb 
to the disease within the next 
few years


Both trees are technically still 
alive but with only a few green 
branches.
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456 E. Cady St. 
Draft Motions 
 
Approval – DTE Tree Removal 
 
Based upon the information received from the applicant, and reflected in the minutes of this meeting, 
the Planning Commission finds that the proposal at 456 E. Cady St., dated December 2023, meets the 
required criteria for a Tree Removal Permit (Section 90-33) of the Tree Preservation Ordinance and 
approves the proposed tree removal as illustrated with yellow highlights on the submitted plans, with 
the following conditions:   
 
Conditions: 
 
A. The applicant obtains a Tree Removal Permit from the Building Department, after depositing 


$5,980.00 in escrow with the City to ensure 14, 2.5-inch caliper replacement trees are planted on 
the subject site; or if determined through the subsequent site plan review process that replanting on 
the site is not possible, transferring the escrow funds to the City’s Environmental Trust Fund for 
public purposes enumerated by the fund. 


 
-OR- 
 
 
Refer Back to the Applicant – DTE Tree Removal 
 
Move to refer the requested tree removal proposed at 456 E. Cady St., dated December 2023, back to 
the applicant, to allow the applicant time to address the following items: 
 
A. _________________________________________________________ 
 
B. _________________________________________________________ 
 
C. _________________________________________________________ 
 
-OR- 
 
 
Denial – DTE Tree Removal 
 
Based upon the information received from the applicant, and reflected in the minutes of this meeting, 
the Planning Commission finds that the proposal at 456 E. Cady St., dated December 2023, does not 
meet the required criteria for a Tree Removal Permit (Section 90-33) of the Tree Preservation Ordinance 
and denies the proposed tree removal as illustrated with yellow highlights on the submitted plans.     
 
This action is also based on the fact that the request is not in compliance with…  
 
A. _________________________________________________________ 
 
B. _________________________________________________________ 
 
C. _________________________________________________________ 
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