
Televised Live, Government Channel WTRY  (10 WideOpenWest and 17 Comcast) Replayed Wednesdays 3:00 pm, 6:00 pm and 11:00 pm 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING AGENDA 

  REGULAR MEETING 
 

Tom Krent, Chairman, David Lambert, Vice Chairman 
 Carlton Faison, Michael W. Hutson, Lakshmi Malalahalli, 

Marianna Perakis, Sadek Rahman, Jerry Rauch and John J. Tagle 
   
December 14, 2021 7:00 P.M. Council Chambers    

 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 26, 2021 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT  – For Items Not on the Agenda 

 
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW 

 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARING – PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP2021-0020) – 

Proposed Adler Cove (One Family Residential Cluster), South side of Long Lake, East of 
John R (Parcels 88-20-13-100-012, 88-20-13-100-014 and 88-20-13-100-025), Currently 
Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) Zoning District 

 
OTHER ITEMS 

 
6. CITY OF TROY MASTER PLAN – Summary of Neighborhood Node Walk & Talks  

7. MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS – Meeting Schedule for 2022 

8. PUBLIC COMMENTS – For Items on the Agenda 

9. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 

10.  ADJOURN 

 

 

NOTICE: People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting 
should contact the City Clerk by e-mail at clerk@troymi.gov or by calling (248) 524-3317 at least two 
working days in advance of the meeting.  An attempt will be made to make reasonable 
accommodations. 

 
 

248.524.3364 
planning@troymi.gov 

mailto:clerk@ci.troy.mi.us
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Chair Krent called the Regular meeting of the Troy City Planning Commission to order at 
7:01 p.m. on October 26, 2021, in the Council Chamber of the Troy City Hall. Chair Krent 
presented opening remarks relative to the role of the Planning Commission and 
procedure of tonight’s meeting. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
Present: 
Carlton M. Faison 
Michael W. Hutson 
Tom Krent 
David Lambert 
Lakshmi Malalahalli 
Marianna Perakis 
Sadek Rahman 
Jerry Rauch 
John J. Tagle 
 
Also Present: 
R. Brent Savidant, Community Development Director 
Ben Carlisle, Carlisle Wortman Associates 
Allan Motzny, Assistant City Attorney 
Kathy L. Czarnecki, Recording Secretary 
 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-10-074 
Moved by: Faison 
Support by: Rauch 
 
RESOLVED, To approve the Agenda as prepared. 
 
Yes: All present (9) 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-10-075 
Moved by: Lambert 
Support by: Tagle 
 
RESOLVED, To approve the minutes of the October 12, 2021, Regular meeting as 
submitted with one typographical error that has been corrected. 
 
Yes: All present (9) 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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4. PUBLIC COMMENT – For Items Not on the Agenda 
 
There was no one present who wished to speak. 
 

ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARING – ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT (File Number ZOTA 256) 

– Residential Uses in BB Zoning District 
 
Mr. Savidant said the intent of the proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment is to 
provide flexibility for developers when renovating existing multi-story buildings and 
constructing new multi-story buildings in the Big Beaver zoning district. He said the 
amendment would permit some residential use in appropriate locations on the first floor 
for sites located on Big Beaver and arterials, which presently residential uses are 
permitted only on upper floors. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
 
There was no one present to speak. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 
Ms. Perakis expressed opposition to the proposed text amendment. She said it is 
clearly a contradiction to the Master Plan, that she sees no unique circumstances that 
would warrant a rezoning, that we are not permitted to rezone property simply to make a 
more valuable use, and we are not permitted to rezone property to reassure a developer 
is able to maximize their profits. Ms. Perakis said she had hoped the developer who 
initiated the email message was present to address the Board. 
 
Mr. Rauch said he supports the proposed text amendment with a Special Use 
requirement. He does not think one solution fits all. Mr. Rauch asked what would 
happen to parking lots if residential is developed. He addressed office vacancy, 
walkability in downtown area and potential opportunity for developers. 
 
Mr. Savidant said it would be a simple change to the proposed text amendment to 
change the first floor lodging to a Special Use requirement. He said a Special Use 
application would add an additional layer to the application process and Special Use 
standards would apply. He said it could be a better step in direction for the developer. 
Mr. Savidant said approval of a Special Use by the Planning Commission would be 
subjective. 
 
There was discussion on: 
• Potential of residential development attracting more commercial development. 
• Viable walkability throughout City. 
• Existing buildings with residential on first floor; relationship to Big Beaver. 
• Consensus to revise amendment to require Special Use application. 
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Resolution # PC-2021-10-076 
 
Moved by: Lambert 
Support by: Hutson 
 
RESOLVED, To recommend that Chapter 39 of the Code of the City of Troy be 
amended to revise Table 5.04.C-1, Line 2 for Residential Lodging, to amend that “P” be 
changed to “S” for the items that are listed on the line and the footnote to be revised as 
well. 
 
Yes: All present (9) 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 
 
6. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW - (SP JPLN2021-019) – Proposed Motor City 

Church, East side of Livernois, North of Big Beaver (3668 Livernois), Section 22, 
Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District 
 
Mr. Tagle asked to recuse himself from this item because his architectural firm is 
involved in the project. 
 
(Mr. Tagle exited meeting at 7:25 p.m.) 
 
Mr. Carlisle gave a review of the Preliminary Site Plan application for Motor City Church. 
He identified the “dome” area and “school” area, noting the school would turn into the 
church. He identified the site and building changes proposed, noting there are no 
significant changes to the site and building arrangement. Mr. Carlisle addressed the 
proposed demolition of the “dome” church and Special Use that applies to the entire 
site. He said the landscaping is compliant apart from the required number of interior 
trees within the parking lot. He reported the applicant is asking the Planning 
Commission to consider a parking lot landscaping deviation. Mr. Carlisle recommended 
approval of the application with the condition to provide required bicycle parking. 
 
Discussion among Board and administration: 
• Proposed split of properties as relates to parking. 
• Condition approval on property split. 
• Current use of “dome” church. 
• Explanation of Special Use as relates to proposed and future development. 
• Condition approval on existing “dome” church does not function as church. 
• Height and width of Livernois elevation. 
 
Present were Rachel Pisani, representative of Motor City Church, and Project Architect 
Michele Sargeant of John Tagle Associates. 
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Ms. Pisani said the property was acquired from Zion Christian Church in October 2019. 
She gave a brief history of the Motor City Church since its launch on March 15, 2020. 
She addressed its online services through the pandemic, its involvement in community 
projects and its commitment to the community. Ms. Pisani said Motor City Church wants 
to update the building to make it more attractive and inviting. She addressed the use of 
the chapel, growth in congregation, offering of multiple services and parking sufficiency. 
Ms. Pisani said their intent is to sell the property to the north for future development. 
She said Motor City Church would open other campuses should the congregation grow 
beyond its current capacity to keep the small community church feel. Ms. Pisani 
addressed present uses of the buildings, the new playground and demolition of the 
“dome” church building. 
 
There was discussion on: 
• Ownership of property. 
• Size of congregation; growth potential. 
• Vision of property to north for future development. 
• Current and future uses of buildings. 
• Parking lot improvements. 
• Size of property; 22 acres total, 8 acres for proposed development. 
• Potential change of use in future; review by Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Carlisle explained how the underlining zoning and Special Use for a place of 
worship relates to the entire property, the proposed development before the Board and 
future development or redevelopment of the remaining property. 
 
Mr. Savidant stated the sanctuary area of the “dome” cannot be used as a church, but a 
classroom can be used as an ancillary use. 
 
Ms. Sargeant clarified Motor City Church is currently using the “dome” building until the 
proposed new building is built out. She gave dimensions of the proposed entry addition 
as 24 feet in height and an estimated 30 feet in width, and confirmed the rendering is a 
view from Livernois. Ms. Sargeant addressed landscaping of the existing parking lot. 
She said the intent is for a tree-lined entrance, a landscaped area in the front and in the 
center with sidewalks and walkways throughout an improved parking lot. 
 
After a lengthy discussion on landscaping the parking lot, there was consensus by the 
Planning Commission and the applicant to break up the parking lot into six islands and 
provide 12 additional trees within the parking lot. 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-10-077 
 
Moved by: Rauch 
Support by: Lambert 
 
RESOLVED, The Planning Commission recommends that Preliminary Site Plan 
Approval, pursuant to Article 8 of the Zoning Ordinance, as requested for the proposed 
Motor City Church, East side of Livernois, North of Big Beaver (3668 Livernois), Section 
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22, Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District, be GRANTED, subject to 
the following conditions: 
 
1. Provide two (2) bicycle racks. 
2. Six islands with 12 trees be provided in the parking lot. 
3. That the present use of the sanctuary be discontinued at the time of completion of 

the new building and the new building takes over that use as a sanctuary. 
 
Discussion on the motion on the floor. 
 
Mr. Lambert acknowledged that adding trees in the interior parking lot not only improves 
safety but also helps to dissipate heat from the asphalt. 
 
Vote on the motion on the floor. 
 
Yes: Faison, Hutson, Krent, Lambert, Malalahalli, Perakis, Rahman, Rauch 
(Tagle recused) 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 

(Mr. Tagle returned to meeting at 8:15 p.m.) 
 

7. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (JPLN 2021-0013) – Proposed Center Court at 
Butterfield 48-unit Townhome Development, North side of Butterfield, South of Big 
Beaver, West of Crooks (Parcels 88-20-29-226-021, -022, -023), Section 29, Currently 
Zoned MF (Multiple Family Residential) District 
 
Mr. Carlisle reviewed the changes to the Preliminary Site Plan application for Center 
Court at Butterfield since last reviewed by the Planning Commission at their October 12, 
2021 meeting. He indicated the changes relate to an overall net loss of four (4) units, a 
larger recreational area in the center of the site, an increase in recreation space and 
decrease in building coverage. Mr. Carlisle said the applicant added windows to both 
the side elevation and the front door entrance based on Planning Commission 
comments. He indicated no changes were made to the guest parking spaces initially 
addressed in his report. Mr. Carlisle said the application meets all requirements of the 
multiple family residential district and recommended approval with conditions to revise 
guest parking spaces and to address elevations and materials as directed by the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Discussion among Board and administration: 
• Pedestrian crosswalk at entrance; layout in angle and termination. 
• Non-symmetry of buildings to accommodate fire apparatus. 
• Open space / recreation space. 

o Definitions. 
o Interpretation / intent of Zoning Ordinance. 

• Various municipality calculations on open space, occupancy, price points. 
• Sidewalks; location, conflict with seating areas and material. 
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Mr. Carlisle read the definition of open space noting that sidewalks would be counted as 
open space. He said the proposed sidewalk/pathway constitutes recreation space but 
there is no definition of recreation space. 
 
Erion Nikolla of Eureka Building Company addressed reducing the units by four (4) to 
provide for more recreation space, a bigger playground and additional family activities. 
Mr. Nikolla indicated he is open to making a sidewalk track on the perimeter of the 
property and of a different material such as black tar or pavers. He said glass was 
added to the center door of the entrances and windows to the side elevations. 
 
There was discussion on: 
• Side elevations; prominence of windows. 
• Landscaping; push back landscaping in middle. 
• Location of sidewalks. 

o Jogging/walking path around property perimeter. 
o Material of path. 

• Guest parking. 
o No requirement to provide. 
o Elimination of some spaces to ease reversing out. 
o Adding landscaping along side of building. 

• Widening sidewalk to seven (7) feet. 
• Entrance doors; provide overhang for protection from inclement weather. 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-10-078 
 
Moved by: Lambert 
Support by: Faison 
 
RESOLVED, The Planning Commission recommends that Preliminary Site Plan 
approval, pursuant to Article 8 of the Zoning Ordinance, as requested for the proposed 
Center Court at Butterfield 48-unit Townhome Development, North side of Butterfield, 
South of Big Beaver, West of Crooks (Parcels 88-20-29-226-021, -022, -023), Section 
29, Currently Zoned MF (Multiple Family Residential) District, be GRANTED, subject to 
the following: 
 
1. Revise the guest parking spaces to reduce the number of spaces to allow landscape 

buffers between the vehicles and those guest parking spaces. 
2. Revise the perimeter walkway so that it would be extended out farther to avoid the 

seating areas around the corners of the site and to use enhanced concrete. 
3. Widen the sidewalk to seven (7) feet. 
4. Push back landscaping to expand the open space. 
5. Revise pedestrian crosswalk layout at the front of the building to make it more logical 

and safer. 
 
Yes: All present (9) 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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CONDITIONAL REZONING 
 
8. CONDITIONAL REZONING - (CR JPLN2021-001) – Proposed Pine View Condominiums, 

West side of Dequindre, North of Long Lake (88-20-12-476-070), Section 12, From NN 
(Neighborhood Node “J”) and EP (Environmental Protection) to NN (Neighborhood 
Node “J”) 
 
Chair Krent announced the applicant has requested to give a statement prior to the 
presentation of the application by staff. 
 
Applicant Gary Abitheira asked that Commissioner Rauch recuse himself from this item 
due to a conflict of interest. Mr. Abitheira acknowledged a letter from his attorney that 
Commissioner Rauch has entered into a lawsuit against developer Sam Stafa relating to 
a Neighborhood Node development near the home of Commissioner Rauch. Mr. 
Abitheira believes that Commissioner Rauch has a conflict of interest with all 
Neighborhood Node developments. 
 
Mr. Rauch said he does not understand how he could have a conflict of interest on the 
application before the Board this evening. He said the lawsuit to which the applicant is 
referring relates to potential flooding on his property as a result of a Neighborhood Node 
development near his home. 
 
Mr. Motzny referenced material he researched on conflicts of interest from the Troy 
Board and Committee Appointee Code of Ethics, State Law with regard to Public 
Officers, Planning Commission Bylaws, Parliamentary Procedure and the Michigan 
Planning Enabling Act. 
 
Mr. Motzny concluded that a Board member himself/herself must disclose a potential 
conflict of interest. If the member does not believe there is a conflict, the Board cannot 
compel that member not to vote. If the member discloses a potential conflict of interest, 
the remaining members can conduct a vote whether the member should be disqualified. 
 
Mr. Rauch said the lawsuit to which the applicant refers relates to the Neighborhood 
Node located at Crooks and Wattles and the potential flooding onto his property. Mr. 
Rauch said any decision on the application before the Commission this evening would 
have no impact on his property. He declared no conflict of interest on the application 
before the Board this evening. 
 
After a brief discussion, it was the consensus of the Board to move forward because 
there was no conflict of interest disclosed by Mr. Rauch. 
 
Mr. Savidant reported there are no changes to the Conditional Rezoning application 
since it was last reviewed by the Planning Commission at its August 24, 2021 meeting, 
with exception of clarification on the height of the 3-story building at 35 feet, 4 inches. 
Mr. Savidant reminded the Board of the two failed Resolutions with a 4-4 vote, one for 
approval and one for denial. He said the application and public hearing was scheduled 
at the September 27, 2021 City Council meeting but the applicant pulled the item prior 
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to City Council consideration and asked to come back to the Planning Commission for 
reconsideration. 
 
Mr. Tagle asked the Planning Consultant to give a brief review of the application 
because he was absent from the August meeting. 
 
Mr. Carlisle addressed the 40-foot wide strip of EP zoning and referenced the action 
taken by the Planning Commission at their November 19, 2020 meeting to postpose the 
item to allow the applicant to submit a conditional rezoning application to rezone the EP 
portion so it could be used for guest parking. 
 
Mr. Carlisle said the southern portion of the property is a by-right development. He 
noted of significant importance are the applicant’s voluntary conditions numbered 1, 4, 7 
and 8. Mr. Carlisle addressed the landscaping, required screening at the southern edge 
of the property, the engineering department pedestrian connection improvements, 
shared access to the site with Taco Bell, maximum height not to exceed 35 feet, and 
design and site plan standards. 
 
Mr. Carlisle referenced the failed Resolutions at the August 24, 2021 Planning 
Commission meeting and the applicant’s request to be considered again by Planning 
Commission. 
 
Mr. Carlisle recommended that the Planning Commission recommend to the City 
Council to grant the Conditional Rezoning and Preliminary Site Plan application with the 
conditions as identified in his most recent report dated October 19, 2021. He asked the 
Planning Commission to consider the applicant’s request to use a fence in lieu of the 
required landscape screening. 
 
There was discussion on: 
• Crash data provided in the agenda packet. 
• Anticipated traffic impact, as relates to office and residential. 
• Traffic backup mentioned during public comment. 

o No information to support. 
o Queuing for drive through resulting in backup; no issues reported to police. 

• Building orientation as relates to design standards. 
o Memorandum prepared and provided by Zoning Administrator relating to building 

orientation. 
o Role of Zoning Administrator to interpret the Zoning Ordinance. 
o Site Type B, Building Form C, permitted use. 

• Confirmation that application meets open space requirement (15%). 
• Master Plan survey results with respect to desirable residential. 
• Transition and compatibility of development. 
• Ownership of access (easement). 
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Mr. Abitheira addressed previous actions taken by Planning Commission on the shared 
entrance with Taco Bell. He addressed Taco Bell hours of operation, timing of 
accidents, curb cuts, queuing of drive-through traffic, housing that attracts young 
professionals and the initial request by a former Planning Commission member to 
eliminate the EP zoning district. Mr. Abitheira distributed to the Board a map/site plan of 
the Taco Bell property and his property in 2007, at which time the subject property was 
zoned O-1. He addressed ingress/egress of the properties and traffic. 
 
Mr. Savidant addressed his memorandum and interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
on building orientation. 
 
Chair Krent opened the floor for public comment. 
 
There was no one present who wished to speak. 
 
Chair Krent closed the floor for public comment. 
 
An email message from Laura and Mike Lipinski, 4233 Carson, Troy, in opposition of 
the proposed application was provided to the Board prior to the beginning of tonight’s 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Tagle brought it to the attention of the Board and audience that the Lipinski’s do not 
live near the proposed application and the development would have no impact on their 
property. 
 
Mr. Carlisle said clearly there is a disagreement with the interpretation of the Zoning 
Ordinance by the Zoning Administrator and him on the issue of building entrance 
frontage. He addressed transition, urban characteristics and compatibility on the subject 
site and its surrounding properties, noting it could be determined more urban than not. 
Mr. Carlisle said townhomes or lower-scaled density multi-family residential has been 
traditionally an appropriate transition buffer from single family to commercial, one story 
or multi-story commercial. 
 
Mr. Carlisle said the proposed use is an appropriate transitional use from adjacent 
single family and commercial that fronts on Dequindre and Long Lake. He said based 
on the intent of the Neighborhood Node, this Neighborhood Node might not be the 
vision the City wants to achieve there so it is difficult to compare with what is there now. 
The intent was for multi-family and other mixed use types of products. 
 
Mr. Carlisle said results from the Master Plan survey indicated residents do not want 
more townhomes but he would like to make it clear to the Planning Commission that 
townhomes are a permitted and by-right building form in this district; and the application 
meets the standards of a Neighborhood Node for a by-right development. He said 
discussion this evening is whether to conditionally rezone the EP part of the site plan to 
Neighborhood Node. He said if the applicant removed the EP request from the 
application and came in with a by-right development where there is no proposed 
development on the EP portion, the recommendation would be for approval because it 
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is a transitional land use and product supported by the Zoning Ordinance for that 
particular site. 
 
Mr. Rauch said he does not think townhomes in this instance are transitional versus 
single family. He says when the Planning Consultant states that a development is a by-
right development, it feels like he is being bullied to do whatever the recommendation is 
from the Planning Consultant. 
 
Mr. Savidant again addressed traffic data provided and the approval in 2006 of the 
relationship between the subject property and Taco Bell. He said office would be 
another transitional use and stated office would generate more traffic than multiple 
family residential. Mr. Savidant addressed the development rights of the property owner 
and said he does not think it is fair or proper to deny an application based on traffic or 
existing conditions that have been in place for the past 15 years. 
 
Mr. Savidant stated there is a wide range of different uses that are permitted by right in 
Neighborhood Nodes, including townhomes and other forms of residential, office and 
commercial. 
 
Mr. Abitheira requested to construct a 6-foot high decorative fence on the south side of 
the property in lieu of the required landscaping. He shared that the property is very tight 
and it would be somewhat of a challenge to landscape. 
 
Mr. Abitheira said he owns the cross access easement property at the Taco Bell 
entrance up to Dequindre Road and the title work process will verify that. 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-10-079 
 
Moved by: Tagle 
Support by: Faison 
 
RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City Council 
that the NN “J” and EP to NN “J” Conditional Rezoning request, as per Section 16.04 of 
the City of Troy Zoning Ordinance, located on the west side of Dequindre, north of Long 
Lake, within Section 12, being approximately 2.389 acres in size, be GRANTED, for the 
following reasons: 
 
1. The request complies with the Master Plan. 
2. The EP district does not include any significant natural features. 
3. The rezoning would permit greater flexibility in use and development of the property. 
4. The conditions offered by the applicant reasonably protect the adjacent properties. 
5. The rezoning would be compatible with surrounding zoning and land use. 
6. The site can be adequately served with municipal water and sewer. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission recommends the 
following site plan design considerations: 
 
1. Submit photometric plans and fixture details prior to Final approval. 
2. Address Engineering Department comments related to pedestrian connection prior 

to Final approval. 
3. Provide site landscaping calculation. 
4. Indicate siding material. 
5. Provide conditional rezoning agreement prior to City Council consideration. 
6. That the barrier on the south property line be a fence in lieu of landscaping. 
 
Yes: Faison, Hutson, Krent, Lambert, Malalahalli, Rahman, Tagle 
No: Perakis, Rauch 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
OTHER ITEMS 

 
9. PUBLIC COMMENTS – For Items on the Agenda 

 
There was no one present who wished to speak. 

 
10. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 

 
Mr. Tagle stated for the record in all his years on the Commission he has never felt 
bullied by the Planning Consultant, and he thought the comment inappropriate. 
 
Mr. Faison said the conversation about transition was interesting. He said he accepted 
both the applicant’s comments about the ranch being able to redevelop into something 
taller and Mr. Carlisle’s comments about the projects on the corner not necessarily 
being what the Board would like the node to be and what the node could be. He said he 
thinks it might be more appropriate to look at what could be there. 
 
Mr. Faison addressed the issue of the entrances on the street. He said he has read the 
language several times and the memorandum prepared by staff. He said he sees the 
logic of the approach taken in the interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance by the 
administration. Mr. Faison questioned if the matter should be discussed during a 
meeting or if each member individually should decide. 
 
Mr. Lambert informed the Board that at last evening’s meeting, City Council voted to 
name the park next to the skate park the Jeanne Stine Community Park. 
 
Ms. Perakis said she appreciated Mr. Faison’s comments on transition. Ms. Perakis 
shared favorable comments on the Citizens Planner course she is taking and looks 
forward to getting her certification in a week. 
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Mr. Rauch formally requested his communication on the Zoning Ordinance 
interpretation for primary building entrances in Neighborhood Nodes and the proposed 
text amendment be placed on an agenda for discussion. 
 
Mr. Rauch addressed his comment on bullying. He said it appears that if there are 
objections to an application, the members often hear from the staff or the consultant that 
the application is a by-right development. He wished that Ms. Dufrane were in 
attendance this evening to provide an explanation on the subjectivity of the Zoning 
Ordinance relating to transition, compatibility, open space and recreation space. He 
considers those items to be subjective. Mr. Rauch said some of the answers to 
questions have been along the lines that an application is allowed within the form based 
district and the Board should approve. He said it completely takes the subjectivity out of 
a determination. Mr. Rauch addressed changes in the density of residential 
developments within the last five years, noting the survey shows that residents are not 
happy. 
 
Ms. Malalahalli asked that the Board be provided a clear understanding of the open 
space requirements and how open space is defined. 
 
Chair Krent asked that the Board be advised of a better definition of recreation space. 
 
Mr. Savidant asked that there be a formal resolution to place Mr. Rauch’s 
communication on an agenda. Mr. Savidant said he does not think it is appropriate that 
the Zoning Administrator, which he serves as and as a representative of the City 
Manager, is put in a position to debate or defend an interpretation of the Zoning 
Ordinance. He said he is not sure if that was the intent of Mr. Rauch but that he 
hesitates to go down that path. Mr. Savidant asked to confer with the City Attorney prior 
to placing the item on an agenda for discussion. 
 
Chair Krent stated he never felt bullied by Mr. Carlisle, he appreciates Mr. Carlisle’s 
excellent perspective on the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan and that he conducts 
himself in a professional manner to get things done. Chair Krent addressed the 
upcoming Michigan Association of Planners Conference that again is a virtual event this 
year. He encouraged Board members to participate. 
 
Mr. Savidant said the beauty of remote sessions at the Michigan Association of 
Planners Conference is that one can view all the sessions offered. 
 
Mr. Rauch said he would hold off on a formal resolution so that the administration can 
confer with the City Attorney. 
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11. ADJOURN 
 
The Regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
        
Tom Krent, Chair 
 
 
 
 
       
Kathy L. Czarnecki, Recording Secretary 
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  PC 2021.12.14 
  Agenda Item # 5 
 

 
 
 
DATE: December 10, 2021 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING – PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP2021-

0020) – Proposed Adler Cove (One Family Residential Cluster), South side of 
Long Lake, East of John R (Parcels 88-20-13-100-012, 88-20-13-100-014 and 88-
20-13-100-025), Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) Zoning District 

 
The petitioner Mondrian Properties submitted the above referenced Preliminary Site Plan 
application for a 20-unit One Family Residential Cluster. The development proposes to preserve 
38% open space on the 10-acre parcel. The Planning Commission is responsible for providing a 
recommendation to City Council for this item.  
 
The attached report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. (CWA), the City’s Planning 
Consultant, summarizes the project. CWA prepared the report with input from various City 
departments including Planning, Engineering, Public Works and Fire. City Management supports 
the findings of fact contained in the report and the recommendations included therein. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps 
2. Report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. 
3. Anticipated Traffic Impacts, prepared by OHM, dated November 15, 2021 
4. Public comment 
5. Preliminary Site Plan Application 
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP2021-0020) 
– Proposed Adler Cove (One Family Residential Cluster), South side of Long Lake, East 
of John R (Parcels 88-20-13-100-012, 88-20-13-100-014 and 88-20-13-100-025), 
Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) Zoning District 
 
Resolution # PC-2021-12- 
Moved by:  
Support by:  
 
RESOLVED, The Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City Council that 
the proposed Adler Cove Site Condominium (One Family Residential Cluster), 20 
units/lots, South side of Long Lake, East of John R (Parcels 88-20-13-100-012, 88-20-
13-100-014 and 88-20-13-100-025), Section 13, approximately 10 acres in size, 
Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District, be approved for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. The cluster development better protects the sites natural resources than if the 
site were not developed as a cluster.   

2. The cluster development better protects the adjacent properties than if the site 
were not developed as a cluster.   

3. The cluster development is compatible with adjacent properties.  
4. The site can be adequately served with municipal water and sewer.  
5. The cluster development preserves 38% open space, to remain open space in 

perpetuity.  
 
Yes:   
Absent:  

 
MOTION CARRIED 
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Note: The information provided by this application has been compiled from recorded deeds, plats, tax
maps, surveys, and other public records and data. It is not a legally recorded map survey. Users of this

data are hereby notified that the source information represented should be consulted for verification.
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Date: November 2, 2021 
November 30, 2021 

 
 

Preliminary Site Condominium Cluster Review 

For 
City of Troy, Michigan 

 
 

 
Project Name: Alder Cove 
 
Plan Date: September 20, 2021 
 
Location: South of E. Long Lake, east of John R.   
 
Zoning: R-1C, One-family Residential District 
 
Action Requested: Preliminary Site Condominium Cluster Approval 
 
Required Information: Deficiencies noted. 
 
 
PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

 
We are in receipt of a preliminary site plan application for a twenty (20) unit detached single-
family condominium cluster development.  The twenty (20) new lots will be accessed from a 
new private road that is located off E. Long Lake Road.   The site is three parcels and is a total 
of 10.0 acres.  The site is vacant but encumbered with floodplain and tree cover.  The applicant 
has not identified any wetlands on site.  
 
The property is surrounded by R-1C on the north, east, south, and boarded by neighborhood 
node to the west.   The applicant proposes a cluster development.  The base density base 
under the R-1C, One-Family Residential as determined by the submission of a parallel plan is 
fifteen (15) units.   The applicant is seeking five (5) additional units above the parallel plan 
density by doing a cluster, providing 38% of the total site as open space.   
 
The applicant is proposing three housing option types which range in size from a 1,900 sq/ft 
ranch with second floor option to a 2,900 sq/ft colonial.   
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Figure 1. - Location and Aerial Image of Subject Site 

 
 

 
 
Size of Subject Property: 
The parcel is 10.0 acres 
 
Proposed Uses of Subject Parcel: 
Twenty (20) detached single family condominium cluster development. 
 
Current Use of Subject Property: 
The subject property is currently vacant   
 
Current Zoning: 
The property is currently zoned R-1C, One-family Residential District.  
 
 
 

 
   

Long Lake Road 

Jo
hn

 R
.  
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Surrounding Property Details: 
 

Direction Zoning Use 
North R-1C, One-family Residential District Single-family homes 
South R-1C, One-family Residential District Single-family homes / 

Larson Middle School  
East R-1C, One-family Residential District Single-family home / 

Larson Middle School  
West NN, Neighborhood Node  Commercial / Fire Station  

 
 
NATURAL FEATURES 

 
Topography: A topographic survey has been provided on sheet C-1.0.  The central and 

northern portion of the site is relatively flat, but there is significant 
grade change around the southern portion of the site in the floodplain.  

 
Wetlands:       The wetland delineation report found one wetland and one 

watercourse likely regulated by the Michigan Department of 
Environment, Great Lakes & Energy (EGLE).  The southern portion of the 
site is bounded by the Gibson Drain, which meets the states definition 
of a stream.  

  
 Wetland B is a scrub/shrub wetland approximately 0.2 acres in size 

located in the southeast corner of the site.  The delineation report finds 
that in the wetland expert’s opinion, Wetland B is regulated by the EGLE 
under Part 303 because it is within 500 feet of the Gibson Drain, which 
meets the definition of a regulated stream under Part 301.  However,  
final determination is made by EGLE.  

 
 The applicant appears to preserve most of the wetland but does appear 

to require some grading within areas at the exterior of the wetland.  The 
applicant should confirm impact upon wetland.  

 
Floodplain: The submitted topography survey shows the existing conditions of the 

onsite floodplain.    The applicant is proposing to modify the site based 
on a submitted letter to the FEMA for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 
to adjust the floodplain limits.  According to the applicant, when the 
Road Commission of Oakland County (RCOC) did improvements 
expanded the bridge and raised the road on Livernois, they did not 
submit for a LOMR for these improvements. The applicant notes that 
their submittal reflects the current conditions of the floodplain based 
on RCOC’s improvements.   The applicant is waiting on confirmation of 
a LOMR from FEMA.  
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Woodlands: A tree survey has been provided to inventory the natural features that 

exist onsite.   The survey identified a total of approximately 450 trees 
on site.  Many of the trees are either in poor condition, invasive, or not 
of high quality.  There is an especially high number of Cottonwoods.  The 
applicant has identified a total of 6 landmark trees and 27 woodland 
trees, preserving 2 and 9, respectively. Full replacement and 
preservation details are shown in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. – Woodland Protection Ordinance  

 
Replacement Details 

Protected Tree Inches Removed Replacement Required 
Landmark 82 inches 82 inches 
Woodland 149 inches 75 inches 
Preservation/Mitigation  Inches Preserved Credit 
Landmark 36 inches 72 inches 
Woodland 62 inches 124 inches 
  
Total 0 inches required for replacement.  The number of inches 

preserved and credited exceed the mitigation required.    
 
Items to be addressed: Confirm impact upon onsite wetland.  

Proposed Floodplain Line.  
Applicant Seeking Floodplain 
Map Amendment from FEMA  
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SITE ARRANGEMENT 
 
The proposed one-family cluster development consists of twenty (20) units.  All twenty (20) 
new lots will be accessed from a new private road off Long Lake Road. The proposed lots range 
between 6,900 sq. ft. and 13,697 sq. ft. 
 
The applicant has submitted a parallel plan to establish a base density and portray the visual 
difference between traditional site design versus a cluster development.   The cluster option 
is offered as an alternative to traditional residential development. The cluster option is 
intended to:  

1. Encourage the use of property in accordance with its natural character. 
2. Assure the permanent preservation of open space and other natural features. 
3. Provide recreational facilities and/or open space within a reasonable distance of all 

residents of the Cluster development. 
4. Allow innovation and greater flexibility in the design of residential developments. 
5. Facilitate the construction and maintenance of streets, utilities, and public services 

in a more economical and efficient manner. 
6. Ensure compatibility of design and use between neighboring property. 
7. Encourage a less sprawling form of development, thus preserving open space as 

undeveloped land. 
8. Allow for design innovation to provide flexibility for land development where the 

normal development approach would otherwise be unnecessarily restrictive or 
contrary to other City goals  

 
Items to be addressed: Planning Commission shall determine if requirements are met to qualify 
for cluster development options and if the additional number of units is commensurate with 
open space being preserved.    
 
AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS and REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY 

 
The intent of the cluster development provisions is to relax the typical R-1C district bulk 
requirements in order to encourage a less sprawling form of development that preserves open 
space and natural resources.  As set forth in 10.04.E the applicant is able to seek specific 
departures from the dimensional requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for yards and 
perimeter setback as a part of the approval process.    
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Table 1. – Bulk Requirements 

 
The applicant is showing decks on the rear of all properties.  As set forth in Section 7.08.B:  
 

An open, unenclosed, and uncovered porch, raised deck, or patio structure may project 
into a required rear yard for a distance not to exceed fifteen (15) feet, subject further 
to the requirement that the distance remaining between the encroaching facility and 
the rear lot line shall in no instance be less than twenty-five (25) feet. Porch, deck, patio, 
or terrace facilities encroaching into required front or rear yards shall not include fixed 

 Required/Allowed Provided Compliance 

Density 

Overall density shall not exceed 
the number of residential cluster 

units as developed under a 
conventional site condominium, 
unless a density bonus has been 

granted by City Council. 

Base Density = 15 
units 

+ Cluster bonus (38% 
bonus)   

= 20 units are allowed 
 

The applicant is 
seeking  
20 units. 

Complies.  
20 units are permitted with City 

Council approval. 

Perimeter 
Setback 

Equal to the rear yard setback 
requirement for the underlying 
zoning district of the property 

directly adjacent to each border =  
40 feet perimeter setback 

 
Decks for Units 11, 

13-18 encroach 
anywhere from 2 feet 
into 15-feet into the 
required perimeter 

setback 
 

  

Decks on units 14-18 encroach into 
perimeter setback 

Lot Size 10,500 sq. ft. 

Range in size from 
6,900 sq. ft. and 

13,697 sq. ft. 
 

Complies with approval of Cluster 
by City Council  

Front 
Setback 

(building) 
20 feet 25 feet Compiles 

Rear 
Setback 

(building) 
25-feet setback 25-feet minimum 

10-feet with deck 

Building envelopes comply. Decks 
encroach 15-feet into required rear 

yard.   Applicant seeking relief to 
have minimum rear yard less than 

25-feet due to deck.  
Side Setback 

(building) 7.5-feet setback 7.5-feet minimum Complies 

Open Space 
Requiremen

ts: 
Minimum 

Percentage 

20% 

Proposing to preserve 
3.8 acres of the 10.0 

acres, or 38%, for 
open space.  

Complies. Applicant must submit 
open space preservation covenant. 
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canopies, gazebos or permanent enclosures, and shall be at a grade no higher than that 
of the first or main floor of the building to which they are attached. 

 
The decks extend 15-feet from home and encroach 15-feet into the required 25-feet rear yard.    
Please note that provision 7.08.B was drafted for a conventional R 1 through R-5 lot that 
requires a 40-foot setback.  Hence for a typical R-lot, the 40-foot rear yard requirement would 
allow a 15-foot deck and still maintain at least a 25-foot rear yard setback.  However, due to 
the required additional perimeter setback required by the cluster provisions, the decks are 
further away from the northern property line via cluster than conventional layout.  See graphic 
below:  
 
Setbacks for non-cluster (underlying R-3 zoning) as compared to cluster development 
 

 
The City Council, based upon a recommendation from the Planning Commission, may waive 
the rear lot and perimeter setback provisions provided that the applicant has demonstrated 
innovative and creative site and building designs and solutions, which would otherwise be 
unfeasible or unlikely to be achieved absent this provision. The Planning Commission should 
consider the purpose and intent of the Cluster Development option in considering the setback 
deviations.    
 
Items to be addressed: Consider the deck encroachment into rear setback and perimeter buffer 
 
 

40’ 
25’ 

Deck 

Conventional R-3 layout, with decks 25-feet 
and house 40-feet from northern property 
line, 

House 

35’ 

Deck 

House 

Proposed cluster layout with decks 35-feet 
and house 50-feet from northern property 
line 

50’ 
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OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 

 
A requirement of the Cluster Option is to provide at least one (1) of the following open space 
benefits: 
 

a. Significant Natural Features. Preservation of significant natural features contained on 
the site, as long as it is in the best interest of the City to preserve the natural features 
that might be negatively impacted by conventional residential development. The 
determination of whether the site has significant natural features shall be made by the 
City Council, after review of a Natural Features Analysis, prepared by the applicant, 
that inventories these features; or  
 

b. Recreation Facilities. If the site lacks significant natural features, it can qualify with the 
provision of usable recreation facilities to which all residents of the development shall 
have reasonable access. Such recreation facilities include areas such as a neighborhood 
park, passive recreational facilities, soccer fields, ball fields, bike paths, or similar 
facilities that provide a feature of community-wide significance and enhance 
residential development. Recreational facilities that are less pervious than natural 
landscape shall not comprise more than fifty (50) percent of the open space. The 
determination of whether the site has significant natural features shall be made by the 
City Council after review of a Site Analysis Plan, prepared by the applicant, that 
inventories these features; or 

 
c. Preservation of Common Open Space or Creation of Natural Features. If the site lacks 

significant natural features, a proposed development may also qualify if the 
development will preserve common open space or create significant natural features 
such as wetlands. The determination of whether the site has significant natural 
features shall be made by the City Council after review of a Site Analysis Plan, prepared 
by the applicant, which inventories these features. 

 
The site is 10 acres, and the applicant is proposing to reserve 3.8 acres for common open 
space, or 38% of the total site.   Open space is provided along the floodplain, area in southern-
most portion of the site, and within an open space collar around the northern, western, and 
southern property line.  The open space collar ranges from 10-feet in depth along the 
southeastern portion of the site to 25-feet along the eastern property line and well over 100 
feet along the western property line.  As part of the review, the Planning Commission is to 
consider and make a recommendation to City Council if the layout and open space plan meets 
the intent and standards of the Cluster provision and has the applicant creatively designed the 
site to either preserve significant natural resources (trees, wetland, and floodplain) or provide 
quality open space. 
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Guarantee of Open Space and Tree Preservation:  
 
The applicant shall provide documentation to guarantee that all open space portions of the 
development will be preserved and maintained as approved and that all commitments for 
such preservation and maintenance are binding on successors and future owners of the 
subject property.  All such documents shall be subject to approval by the City Attorney. No 
structures (pools, sheds) or equipment (play structures, etc.) are permitted within the 
dedicated open space area.   
 
Items to be addressed:  Planning Commission is to consider and make a recommendation to 
City Council if the layout and open space plan, and/or natural features meet the intent of the 
Cluster provision and has the applicant creatively designed the site to either preserve 
significant natural resources (trees) or provide quality open space. 
 
SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 

 
Vehicular 
Access to the site will be from a single location off Long Lake Road. The development will be 
served by an internal twenty-eight (28) foot wide private road, located inside of a forty (40) 
foot roadway easement.   
 
Pedestrian  
The applicant proposes a five (5) foot wide concrete sidewalk along the perimeter of the 
private road.  The internal sidewalk will connect to existing sidewalk on Long Lake Road.  
 
Items to be Addressed:  City Engineer to review site access and circulation. 
 
STORMWATER 

 
Stormwater will be managed by a detention system.   
 
Items to be Addressed:  None. 
 
LANDSCAPING 

 
One-Family Cluster development landscaping requirements are regulated by Section 
13.02.F.2.   
 

Table 2. – Landscaping Requirements 
 

Frontage Required Provided Compliance 

Proposed Private 
Rd. 

One (1) deciduous tree for 
every 50 lineal feet. 

1,262/50 = 25.24 trees = 26 
trees 

26 trees Complies 
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Long Lake Road 
120-foot ROW 
(section 13.02 

F.2.c) 

One (1) large evergreen 
tree per ten (10) lineal feet. 
558 lf./10 lf = 56 evergreen 

trees 

56 proposed Complies  

 
Items to be Addressed:  None. 
 
ELEVATIONS AND FLOOR PLANS 

 
The applicant has submitted a three housing options ranging from 1,900 to 2,900 sq/ft.  The 
first is a ranch style house, with a second-floor option.  The other options are colonials.  
 
Materials were not indicted  
 
Items to be Addressed:  Indicate materials.  
 
CLUSTER STANDARDS 

 
As set forth in section 10.04.I, the applicant shall demonstrate that through the use of the 
Cluster option, the development will accomplish a sufficient number of the following 
objectives, as are reasonably applicable to the site, providing: 
a. Long-term protection and preservation of natural resources, natural features, and open 

space of a significant quantity and/or quality in need of protection or preservation, and 
which would otherwise be unfeasible or unlikely to be achieved absent these regulations. 

b. Innovative and creative site design through flexibility in the siting of dwellings and other 
development features that would otherwise be unfeasible or unlikely to be achieved 
absent these regulations. 

c. Appropriate buffer and/or land use transitions between the Cluster development and 
surrounding properties.  

d. A compatible mixture of open space, landscaped areas, and/or pedestrian amenities. 
e. Sustainable design features and techniques, such as green building, stormwater 

management best practices, and low impact design, which will promote and encourage 
energy conservation and sustainable development. 

f. A means for owning common open space and for protecting it from development in 
perpetuity. 

g. Any density bonus is commensurate with the benefit offered to achieve such bonus. 
h. The cluster development shall be adequately served by essential public facilities and 

services, such as: streets, pedestrian or bicycle facilities, police and fire protection, 
drainage systems, refuse disposal, water and sewage facilities, and schools. Such services 
shall be provided and accommodated without an unreasonable public burden. 

i. The architectural form, scale, and massing shall ensure buildings are in proportion and 
complementary to those of adjacent properties and the selected building materials are 
of high, durable quality. The garage shall not be the dominant feature of a residential 
building. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Planning Commission shall determine if requirements are met to qualify for cluster 
development option, if the required standards have been met, and if the additional number 
of units is commensurate with open space being preserved.    
 
Items to consider include:  
 

• Applicant is seeking following relief: 
o Decks encroaching 15-foot into the required 25-foot rear yard 
o Decks for units 14-18 encroach into the 40-foot perimeter setback 

• Indicate materials 

The Planning Commission may request that either the applicant address aforementioned 
items or make a recommendation for City Council consideration.    
 
 



 

memorandum 
 

 

Date: November 15, 2021 
 
 

To: Bill Huotari, PE  
From: Sara Merrill, PE, PTOE 

  
 

Re: Adler Cove – Cluster Development 
Anticipated Traffic Impacts  

 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an overview of anticipated traffic impacts resulting from Adler 
Cove, a proposed site condominium development consisting of 20 detached single-family homes. The 
development is located on the south side of Long Lake Road, east of John R Road. Access to the 
development is proposed via a private road, located directly across from Forest View Drive. In the immediate 
vicinity of the site, Long Lake Road is a 5-lane roadway, with two through lanes in each direction and a two-
way center turn lane.  
 
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, provides trip generation 
rates for numerous land uses, based on thousands of studies throughout the United States and Canada. This 
data can then be used to estimate the number of vehicle trips generated by a development. For residential 
housing, traffic impacts are usually most noticeable during the peak hour of adjacent street traffic – that is, 
during morning and evening “rush hour”, when traffic on the roads is most congested. In most areas, the 
morning (AM) peak is a one hour period that occurs between 7 am – 9 am, and the evening (PM) peak is a 
one hour period usually between 4 pm – 6 pm.   
 
The table below provides the calculated number of trips generated for the proposed Adler Cove development, 
based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual for Single-Family Detached Housing (ITE Land Use Code #210).   
 

Number of  
Dwelling Units 

Number of Site-Generated Trips 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

20 Units  5 14 19 14 8 22 119 119 238 

 
 
During the morning (AM) peak hour, the proposed Adler Cove development is expected to generate 19 new 
trips:  5 inbound (entering the site), and 14 outbound (exiting the site).  During the evening (PM) peak hour, the 
proposed site is expected to generate 22 new vehicle trips:  14 inbound (entering the site) trips, and 8 
outbound (exiting the site).  This pattern coincides with residents typically leaving in the morning for work, and 
returning home in the evening.  
 
The traffic generated by the proposed development is minimal, adding fewer than two dozen vehicle trips 
during the peak (“busiest”) hour.  The traffic impact of this site on the adjacent road network is negligible and 
would be imperceptible to the majority of road users.  
 
As a point of comparison, traffic counts taken in 2018 (prior to the pandemic and I-75 construction) on Long 
Lake Road (between John R Road and Dequindre Road) indicate this segment carries approximately 22,000 
vehicles per day, and over 2,100 vehicles during the PM peak hour. Traffic volumes in the area are generally 
close to but have not fully returned to pre-pandemic levels.   
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Amongst typical weekdays, traffic volumes during the peak hours alone often vary by 10%+ from one day to 
the next. These day-to-day fluctuations result in peak hour traffic volumes that vary by upwards of several 
hundred vehicles. The proposed Adler Cove subdivision is expected to generate less than 25 new vehicle trips 
during the peak hour. 
 
With the presence of the Larson Middle School nearby, this immediate area experiences a brief spike in traffic 
volumes around the arrival and dismissal bell times for the nearby Larson Middle School. This concentrated 
traffic pattern is typical for schools, and often results in some congestion and backups at the beginning and 
end of the school day.  The arrival time for the school overlaps the a.m. commuter peak, while the school 
dismissal usually occurs prior to the p.m. commuter peak. During these school transition times, there would be 
fewer gaps in traffic, resulting in increased delay for vehicles exiting the Adler Cove development to Long Lake 
Road.  
 
 
 



CAUTION: This email did not originate from within the City of Troy. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Kimberly Ethridge
To: Brent Savidant; Planning
Subject: Comments on the proposed Adler Cove Development
Date: Thursday, December 9, 2021 12:59:23 PM

Hello, I am a resident of the Mount Vernon Subdivision in Troy, which neighbors the
proposed Adler Cove one-family development planned for the South Side of East Long Lake
Road, East of John R Road.  I have reviewed the proposal and project narrative that was
provided to me by Mondrian Properties.  I advocate for the R-1C Single Family Cluster
Zoning Option to be utilized at Adler Cove.  The cluster option allows for a more compact
neighborhood, with reasonably-sized homes that are similar in size to the homes in the Mt.
Vernon Sub.  More importantly, the cluster option would preserve over half of the natural
habitat that is present on this property, valuable wildlife habitat in our neighborhood.   This
wooded 10-acres abuts the Gibson-Renshaw (G-R) Drain.  The small amount of habitat
surrounding this and other natural drains, are important wildlife travel corridors.  It is
important to keep native habitat along a contiguous corridor for wildlife to traverse it, to stay
off the streets, to not get hit by cars.  We enjoy our wildlife, I just say an 8 point buck in this
woods a few days ago!  If we lose their corridors for travel we lose the wildlife, even birds. 
Keeping at least some of this contiguous wildlife corridor along the drain, appears to be
considered in the cluster home design that is proposed.  The traditional single-residential
option would be a bad alternative, wiping out all of the wildlife corridor along the G-R Drain. 
 
The Cluster option also keeps substantial trees, shrubs, native soil and soil cover that will help
with surface rainwater retention.  Native soils and vegetation prevent runoff from new homes'
roofs, yards, driveways.  Fill sand brought in to replace native 'percolating' soils, often
drastically increases soil erosion and runoff into waterways like the G-R Drain.  Although
there is a retention basin in the design, and explained to me that stormwater will be diverted
into the stormwater system and not a direct discharge to the drain, that inevitably is released
back into the G-R Drain, or other Drains in the Clinton River Watershed.  I am concerned
about the drastic increase in stormwater rushing through the drain this last year, an effect of
the allowed increased development as a whole in this area (and climate change affecting our
precipitation levels).  Behind my home on Terova Dr., the drain has reached concerning levels
this year, more than any of the last ten years I've lived here. Stormwater upwelling of this size,
have made it a mess along the drain banks once they subside.  Since July 2021, I've observed
small white foam bubbles floating down the drain, daily.  The bubbles are indicative of some
kind of surfactant getting into stormwater.  It is collecting in pools of white foam right at the
three large stormwater discharge pipes under the southeast corner of Long Lake & John R. 
Surface water sample results from the drain, behind my home, had no detections of PFAS
chemicals luckily.  The more runoff is going to increase the load on this Drain which causes a
mess downstream, more foam, etc.  Even with the proposed stormwater retention basin and
diverting the new homes' runoff, stormwater all eventually gets into waterways in an open
drain system.  No one wants surfactant bubbles floating down the creek, but non-degrading
substances like this are the reality now, sadly.  My point in this observation, is that the
increased stormwater loads on our stormwater system need to be managed appropriately by
everyone to prevent pollution from getting worse, regionally.  To that effect, state and local
stormwater discharge, soil erosion and floodplain/wetlands laws should be complied with
when building Adler Cove.  Any direct discharge into the drain during construction should be
prevented: excavated sediments & soils, oils, petroleum products, should all be managed

mailto:kdethridge3269@yahoo.com
mailto:SavidantB@troymi.gov
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responsibly being so close to the G-R Drain.  
Even if Mondrian Properties itself will not reside in the new homes, the construction they
propose, makes them our neighbor.  
The development will be a direct neighbor to Larson Middle School.  The cluster option that
allows some natural area to remain, provides a buffer for LMS, which is safer and fosters
LMS's science, ecologic, and environmental education to continue.  That is important because
LMS uses the woods and G-R Drain as learning tools by walking the trails and even outside
gym class, to foster the 'get outside' lifestyle which we all greatly need.  Adler Cove's
traditional residential plan has houses surrounding LMS, then a big stormwater retention next
to the west side of the school.  That seems unrealistic, and unsafe for students that go outside
for recess and gym and science class, to construct homes and utilities along that small strip of
woods that close to LMS.  The Cluster option proposes to leave it alone, I also support leaving
the small strip of the property's southern woods alone.  I think this is the most important
reason to consider the Cluster Zoning option here. 
Increased traffic, especially truck traffic during construction, should be taken into
consideration and safely managed.  This is an already  congested area during the school year,
near Athens HS and adjoining Larson MS;  Care should be made to notify the school, so they
may notify parents, if construction is planned during the school year, to prevent loaded trucks
coming and going, before 7:30 am.  During summer construction:  The kids in our
neighborhood use the wooded trail that will be destroyed, they walk it and ride their bikes or
walk on it, to 7-11.  To ensure no one inadvertently enter the construction zone, signage,
caution tape and the like should be utilized so they know the trail isn't to be used by them
anymore.  So, this development is impacting wildlife corridor and the kids' Slurpee corridor,
haha. 
I have walked this path myself for many years, thinking it was school property not private.
Our community spread wood chips on the muddy portion of this path as a community project
to keep it less messy for kids and bikes.   It is part of the natural features that make Troy
distinctive, why residents and government was compelled to adopt a local Woodland
Ordinance into the city's code.  I am sad to see this wooded area go, but I understand it is the
property owner's right to build, in compliance with Troy's Woodland Ordinance and other
state and local laws. I am grateful Mondrian Properties seems to understand, our community
uses this wooded area, and is attempting to preserve some of it.   I am hopeful that the clearing
of land and trees, and development of infrastructure to support the homes, then the homes
themselves, are done in a fashion that preserves the natural health of the nature around it, and
is protective of human health and the environmental as a whole.  Thank you for your
consideration of all these issues going forward, and good luck,
Kim Ethridge, Terova Drive, Troy Mi 48085



CAUTION: This email did not originate from within the City of Troy. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Julia E Rodriguez
To: Planning
Subject: Mondrian Properties on the south side of Long Lake Road east of John R
Date: Thursday, December 9, 2021 3:53:38 PM

Dear Planning Commission,

I would like to submit comment regarding the proposed Mondrian Properties 
development on the south side of Long Lake Road east of John R. I would like to 
Commission to consider the lack of green space in Troy and overdevelopment that 
will soon impact our quality of life. While the property owners may be developing 
within the present zoning code the commission has the ability to listen to residents 
and require more green space be preserved. The latest city survey strongly 
demonstrated that residents want more green space and this parcel is especially 
important being along the Clinton River Watershed. I hope you will consider residents 
wishes for a green more nature friendly Troy when evaluating the plans for this 
development.

Thank you,
Julia Rodriguez
5941 Endicott Dr
Troy, 48085

mailto:juliarodmichigan@gmail.com
mailto:planning@troymi.gov


From: lena anaie
To: Planning
Subject: New sub
Date: Thursday, December 9, 2021 7:22:55 PM

CAUTION: This email did not originate from within the City of Troy. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern,

My children currently attend Larson middle school and what I love about it is the long drive with trees surrounding
the school. It makes the school feel homey and safe and it would be a shame to put giant houses do take away from
the scenic grounds, I propose no on building giant houses that will affect wildlife and the scenic grounds.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:lenay419@yahoo.com
mailto:planning@troymi.gov


From: Kimberly Culbert
To: Planning
Subject: New development by Mondrian Properties
Date: Thursday, December 9, 2021 6:49:08 PM

CAUTION: This email did not originate from within the City of Troy. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

>
> Dear Planning Commission,
>
> I don’t believe we need so many new development.  One of the reasons people are attracted to living in Troy is
that there are still many undeveloped areas!! The wooded areas are so important to our community!!
>
> If you won’t listen to what people truly want please make them plant 2 trees for every single tree they cut down. 
Make sure they are mature trees not tiny little one, please!!
>
> Thank you for taking the time to read my email!!
>
> Sincerely,
>
>
> Kimberly Baker
> Troy, MI 48085
>
>

mailto:kaismilesbaker@gmail.com
mailto:planning@troymi.gov
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October 4, 2021 
UPDATE:  November 9, 2021 

 
 
 

Project Applicant / Developer: 
 

Mondrian Properties 
 

50215 Schoenherr Road 
Shelby Township, MI 48315 

 
Attn: Joseph Maniaci 

586-726-7350 
jmaniaci@mondrianproperties, com 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Development Team Consultants: 
 

Civil Engineer: 
 

PEA Group 
John Thompson, PE 

2430 Rochester Court 
Troy, MI 48083 
844-813-2949 

 
 

Site Planning: 
 

J Eppink Partners, Inc. 
Jim Eppink, RLA 

9336 Sashabaw Road 
Clarkston, MI 48348 

248-922-0789 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site Data: 
 

Parcel Size: 
10 acres 

 
Location: 

South side of E. Long Lake,  
easy of John R Road within  

the City of Troy, MI 
 

Existing Zoning: 
R-1C One Family Residential 

 
Proposed Zoning:   

R-1C One Family Residential 
using the Cluster Option 

 
Proposed Uses: 

20 single family residential 
homes 

 

Project Narrative 
 
 
Adler Cove    
A Proposed Single-Family Residential Neighborhood 
City of Troy, Michigan 
 
The Adler Cove Site Plan Submission Package was updated in response to the 
Carlisle Wortman Associates review letter dated September 20, 2021 
 
Project Vision: 
 
Adler Cove is a proposed single family residential neighborhood to be 
constructed in the City of Troy. The 10-acre site is currently undeveloped and is 
located on the south side of E. Long Lake Road, east of John R Road. Twenty 
single-family homes with nearly 60% open space will have direct access to ‘Adler 
Court’, a proposed private street that will have its connection to E. Long Lake 
Road.  
 
 

 
The 10-acre Adler Cove site is located on the south side of E. Long Lake Road just east of John R 
Road. The property abuts Commercial / Neighborhood Node zoning to the west, R-1C residential to 
the east, and the Larson Middle School to the southeast. 
 
The Adler Cove property is comprised of three adjacent parcels which were 
assembled to form the 10-acre subject property. The parcel is wooded and 
because of its adjacency to the Gibson-Renshaw Drain and associated floodway, 
the property is located within a ‘Flood Hazard Area’ (See Sheet P-1.0 within the 
attached Preliminary Site Plan Submission package for additional information).  
 
 
Existing R-1C Zoning & Permitted Development Patterns: 
 
The subject property is currently zoned R-1C One-Family Residential, which, 
according to the City’s Zoning Ordinance, permits single family residential homes 
to be built on the site providing the meet the following standards:   



Adler Cove Project Narrative 
October 4, 2021 | November 9, 2021 Update 

2 
 

R1-C – Lot Size per dwelling unit (when public sewer is available): 
 Lot Area: 10,500sf 
 Lot Width: 85’ 
 Lot Frontage: 85’ 
 Max Height: 30’ / 2.5 stories 
 Front Setback: 30’ 
 Side Setback: 10’ / 20’ total 
 Rear Setback: 40’ 
 Open Space: 0% required 

    
A ‘parallel site plan’ or ‘by-zoning rights’ plan was developed using the ordinance standards (see Sheet P-2.1 
within the attached Preliminary Site Plan Submission package). The parallel site plan provides 16 single family 
lots all with access to E. Long Lake Road via a new public road.  Each lot meets the minimum ordinance 
standards and could accommodate a 5,000-sf single family home.  The parallel plan provides a detention basin at 
the southern end of the site, however, does not provide any additional community open space or preservation 
areas within the development.   
 

 
A conventional R-1C sub-division development pattern would provide only large-lot parcels and homes, as well as unnecessarily ‘privatize’ all 
natural areas within the development into the individual lots, leaving no community open space or ability to protect and set aside the natural 
features.  Because the of the desire to provide smaller homes and preserve significant open space within the development, alternate zoning 
vehicles within the Zoning Ordinance were evaluated.   
 
As noted, this property has significant natural features including densely wooded areas, floodways, and floodplain 
areas.  A conventional R-1C single family development, designed according to the zoning ordinance would in-
essence ‘privatize’ those features by incorporating them within the lot areas of the individual R-1C home sites.  In 
so doing there would be limited means to prevent future homeowners from removing trees or altering the 
topography or native landscape if it was located within their lots.  This predicably would have detrimental impacts 
on the natural features of the site over time.  Because of the limited ability to protect the natural features of the 
site and the very large homes sizes that result from the use of the R-1C zoning, Mondrian Properties examined 
alternative zoning and development opportunities for the site to better align with the development objectives.   
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R-1C One-Family Cluster Option: 
 
Section 10.04 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance permits One-Family Cluster Option developments within parcels 
currently zoned R-1C as an alternative to conventional residential development as a means to:   

1. Encourage the use of property in accordance with its natural character 
2. Assure the permanent preservation of open space and other natural features 
3. Provide recreation and/or open space within a reasonable distance of all residents in the Cluster 

development 
4. Allow greater flexibility in the design of the neighborhood 
5. Facilitate the construction and maintenance of infrastructure in a more efficient manner 
6. Ensure compatibility of design and use between neighboring property 
7. Encourage a less sprawling form of development and ability to preserve open space 
8. Allow for innovative design to align with City goals 

 
Using the Cluster Option standards, Mondrian Properties developed site plan alternatives that sought to maximize 
and protect the open space preservation on the property as well as provide home sites that would accommodate 
smaller and various size homes compared to those that may typically be built in the large-lot R-1C conventional 
developments.  To that end, we have developed Adler Cove, a premier single family residential neighborhood that 
will preserve 38% of the site as dedicated open space and existing trails, and cluster twenty homes within the 
center of the walkable community.  In total, only 4.73 acres of the site will be developed, and 5.27 acres will 
remain undeveloped.  (See the data table on Sheet P-2.0 for proposed site and development data) 
 

 
The R-1C Single Family Cluster Zoning Option enables the ability to develop a compact neighborhood with 38% dedicated open space and a 
total of 5.27 acres of undeveloped land on the 10-acre site resulting in nearly 60% of the site being common area open space.  The 
walkable community will provide 20 homes of various size, adding additional housing choices to the vibrant Troy market.   
 
Using the R-1C Cluster Option standards outlined within the Zoning Ordinance, the minimum lots size within Adler 
Cove will be 6,900 sf (60’x115’) with the average lot size of 8,341 sf.  A 40’ wide private road easement will be 
constructed with sidewalks located on each side of the private road as well as along the E. Long Lake frontage 
and a walking connection to the Larson Middle School.    
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The homes within Adler Cove will vary in size to appeal to a range of choices within the Troy housing market.  
There will be three homes styles beginning with a 1,990-sf ranch home with a ground floor owner’s suite with 
options for additional bedrooms on an optional second-floor. All Cluster Option Zoning Ordinance dimensional 
and area standards, including perimeter setbacks, open space, and lot areas have been achieved or exceeded on 
the attached proposed site plan.  Additionally, Cluster Option Calculations can be found of Sheet P-2.0 which 
provide the information needed to substantiate the total proposed density (20 units) based on the conventional 
plan’s number of units allowed plus the 20% open space bonus as well as the additional 10% additional open 
space allowance which results in the permitted 20-unit density.   
 

 
Adler Cove, using the R-1C Single Family Cluster Option will provide a high-quality compact neighborhood of 20 homes while preserving 38% 
of the site as dedicated open space and a total of 5.27-acres of the site and non-developed area.  The proposed Family Cluster Option plan 
will protect the important natural features of the site and maintain the existing community trail system. 
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A side-by-side comparison of the Conventional R1-C site plan and development pattern (on the left) and the proposed Adler Cove Single 
Family Cluster Option site plan and development pattern (on the right) demonstrates the ability to preserve and protect nearly 60% of the site 
as open space and common area while still providing a compact walkable neighborhood with several housing styles and sizes when the 
Single-Family Cluster Option is used.  Using the less preferred Conventional R1-C zoning guidelines would result in a monolithic, standard 
large home subdivision with no common area open space or natural features preservation.   
 
 
Standards for Review: 
 
The Zoning Ordinance outlines standards from which the Planning Commission should review a Cluster Option 
Development, and may, based on its review, make a recommendation to the City Council.  The proposed Adler 
Cove development will create a beautiful neighborhood within the City of Troy and will provide several of housing 
options while preserving a substantial portion of the site as permanent open space.  We believe that the proposed 
development meets the standards of review in the following ways:  

a. Adler Cove provides long-term protection and preservation of the property’s natural resources, natural 
features, and open space through the preservation of 38% dedicated open space and a total of 5.27-
acres of undeveloped areas within the site.  This amount of open space and neighborhood character 
would not be possible if developed under conventional R-1C zoning. 

b. Adler Cove incorporates innovative site design and flexibility in the placement and clustering of homes 
within the site.  This innovative clustered design approach allowed the home sites to remain out of the 
floodway and enabled the ability to preserve quality natural features. 

c. Adler Cove provides appropriate buffers to the E. Long Lake frontage as well as to the adjacent single-
family home to the east as outlined within the Zoning Ordinance.   
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d. Adler Cover takes advantage of its proximity to Larson Middle School by providing walking trails to the 
school to maximize neighborhood connections and walkability.  Additionally, sidewalks are provided 
throughout the neighborhood and along the E. Long Lake frontage.   

e. Stormwater features and other site design elements we’re designed to minimize their impact on the site, 
integrate with the natural systems of the local area, and provide long-term sustainability of this floodway 
system. 

f. Adler Cove homeowner’s associate will ultimately own the dedicated open space and will have systems in 
place within the Master Deed and Bylaws that ensure its long-term viability. 

g. Adler Cove seeks a density bonus of four units, as permitted by the Zoning Ordinance, in exchange for 
the significant open space (nearly 60% of the site), diverse housing types, and neighborhood character 
provided by the development. 

h. Adler Cove will be served by existing essential public facilities, services, and infrastructure and will not put 
an undue burden on those systems. 

i. Adler Cove will provide a range of housing types and sizes that are appropriate for the Cluster Option lots 
sizes including home sizes beginning at 1,990 sf. 

 
 
We are proud of the innovative design solutions we are submitting and excited to bring the character, quality, and 
benefits of the Adler Cove neighborhood to the City of Troy.  The attached Preliminary Site Plan Submission 
document set provides the information required by the city and outlines the technical details of the development.  
We appreciate the opportunity to have the project reviewed by the City Planning Department and related 
professionals and look forward to being placed on the next available Planning Commission agenda to review the 
merits of the project.   
 
Our entire team is available to provide any additional information as requested.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joe Maniaci 
Mondrain Properties 
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September 10, 2018 
  
Mr. Joseph Maniaci 
Mondrian Properties 
50215 Schoenherr Road  
Shelby Township, MI 48315 
 
RE:  Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Assessment 
 2112, 2124, & 2152 Long Lake Road 

City of Troy, Oakland County, Michigan 
 ASTI File No. 10809 
 
Dear Mr. Maniaci: 
 
A site investigation was completed on September 5, 2018 by ASTI Environmental (ASTI) 
to delineate wetland boundaries on three parcels with the addresses of 2112, 2124, and 
2152 Long Lake Road located east of John R Road and west of Dequindre Road within 
the City of Troy, Oakland County, Michigan (Property).  One wetland and one 
watercourse likely regulated by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
were found on the Property (Figure 1 – Approximate Wetland Boundaries).   
 
SUPPORTING DATA  
The United States Geological Survey (USGS) Warren, Michigan 7.5’ Quadrangle Map, 
the USDA Web Soil Survey (WSS), the National Wetland Inventory Map (NWI), the DEQ 
Wetlands Map Viewer web site, and digital aerial photographs were all used to support 
the wetland delineation and subsequent regulatory status determination.  No reviewed 
data indicated the presence of wetlands on the Property.  All reviewed data indicated the 
Gibson Drain along the western portion of the Property      
 
The WSS indicates the Property is comprised of the soil complexes of Brookston and 
Colwood loams, Sebewa loam (disintegration moraine, 0-2% slopes), Cohoctah fine 
sandy loam, and Selfridge loamy sand (0-3% slopes).  Colwood loams, Sebewa loam 
(disintegration moraine, 0-2% slopes), and Cohoctah fine sandy loam are on the list 
Hydric Soils of Michigan.  
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FINDINGS 
ASTI investigated the Property for the presence of lakes, ponds, wetlands, and 
watercourses.  This work is based on MCL 324 Part 301, Inland Lakes and Streams and 
Part 303, Wetlands Protection.  The delineation protocol used by ASTI for this delineation 
is based on the US Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetland Delineation Manual, 1987, the 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineer Wetland Delineation Manual: 
Northcentral/Northeast Region, and related guidance/documents, as appropriate.  
Wetland vegetation, hydrology, and soils were used to locate the wetland boundaries.  
 
One wetland and one watercourse were found on the Property. 
 
Watercourse A/Gibson Drain   
The Gibson Drain was observed in the western portion of the Property.  This watercourse 
exhibited defined channel bed and banks and was flowing on the day of the site 
inspection; therefore it meets the definition of a stream under Part 301. 
 
Wetland B 
Wetland B is a scrub/shrub wetland approximately 0.2 acres in size on the Property 
located in the eastern portion of the Property (see Figure 1).  Vegetation within Wetland 
B was dominated by gray dogwood (Cornus racemosa), green ash saplings (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica), and glossy buckthorn (Frangula alnus).  Soils within Wetland B were 
comprised of fine sandy loams and are considered hydric because the criteria for a sandy 
redox matrix was met.  Indicators of wetland hydrology observed within Wetland B 
included sparsely vegetated concave surfaces and soil cracks. 
 
Vegetation observed within the upland adjacent to Wetland B was dominated by 
southern crab apple (Malus angustifolia), honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica), gray dogwood, 
prickly ash (Zanthoxylem americanum), and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora).  Soils in the 
adjacent upland were comprised of sandy loams that did not exhibit hydric soil 
characteristics.  No indicators of wetland hydrology were observed.     
 
It is ASTI's opinion that Wetland B is regulated by the DEQ under Part 303 because it is 
within 500 feet of the Gibson Drain, which meets the definition of a regulated stream 
under Part 301.   
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Wetland Flagging 
Wetland boundaries were marked in the field with day-glo pink and black striped flagging 
and numbered as follows: 
 
Watercourse A/Gibson Drain = A-1 through A-11 
 
Wetland B = B-1 through B-16 
 
A professional survey should be conducted to determine the exact location of the wetland 
flagging on the Property. 
 
SUMMARY 
Based upon the data, criteria, and evidence noted above, it is ASTI’s professional 
opinion the Property includes one watercourse (Gibson Drain) and one wetland (Wetland 
B) regulated by the DEQ.  However, the DEQ has the final authority on the extent of 
regulated wetlands, lakes, and streams in the State of Michigan.    
 
Attached are Figure 1, which shows the approximate locations of flagging on the 
Property, and a completed US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Wetland Data Form.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project.  Please let us know if we can 
be of any further assistance in moving your project forward. 
 
 
Cordially, 
 
 
ASTI ENVIRONMENTAL  
 
 
 
 
    
Kyle Hottinger     Dana R. Knox 
Wetland Ecologist     Wetland Ecologist 
 Professional Wetland Scientist #2927  Professional Wetland Scientist #213 
 
 
 
Attachments:  Figure 1 – Approximate Wetland Boundaries 
  Completed ACOE Wetland Data Forms 
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Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No X
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): flat Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope %: 1-3

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UP1

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

Brookston and Colwood loams none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Conditions in the east central portion of the Property

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size:

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UP1

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Juglans nigra 10 Yes FACU Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:Fraxinus americana 5 Yes FACU 4 (A)

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Yes FACW Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 12 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.3%

Fraxinus americana 15 Yes FACU

Prevalence Index worksheet:

15 Yes FAC species 35 105

0 0

Total % Cover of:

30

Cornus racemosa

Frangula alnus 15 Yes FAC UPL species 15 75

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 No FACW FACU species 75

25 =Total Cover

510

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 3.64

Malus angustifolia 5 No UPL 140 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 15

300

55 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Apocynum cannabinum 10 Yes FAC 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Cirsium vulgare 20 Yes FACU

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

Poa annua 10 Yes FACU 1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Euthamia graminifolia 10 Yes FAC data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Solidago speciosa 10 Yes UPL

Digitaria ischaemum 15 Yes FACU

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.75 =Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

X

SOIL UP1

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

M

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

Sandy Faint redox concentrations

Faint redox concentrations

fine sandy loam

3-18 10YR 5/4 80 10YR 6/3 10 C

10YR 5/3 10 C M

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-3 10YR 5/3 100

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Yes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No X
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): flat Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope %: 1-3

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UP2

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

Brookston and Colwood loams none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Conditions in the central portion of the Property

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size:

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UP2

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Juglans nigra 40 Yes FACU Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:Populus alba

Fraxinus americana 10 No

20 Yes UPL 1 (A)

Ulmus pumila 10 No FACU Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:FACU 6 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 16.7%

Juglans nigra 5 No FACU

Prevalence Index worksheet:

25 Yes FAC species 25 75

0 0

Total % Cover of:

0

Frangula alnus

Elaeagnus umbellata 5 No UPL UPL species 30 150

Cornus racemosa 25 Yes FAC FACU species 70

80 =Total Cover

505

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 4.04

125 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 0

280

60 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Carex pensylvanica 5 Yes UPL 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Parthenocissus inserta 5 Yes FACU

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.10 =Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

X

SOIL UP2

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

M

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

Sandy Prominent redox concentrations

fine sandy loam

8-18 10YR 6/3 90 10R 5/4 10 C

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-8 10YR 5/3 85 10YR 6/3 15 C M

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Yes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No X
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Conditions in the south west portion of the Property

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Brookston and Colwood loams none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): slight slope toe Local relief (concave, convex, none): gentle slope Slope %: 2-4

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UP3

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size:

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.20 =Total Cover

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

FACU

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Verbena urticifolia 10 Yes FAC data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

90 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Toxicodendron radicans 5 Yes FAC 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Parthenocissus inserta 5 Yes

40 =Total Cover

555

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 3.70

150 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 0

180

Frangula alnus

Elaeagnus umbellata 20 Yes UPL UPL species 30 150

Cornus racemosa 30 Yes FAC FACU species 45

FACU

Prevalence Index worksheet:

10 No FAC FAC species 75 225

0 0

Total % Cover of:

0

9 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 44.4%

Juglans nigra 30 Yes

10 Yes FACU 4 (A)

Populus alba 10 Yes UPL Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UP3

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Populus deltoides 20 Yes FAC Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:Juglans nigra

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

XYes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-6 10YR 5/3 100

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L)

6-18 10YR 6/3 90 10R 5/4 10 C

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

Sandy Prominent redox concentrations

fine sandy loam

SOIL UP3

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

M

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

X No
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): flat Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope %: 1-3

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UP4

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

Brookston and Colwood loams none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Conditions in the west west portion of the Property

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size: X

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UP4

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Acer negundo 10 No FAC Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:Juglans nigra

Prunus serotina 10 No

40 Yes FACU 5 (A)

Populus deltoides 25 Yes FAC Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:FACU 7 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 71.4%

Cornus racemosa 30 Yes FAC

Prevalence Index worksheet:

30 Yes FAC FAC species 120 360

0 0

Total % Cover of:

0

Frangula alnus

UPL species 0 0

FACU species 60

85 =Total Cover

600

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 3.33

180 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 0

240

60 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Toxicodendron radicans 15 Yes FAC 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Parthenocissus inserta 10 Yes FACU

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Verbena urticifolia 10 Yes FAC data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.35 =Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

X

SOIL UP4

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

M

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

Sandy Prominent redox concentrations

fine sandy loam

6-18 10YR 6/3 90 10R 5/4 10 C

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-6 10YR 5/3 100

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Yes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No X
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): terrace along Gibson Drain Local relief (concave, convex, none): flat Slope %: 2-3

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UPA10

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

Cohoctah fine sandy loam none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Upland adjacent to Gibson Drain at flag A10

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size:

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UPA10

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 5 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0.0%

Malus angustifolia 10 Yes UPL

Prevalence Index worksheet:

10 Yes FAC species 5 15

0 0

Total % Cover of:

0

Elaeagnus umbellata

UPL species 35 175

FACU species 60

=Total Cover

430

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 4.30

100 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 0

240

20 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Bromus inermis 20 Yes UPL 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Daucus carota 5 No UPL

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

Poa annua 20 Yes FACU 1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sonchus arvensis 10 No FACU data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Prunella vulgaris 5 No FAC

Symphyotrichum ericoides 10 No FACU

Trifolium pratense 20 Yes FACU

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.90 =Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

X

SOIL UPA10

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

M

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

Sandy Faint redox concentrations

Distinct redox concentrations

fine sandy loam

4-18 10YR 5/4 75 10YR 5/3 15 C

10YR 6/2 10 C M

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-4 10YR 5/4 100

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Yes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No X
No X X
No X

x
x
x Yes X

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): slight slope Local relief (concave, convex, none): slight slope Slope %: 2-4

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: UPB2

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

Cohoctah fine sandy loam none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Upland adjacent to Wetland B at flag B2

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size:

1.

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. UPB2

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Malus angustifolia 70 Yes UPL Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.3%

Cornus racemosa 10 Yes FAC

Prevalence Index worksheet:

10 Yes FAC species 15 45

0 0

Total % Cover of:

0

Frangula alnus

UPL species 70 350

Lonicera tatarica 10 Yes FACU FACU species 15

70 =Total Cover

455

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 4.55

100 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 0

60

30 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Toxicodendron radicans 5 Yes FAC 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Parthenocissus inserta 5 Yes FACU

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.10 =Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

X

SOIL UPB2

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

fine sandy loam, dry & loose6-18 10YR 6/6 100

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-6 10YR 5/4 100

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Yes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Project/Site:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Yes x

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

X No
X No X
X No

x

x

x
x X

x
x
x Yes X

Remarks: 

No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Drift Deposits (B3) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Remarks:  (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Wetland B at flag B2

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1)

Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Drainage Patterns (B10)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Saturation (A3) Marl Deposits (B15) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes No

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? No

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Cohoctah fine sandy loam none

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR L Long: Datum:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Northcentral and Northeast Region 

2112, 2124, & 2152 E. Long Lake Road City/County: Troy-Oakland Co. Sampling Date: 9-5-18

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): slight slope Local relief (concave, convex, none): slight slope Slope %: 2-4

Mondrian Properties MI Sampling Point: WETB2

ASTI-KAH Section, Township, Range: Sec 13  T2N R11E

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point:

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (A/B)

7.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: x 1 =

1. x 2 =

2. x 3 =

3. x 4 =

4. x 5 =

5. Column Totals: (B)

6.

7.

Herb Stratum (Plot size: X

1. X

2. 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

(Plot size:

1.

2.

3.

4. X

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

=Total Cover

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 
Present? Yes No

Herb – All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.10 =Total Cover

Sapling/shrub – Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH 
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree – Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in 
diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Woody Vine Stratum 15' ) Woody vines – All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

110 =Total Cover 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5' ) 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Symphyotrichum lateriflorum 10 Yes FAC 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

10 =Total Cover

280

Prevalence Index  = B/A = 2.80

100 (A)

15' ) OBL species

Multiply by:

FACW species 20

0

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Frangula alnus 20 No FAC UPL species 0 0

Cornus amomum 10 No FACW FACU species 0

FAC

Prevalence Index worksheet:

30 Yes FAC species 80 240

0 0

Total % Cover of:

40

5 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 80.0%

Cornus racemosa 50 Yes

5 Yes FACW 4 (A)

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. WETB2

Tree Stratum 30' )
Absolute 
% Cover

Dominant 
Species?

Indicator 
Status Dominance Test worksheet:

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:Acer saccharinum

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



Sampling Point

?

X

XYes No

Remarks:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: none

Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present?

Stripped Matrix (S6) Marl (F10) (LRR K, L) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Dark Surface (S7)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (F21)
Sandy Redox (S5) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Matrix (F3) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

1-18 10YR 5/2 80 10YR 6/8 20 C PL/M

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
Histosol (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Black Histic (A3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) High Chroma Sands (S11) (LRR K, L)

Sandy fine sandy loam

Loc2 Texture Remarks

SOIL WETB2

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region – Version 2.0



  PC 2021.12.14 
  Agenda Item # 6 
 

 
 
DATE: December 14, 2021 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT: MASTER PLAN UPDATE – Neighborhood Node Walk & Talks 
 
The Planning Commission held a series of Neighborhood Node Walk & Talks. The intent of 
these site visits was for Planning Commission members to investigate challenges and 
opportunities at various intersections, as well as engage residents and solicit feedback.  
 
Dates and locations were as follows: 
 

• Long Lake and Livernois – Thursday, November 4 at 4 pm 
• Square Lake and Livernois – Thursday, November 4 at 6 pm 
• John R and South Boulevard – Saturday, November 6 at 10 am 
• Crooks and Wattles – Saturday, November 6 at 2 pm 
• Long Lake and Rochester – Wednesday, November 10 at 4 pm 
• Wattles and John R – Wednesday, November 10 at 6 pm 

 
The public was notified of the Neighborhood Node Walk & Talks as follows:  
 

• Multiple postings on the City’s Facebook page (Approx. 9,000 followers) 
• Multiple postings on the City’s Twitter page (Approx. 4,000 followers) 
• Posted on City of Troy website 
• Email blast sent to 55 Troy Homeowners Associations 

  
Attached is a summary of the Neighborhood Node Walk & Talks, prepared by Carlisle/Wortman 
Associates, Inc. We will discuss this item at the December 14, 2021 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Memo prepared by CWA, dated December 6, 2021. 
    
 
 
     



 

 
 

 
To:      Troy Planning Commission  
            Brent Savidant, Community Development Director 
 
From:  Ben Carlisle, AICP 
             Megan Masson-Minock, AICP  
 
Date:  December 6, 2021 
 
RE:      Walking Tour Summary Memo  
 
   
 
In October and November, Troy held a series of six (6) walking tours of selected neighborhood nodes.  The 
purpose of the tours was to survey the nodes, collect stakeholder input about existing development, and 
discern a vision for the neighborhood nodes in general.   Listed below is a summary of notes from tours.   
 
At your upcoming meeting, we would appreciate additional Planning Commission input on the following: 
 

• What were your major takeways or observations from the tours you attended? 

• What is missing from the notes below?   

• Which observations or suggestions should be incorporated into the update of the Master Plan? 

 
Major Overall Takeaways 

• Each node needs a unique approach.  One size does not fit all. 
• Where appropriate, limit specific uses specifically townhomes. 
• Design matters, especially in terms of size of yards, height, building materials and landscaping. 
• Mixed use in nodes is appropriate and desired.  However, mixed use to the public often means 

that every development has a mixture of uses, not that a townhouse development is next to a 
shopping center within a mixed use zone.   

• The zoning should allow or incentivize uses that serve the local neighborhood. 
• Building placement at roadway and parking behind creates a better built environment but a 

greater buffer between roadway to building should be provided. Multiple participants expressed 
safety concerns about parking in the rear yards only, but felt comfortable with parking in side 
yards. 

• Landscaping  can soften the built environment. 
• One-story is appropriate; however no more than 2 stories even at the corner. 
• As much buffering and landscape as possible should be preserve and/or required. 



Walking Tour Summary Memo 
December 6, 2021 
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• Improvements to sidewalks, pathways, and pedestrian crosswalks (striping and timing), as well as  
connections to make a non-motorized network throughout the City are needed.   

 
Crooks and Wattles 
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 5 PC, and 36 public members  
• General Notes:  

o Traffic is very bad 
o High school, middle school and elementary school are nearby. 
o Big Beaver is one mile away and has the daily retail and services available there.  
o Single-story only 
o Cross-access should be provided  
o Future development should match architectural quality of Troy 
o Parking behind building is good, however there are business and safety concerns. 
o Need more green space 
o What are the impact of new development on housing values 
o Utility lines are unsightly 

 
• SE Corner: 

o Nice restaurant 
o One-story 
o One-level living 

• NW Corner: 
o More green, more buffer 
o One-story 
o Natural features should be protected 
o Wide-sidewalks, green space 
o Bury utility lines  

• Preserve 
o Green/open space  
o Safety 

• Improve 
o Bury utility lines 
o Traffic speed and volume   

• Change 
o The layout and design of future development should match the existing pattern created 

by the existing single-family residential.  
o Don’t allow new multiple family residential.  
o Find uses that serve local neighborhood and keep in mind that Big Beaver is nearby.   

 
John R and South  
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 6 PC, and 1 public member  
• General Notes:  

o Area across bridge is residential.  Continuing residential would be consistent 
o How much commercial can Troy support?  



Walking Tour Summary Memo 
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o SE corner is greatly underutilized and could be improved/redeveloped 
o Consider limited uses such as no gas stations or townhomes 

• SE Corner:  
o Underutilized opportunity  
o Uses could vary from office to convenience retail  
o Mixed use 
o No more than 2 stories 

• Preserve   
o Pathway 
o Green/buffer/tree area 
o Great opportunity at southeast corner   

• Improve 
o Add welcome sign  

• Change 
o Land use and zoning should be more specific to area.  
o Do not remove single-family homes from node.  

Livernois and Square Lake  
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 5 PC, and 25 public member  
• General notes: 

o Consider making area historic district 
o Do not put housing behind Johns market 
o Needs better access management 
o Better road lighting 
o Remove historic structures (including the Flower Barn) from node 

• Tisbury Square:  
o Too tall 
o 3-stories are not a transition 
o Too clustered, too closed in 
o Need better balance 

• SE Corner: 
o Parking in back hides areas and doesn’t feel safe 
o If building close to street, preserve extra green space as buffer 
o Have sidewalk separate from street 
o Buildings are too close to street 
o No sense of community 
o Don’t like mixed material buildings 
o Nodes as developed are losing quaintness 
o Anything more than one-story needs to be set way back  
o Enhance landscaping 

• NE Corner 
o Buildings at the four corners makes it too tight, need buffer 
o No 3 stories 
o Need to respect this intersection’s history 

• Preserved    
o Green/open space  
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o Historic homes 
• Improved 

o Green space 
o Pedestrian infrastructure – sidewalks, crosswalks, signs, etc. 

 
Long Lake and Livernois  
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 6 PC, and 31 public member  
• General Notes:  

o Traffic is a problem 
o Future building in parking lot 
o What is the future of Kim’s? 
o Discussion of current building placement and development patterns 
o How does grandfathering work? 

• SW Corner 
o Like building closer to the street 
o Like greenspace buffer, feels less closed in 
o 3 story building would be way too tall 
o Buildings too close block buildings in back 
o Like wider sidewalks and landscape buffer 

• Long Lake Square 
o Cramped 
o Too much density 
o Too tall 
o No amenities 
o Cheap materials, Troy likes brick materials  
o To close to street, no landscape buffer 
o Cheap construction 
o No place for snow  
o No transition, doesn’t fit 

• NE corner 
o Too tight 
o Need quick carryout restaurant 

• SE corner 
o Like openness 
o Like screening with shrubs 
o Inviting  

• Improved  
o Make it better 
o Sidewalks 
o Landscaping 
o Require attractive signing 

• Changed 
o Create an identity  
o No townhouses 
o No residential at all 
o Eliminate brick wall as buffers 
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Long Lake and Rochester  
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 7 PC, and 4 public members  
• General Notes:  

o What is the plan to widen Rochester Road?  
o Too much traffic  

• Parking Lot on Long Lake 
o Strip mall lacks anchor 
o Do not need more retail.  Need better, higher quality retail.  
o Show some reinvestment in area 

• Southwest corner 
o Opportunity for infill 
o Limit height to 2 stories 
o Not safe walking across street.  
o Like the Kroger gas station kiosk  

• Thoughts and Impressions   
o Loud, traffic 
o Not welcoming 
o Harsh environment  

• Preserved    
o Trees 
o Landscaping 
o Flagstar is nice anchor  

• Improved  
o Design standards  
o Anchor improvements  

• Changed 
o More open space/landscaped area 
o Less parking lots 
o More pedestrian friendly 

• Changed on the land use plan?    
o Each node has to have its own specific plan as they are all different.  
o Focus on cultural nodes 

 
Wattles and John R 
 

• Head Count: 4 staff, 7 PC, and 2 public members  
• General Notes:  

o Not fan of townhomes 
o Keep a quite intersection and low key  
o Opportunity for infill in parking lot, but no townhomes on parking Lot on SW corner  
o Meets node concept  
o Need non-franchised restaurants 
o Enjoyed walking node-easier to walk, neighborhood feel 
o Wattles is a different major mile road than others 



Walking Tour Summary Memo 
December 6, 2021 

6 

• NW corner- Residential  
o Really like it 
o Mature trees 
o High quality design-materials, sideloaded garages 
o Outside seems inviting 
o Great model of future development 
o Provides missing middle  
o Looks like single family homes 

• Preserved    
o Keep human scale 
o Keep quiet 
o Keep 1-story.  2 stories is out of place. 

• Improved  
o Strip mall on NW corner 
o Gathering Place parking lot: potential, underutilized 

• Changed 
o Strip mall in Gathering Place parking lot 

 
 
Sincerely,  
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DATE: December 10, 2021 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT: MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS – Meeting Schedule for 2022 
 
 
Every December, the Planning Commission is asked to approve the Planning Commission 
meeting schedule by resolution. The schedule is then added to the City website calendar 
and posted at City Hall as per the Open Meetings Act. 
 
The proposed 2022 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule is attached for your 
information.  
 
 
 
 
Attachment: 

1. Proposed 2022 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule  
 
 
G:\PLANNING COMMISSION\Meeting Schedules\PC Memo Meeting Schedule 2022.doc  
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CITY OF TROY 
MICHIGAN 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
In accordance with the provisions of the Michigan State Law, Notice is hereby given that the Planning 
Commission of the City of Troy will hold Public Meetings in the City Hall, 500 West Big Beaver Road, Troy, 
Michigan, (248) 524-3364, on the following dates: 
 

2022 PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DATES 
 

January  11 
January  25 
 
February 8 
February 22 
 
March 8 
March 22 
 
April 12 
April 26 
 
May 10 
May 24 
 
June 14 

           June 28

July 12 
July 26 
 
August 09 
August 23 
 
September 13 
September 27 
 
October 11 
October 25 
 
November 8 
 
 
December 13 

 
 
 
 

All meetings are held in City Hall and are open to the public. 
The Agenda and City website will reflect any changes in meeting times and/or rooms. 

 
Regular Planning Commission meetings begin at 7:00 p.m. and are held in the Council Board Room. 
Meetings are subject to be held in the Council Chamber based on anticipated audience capacity. 
 
This notice is hereby posted as required by Section 4 of the Open Meetings Act (MCLA 15.261 et seq.) 
 
 
 
 _______________________________ 
 R. Brent Savidant, AICP 
 Community Development Director 
 
Posted:   
 
NOTICE:  People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact the City Clerk 
by e-mail at clerk@troymi.gov or by calling (248) 524-3316 at least two working days in advance of the meeting.  An attempt will 
be made to make reasonable accommodations. 

mailto:clerk@troymi.gov
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