
AGENDA 

Traffic Committee Meeting 

July 15, 2015 – 7:30 P.M. 

Lower Level Conference Room – Troy City Hall, 500 West Big Beaver Road 

 
1. Roll Call 
 
2. Minutes – June 17, 2015 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
3.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 2981 Iowa (Sidwell #88-20-36-226-069) 
 
4.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 4177 Beach (Sidwell #88-20-18-376-040) 
 
5.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 6022 Atkins (Sidwell #88-20-02-379-001) 
 
6.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 254 Florence (Sidwell #88-20-09-226-005) 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
7.  Request to Discuss Interconnection – Tucker, John R to Standish 
 
8. Request for Traffic Control – Almond at Crestview 
 
9.  Request for Traffic Control – Marcus at Sparta 
 
10.  Request for Warning Signs – 1201 Stephenson Highway 
 
11. Public Comment 
 
12. Other Business 
 
13. Adjourn 
 
cc:  Item 3:  Dr. Mike Derkevorkian, Maple Veterinary Hospital, 2981 Iowa, Troy, MI 48083 
     Properties within 300’ 
 
  Item 4:  Paul Turner, 3899 Spruce, Croswell, MI 48422 
     Properties within 300’ 
 
  Item 5:  Elie Sassine, 3067 Cedar Crest, Troy, MI 48083 
     Properties within 300’ 
 
  Item 6:  Debby Painter Deagle, 328 Evaline, Troy, MI 48085 
     Properties within 300’ 
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  Item 7:  Mailing list prepared by Planning Department 
      
  Item 8:  Elizabeth Gramer, 6751 Crestview, Troy, MI 48098 
     Properties within 300’ 
 
  Item 9:  James Swift, 2284 Camilla, Troy, MI 48083 
     Properties within 300’ 
 
  Item 10:  Tina Woodin, 42322 Parkside Circle Apt. 108, Sterling Heights, MI 48314 
      
 
 Traffic Committee Members 
 Captain Robert Redmond & Sgt. Mike Szuminski, Police Department 
 Lt. Eric Caloia, Fire Department 
 William J. Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/Traffic Engineer    
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TRAFFIC COMMITTEE 
 

MESSAGE TO VISITORS, DELEGATIONS AND CITIZENS 
 
The Traffic Committee is composed of seven Troy citizens who have volunteered their time to 
the City to be involved in traffic and safety concerns.  The stated role of this Committee is: 
 

a. To give first hearing to citizens’ requests and obtain their input. 
 
b. To make recommendations to the City Council based on technical considerations, 

traffic surveys, established standards, and evaluation of citizen input. 
 
c. To identify hazardous locations and recommend improvements to reduce the 

potential for traffic crashes. 
 
Final decisions on sidewalk waivers will be made by the Committee at this meeting. 
 
The recommendations and conclusions arrived at on regular items this evening will be 
forwarded to the City Council for their final action.  Any citizen can discuss these 
recommendations before City Council. The items discussed at the Traffic Committee meeting 
will be placed on the City Council Agenda by the City Manager.  The earliest date these items 
might be considered by City Council would normally be 10 days to 2 weeks from the Traffic 
Committee meeting.  If you are interested, you may wish to contact the City Manager’s Office 
in order to determine when a particular item is on the Agenda. 
 
Persons wishing to speak before this Committee should attempt to hold their remarks to no 
more than 5 minutes.  Please try to keep your remarks relevant to the subject at hand. Please 
speak only when recognized by the Chair.  These comments are made to keep this meeting 
moving along.  Anyone wishing to be heard will be heard; we are here to listen and help in 
solving or resolving your particular concerns. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
3.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 2981 Iowa (Sidwell #88-20-36-226-069) 
 
Dr. Mike Derkevorkian requests a sidewalk waiver for the sidewalk at 2981 Iowa (Sidwell #88-
20-36-226-069).  Dr. Derkevorkian states that “the adjacent property to the west has no 
sidewalk and the City has no plans to provide sidewalks along Iowa Drive at any time in the 
future.  The City requirement to provide a sidewalk that end at our property line and leads to 
nowhere is a waste of resources and misleading to the public”. 
 
The Department of Public Works (DPW) recommends denying a waiver for the sidewalk along 
Iowa per the attached memo.  As information, the Traffic Committee approved sidewalk 
waivers on the south side of Iowa at 2962, 2974 and 2986 Iowa at the March 18, 2015 meeting. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 
a. WHEREAS, City of Troy Ordinances, Chapter 34, allows the Traffic Committee to grant 

waivers of the City of Troy Design Standards for Sidewalks upon a demonstration of 
necessity; and 

 
WHEREAS, Dr. Mike Derkevorkian has requested a waiver of the requirement to construct 
sidewalk based on the adjacent property to the west has no sidewalk and the City has no 
plans to provide sidewalks along Iowa Drive at any time in the future.  The City requirement 
to provide a sidewalk that end at our property line and leads to nowhere is a waste of 
resources and misleading to the public; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined the following: 

 
1. A waiver will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare of the 

inhabitants of the City and will not unreasonably diminish or impair established 
property values within the surrounding area, and 
 

2. A strict application of the requirements to construct a sidewalk would result in 
practical difficulties to, or undue hardship upon, the owners, and 
 

3. The construction of a new sidewalk would lead nowhere and connect to no other 
walk, and thus will not serve the purpose of a pedestrian travel-way. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee GRANTS a waiver for 
the sidewalk requirement at 2981 Iowa (Sidwell #88-20-36-226-069). 

 
b. WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined, after a public hearing, that Petitioner 

failed to establish the standards justifying the granting of a waiver,  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee DENIES a waiver of 
the sidewalk requirement at 2981 Iowa (Sidwell #88-20-36-226-069). 
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4.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 4177 Beach (Sidwell #88-20-18-376-040) 
 
Paul Turner requests a sidewalk waiver for the sidewalk at 4177 Beach (Sidwell #88-20-18-
376-040).  Mr. Turner states that “there are no sidewalks on the west side of Beach Road for 
more than a mile north or south.  A sidewalk on this road would not be useful since it would not 
connect to any other sidewalk”.  Mr. Turner is not requesting a waiver for the sidewalk along 
Amherst as that will be installed as part of the new home construction similar to what was 
approved and constructed on the north side of Amherst.  The waiver request is for the sidewalk 
along Beach Road only. 
 
4177 Beach is a corner lot and as such, sidewalk is required along both roads.  The Department 
of Public Works (DPW) recommends approving a waiver for the sidewalk along Beach Road, 
only, per the attached memo.   
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 
a. WHEREAS, City of Troy Ordinances, Chapter 34, allows the Traffic Committee to grant 

waivers of the City of Troy Design Standards for Sidewalks upon a demonstration of 
necessity; and 

 
WHEREAS, Paul Turner has requested a waiver of the requirement to construct sidewalk 
based on no sidewalks on the west side of Beach Road for more than a mile north or south; 
and a sidewalk on this road would not be useful since it would not connect to any other 
sidewalk; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined the following: 

 
1. A waiver will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare of the 

inhabitants of the City and will not unreasonably diminish or impair established 
property values within the surrounding area, and 
 

2. A strict application of the requirements to construct a sidewalk would result in 
practical difficulties to, or undue hardship upon, the owners, and 
 

3. The construction of a new sidewalk would lead nowhere and connect to no other 
walk, and thus will not serve the purpose of a pedestrian travel-way. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee GRANTS a waiver for 
the sidewalk requirement along Beach Road, only, at 4177 Beach (Sidwell #88-20-18-376-
040). 

 
b. WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined, after a public hearing, that Petitioner 

failed to establish the standards justifying the granting of a waiver,  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee DENIES a waiver of 
the sidewalk requirement along Beach Road, only, at 4177 Beach (Sidwell #88-20-18-376-
040). 
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5.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 6022 Atkins (Sidwell #88-20-02-379-001) 
 
Elie Sassine requests a sidewalk waiver for the sidewalk at 6022 Atkins (Sidwell #88-20-02-
379-001) along Square Lake Road and Atkins.  Elie states that “the construction of a new 
sidewalk would lead to nowhere and connect to nothing.  It can become a trip hazard/fall hazard 
as there is no other sidewalk to connect to.  There is a utility pole and roadside drainage along 
with beautiful trees.  I can be held financially liable if someone trips and the water may not drain 
properly in extreme weather conditions”. 
 
6022 Atkins is a corner lot and as such, sidewalk is required along both roads.  The Department 
of Public Works (DPW) recommends approving a waiver for the sidewalk along Atkins and 
Square Lake Road per the attached memo.   
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 
a. WHEREAS, City of Troy Ordinances, Chapter 34, allows the Traffic Committee to grant 

waivers of the City of Troy Design Standards for Sidewalks upon a demonstration of 
necessity; and 

 
WHEREAS, Elie Sassine has requested a waiver of the requirement to construct sidewalk 
based on new sidewalk would lead to nowhere and connect to nothing.  It can become a 
trip hazard/fall hazard as there is no other sidewalk to connect to.  There is a utility pole 
and roadside drainage along with beautiful trees.  I can be held financially liable if someone 
trips and the water may not drain properly in extreme weather conditions; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined the following: 

 
1. A waiver will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare of the 

inhabitants of the City and will not unreasonably diminish or impair established 
property values within the surrounding area, and 
 

2. A strict application of the requirements to construct a sidewalk would result in 
practical difficulties to, or undue hardship upon, the owners, and 
 

3. The construction of a new sidewalk would lead nowhere and connect to no other 
walk, and thus will not serve the purpose of a pedestrian travel-way. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee GRANTS a waiver for 
the sidewalk requirement along Square Lake Road and along Atkins at 6022 Atkins 
(Sidwell #88-20-02-379-001). 

 
b. WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined, after a public hearing, that Petitioner 

failed to establish the standards justifying the granting of a waiver,  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee DENIES a waiver of 
the sidewalk requirement along Square Lake Road and along Atkins at 6022 Atkins 
(Sidwell #88-20-02-379-001). 
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6.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 254 Florence (Sidwell #88-20-09-226-005) 
 
Debby Deagle requests a sidewalk waiver for the sidewalk at 254 Florence (Sidwell #88-20-
09-226-005).  Ms. Deagle states that “no sidewalk exist on street.  My house is last lot on dead 
end”.  Sidewalk would not benefit the neighborhood”. 
 
The Department of Public Works (DPW) recommends approving a waiver for the sidewalk 
along Florence per the attached memo.   
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 
a. WHEREAS, City of Troy Ordinances, Chapter 34, allows the Traffic Committee to grant 

waivers of the City of Troy Design Standards for Sidewalks upon a demonstration of 
necessity; and 

 
WHEREAS, Debby Deagle has requested a waiver of the requirement to construct 
sidewalk based on no sidewalk exist on street.  My house is last lot on dead end”.  Sidewalk 
would not benefit the neighborhood; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined the following: 

 
1. A waiver will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare of the 

inhabitants of the City and will not unreasonably diminish or impair established 
property values within the surrounding area, and 
 

2. A strict application of the requirements to construct a sidewalk would result in 
practical difficulties to, or undue hardship upon, the owners, and 
 

3. The construction of a new sidewalk would lead nowhere and connect to no other 
walk, and thus will not serve the purpose of a pedestrian travel-way. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee GRANTS a waiver for 
the sidewalk requirement at 254 Florence (Sidwell #88-20-09-226-005). 

 
b. WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined, after a public hearing, that Petitioner 

failed to establish the standards justifying the granting of a waiver,  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee DENIES a waiver of 
the sidewalk requirement at 254 Florence (Sidwell #88-20-09-226-005). 

 
REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
7.  Request to Discuss Interconnection – Tucker, John R to Standish 
 
A request to remove the barricade on Tucker Street, east of John R, was made by James and 
Dorothy Konarske of 2237 Drake.  The Konarske’s point out an inconsistency related to the 
City’s street connectivity policy.  Specifically, Tucker Street was barricaded in 1987, which 
eliminated a vehicular connection to John R Road and reduced interconnectivity.   
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The newly approved Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium development, north of Tucker, includes 
a vehicular connection to Drake.  This connection eliminated the “dead end” status of Drake 
and provided a more direct vehicular connection with John R. 
 
The request to remove the barricade will be forwarded to City Council for consideration after a 
recommendation is made by the Traffic Committee as well as the Planning Commission. 
 
A memo is provided from Planning Director, Brent Savidant, which discusses the history of the 
barricade as well as providing input from various departments and organizations. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 

a. RESOLVED, that the barricade on Tucker Street, east of John R, be REMOVED.   
 
b. RESOLVED, that NO CHANGE be made on Tucker Street, east of John R. 

 
8.  Request for Traffic Control – Almond at Crestview 
 
Elizabeth Gramer of 6751 Crestview states that the lack of existing traffic control at the 
intersection of Almond at Crestview creates a hazardous condition.  Traffic does not yield the 
right-of-way and travels through the intersection at a high rate of speed and is unsafe for drivers 
and pedestrians. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 

a. RESOLVED, that the intersection of Almond at Crestview be MODIFIED from NO 
traffic control to ONE-WAY STOP control with a sign on the eastbound Almond 
approach to Crestview.   

 
b. RESOLVED, that NO CHANGE be made at the intersection of London at Butler. 

 
9.   Request for Traffic Control – Marcus at Sparta 
 
James Swift states that on the cross roads of Sparta and Marcus, right off of Big Beaver road, 
there are no stop signs going north or south on Sparta only stop signs on Marcus going east 
and west. This creates an extremely unsafe cross way not only for pedestrians but also for 
drivers that travel down this path. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 

a. RESOLVED, that the intersection of Marcus at Sparta be MODIFIED from TWO-WAY 
STOP control to FOUR-WAY STOP control with STOP signs added on the 
northbound and southbound Sparta approaches to Marcus.   

 
b. RESOLVED, that NO CHANGE be made at the intersection of Marcus at Sparta. 
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10. Request for Warning Signs – 1201 Stephenson Highway 
 
Tina Woodin of Sterling Heights (employed by Witzenmann USA at 1201 Stephenson) states 
that there is a large group of Canadian geese that come back every year to raise their families 
near 1201 Stephenson.  Ms. Woodin is concerned for the safety of the geese as well as 
motorists who may unexpectedly encounter geese crossing Stephenson Highway creating a 
potentially hazardous situation for drivers as well as the geese. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTIONS: 
 

a. RESOLVED, that Goose Crossing signs be PLACED near 1201 Stephenson Highway 
in both directions.   

 
b. RESOLVED, that NO CHANGE be made near 1201 Stephenson Highway. 

 
11.  Public Comment  
 
12.  Other Business 
 
13.  Adjourn  
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A regular meeting of the Troy Traffic Committee was held Wednesday, June 17, 2015 in the 
Lower Level Conference Room at Troy City Hall.  Pete Ziegenfelder called the meeting to 
order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
1. Roll Call 
 
Present:  Tim Brandstetter 
    David Easterbrook 
    Richard Kilmer 
    Al Petrulis 
    Cynthia Wilsher 
    Pete Ziegenfelder 
    Katie Regan (Student Representative) 
     
Absent:   None 
     
Also present: Sgt. Mike Szuminski, Police Department 
    Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/Traffic Engineer 
         
2. Minutes – May 13, 2015 
 
Resolution # 2015-06-24 
Moved by Kilmer 
Seconded by Easterbrook 
 
To approve the May 13, 2015 minutes as printed. 
 
Yes:   Brandstetter, Easterbrook, Kilmer, Petrulis, Wilsher, Ziegenfelder 
No:   None 
Absent:   None 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
3.  Request for Sidewalk Waiver – 1194 E. South Blvd. – Sidwell #88-20-01-101-051 
 
Rafael Batu requests a sidewalk waiver for the sidewalk at 1194 E. South Boulevard (Sidwell 
#88-20-01-101-051).  Mr. Batu states that there are no sidewalks in place and that neighbors 
have no sidewalk either. 
 
The Department of Public Works (DPW) recommends approving this waiver request per the 
attached memo from the Director and Public Works Manager.   
 
Mr. Ziegenfelder noted that he is in favor of sidewalks at all locations. 
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Mr. Brandstetter does not see a hardship at this location as there is sufficient right-of-way 
available and drainage at the site would not be impacted. 
 
Ms. Wilsher discussed the benefits of a walkable community. 
 
Mr. Easterbrook asked if the other properties along this section of South Boulevard were 
granted sidewalk waivers. 
 
Mr. Petrulis stated that his opinion is that there is no need for a sidewalk at this location as 
it would be the only one. 
 
A general discussion of sidewalks and the waiver process ensued. 
 
Resolution # 2015-06-25 
Moved by Kilmer 
Seconded by Petrulis 
 
WHEREAS, City of Troy Ordinances, Chapter 34, allows the Traffic Committee to grant 
waivers of the City of Troy Design Standards for Sidewalks upon a demonstration of 
necessity; and 
 
WHEREAS, Rafael Batu has requested a waiver of the requirement to construct sidewalk 
based on no other existing sidewalk on South Boulevard; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Traffic Committee has determined the following: 

 
a. A waiver will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare of the inhabitants 

of the City and will not unreasonably diminish or impair established property values 
within the surrounding area, and 
 

b. A strict application of the requirements to construct a sidewalk would result in 
practical difficulties to, or undue hardship upon, the owners, and 
 

c. The construction of a new sidewalk would lead nowhere and connect to no other 
walk, and thus will not serve the purpose of a pedestrian travel-way. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Traffic Committee GRANTS a waiver of 
the sidewalk requirement for 1194 E. South Boulevard (Sidwell #88-20-01-101-051). 
 
YES:  Brandstetter, Easterbrook, Kilmer, Petrulis, Wilsher 
NO:   Ziegenfelder 
ABSENT:  None 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
4.  Radar Speed Board Update – Beach, South of Wattles; Glouchester; and 

Northfield Parkway 
 
Radar speed boards were installed in the summer of 2014 at three locations in the City: 
Beach Road, Glouchester Drive and Northfield Parkway.  Speed studies were conducted 
prior to the placement of the radar speed boards and OHM Advisors has completed an after 
speed study at each location this year.  Copies of the speed studies are included as part of 
the agenda and a brief summary of each location follows: 
 
Beach Road summary: 
 

 All four locations continue to show an 85th percentile speed higher than the posted 
speed limit. 

 Average speeds have not decreased with the installation of the radar speed board. 
 The average speed was higher than the speed limit for northbound traffic (south of 

Oxford) before and after. 
 Northbound traffic (south of Oxford) had the highest 10 mph pace speed of the four 

locations.  This can be attributed to the straightaway leading into the study area and 
the downhill slope approaching Oxford. 

 With the 85th percentile speed for southbound in the 28-29 mph range and 
northbound in the 33-34 mph range, a better placement of the radar speed board 
may be for northbound traffic, placing the sign south of Oxford where Beach begins 
its downslope. 

 
Glouchester Drive summary: 
 

 The 85th percentile speed is higher than the posted speed limit of 25 mph in both 
directions. 

 The average eastbound speeds both before and after are identical. 
 The addition of the radar speed board has not had a positive impact on speed 

reduction, as the mean westbound speed is 5 mph faster than before the sign was 
installed. 

 
Northfield Parkway summary: 
 

 All four locations continue to show an 85th percentile speed higher than the posted 
speed limit. 

 The average speed was at or below the speed limit in both directions after the 
installation of the radar sign, showing a significant decrease particularly in the 
northbound/eastbound traffic.  

 
5. Public Comment 
 
There was no public comment provided at the meeting. 
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6. Other Business 
 
Discussion of the Master Pathway plan. 
 
7. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:14 p.m.  
 
                                          ___           
Pete Ziegenfelder, Chairperson    Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/Traffic Engineer 
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2981 Iowa Drive,

Troy, MI

14326
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Legal Description:

Sheet Index:

Zoning Summary:

Applicant / Project Contact:
TerWisscha Construction, Inc.
1550 Willmar Avenue S.E.
Willmar, MN 56201
Ph: (320) 235-1664
Fx: (320) 235-3137

   Andrew T. Lemmer
Email: alemmer@twcinc.com

   Cell: (720)  612-2096
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2   Site Plan   (Preliminary)
3   Landscape & (E) Drainage Plan
4   Floor Plan (Preliminary)
5   Elevations (Preliminary)
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Current Zoning:NN - B
Street Type: NN - B
Use Group: Office / Institutional

Veterinary Facility
Building Form: 'A'

1

1 3D View

Site Aerial

Project Number:

Sheet Name:

Date Issued:

Site Information:

Current Zoning:NN - B
Street Type: NN - B
Use Group: Office / Institutional

Veterinary Facility
Building Form: 'A'

Sheet Number:           1 of 6

LOT SIZE:  14,289 Sq.Ft.

Required Landscape Area = 15% of Total Site Area
2,143 Sq.Ft. Required
2,607 Sq. Ft. Provided = 18.3% total landscaping provided.

Property Owner:
Michael Derkevorkian
Maple Veterinary Hospital
2981 Iowa Drive
Troy, MI 48083
Ph: (248) 585-2622

   E-mail: drmike@mvhvet.com

Adjacent Property Zoning Information:

North: NN-B
East: NN-B
South:R-1E
West: R-1E

Project Description:

The project is a 800 square
foot addition to an existing
2,048 square foot veterinary
hospital facility. The new
construction will be adjacent
to the South elevation of the
existing building, providing a
2,848 total square foot facility.
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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
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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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ITEM #7 
   

 
June 24, 2015 
 
TO:    Traffic Committee 
 
FROM:  Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/ Traffic Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Request to Discuss Interconnection 

Tucker, John R to Standish 
 
Background: 
 
A request to remove the barricade on Tucker Street, east of John R, was made by James and Dorothy 
Konarske of 2237 Drake.  The Konarske’s point out an inconsistency related to the City’s street 
connectivity policy.  Specifically, Tucker Street was barricaded in 1987, which eliminated a vehicular 
connection to John R Road and reduced interconnectivity.   
 
The newly approved Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium development, north of Tucker, includes a vehicular 
connection to Drake.  This connection eliminated the “dead end” status of Drake and provided a more 
direct vehicular connection with John R. 
 
The request to remove the barricade will be forwarded to City Council for consideration after a 
recommendation is made by the Traffic Committee as well as the Planning Commission. 
 
A memo is provided from Planning Director, Brent Savidant, which discusses the history of the barricade 
as well as providing input from various departments and organizations. 
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TRAFFIC COMMITTEE REPORT 
 



 

 
 
 
Date: June 30, 2015 
 
To:  Planning Commission 
 Traffic Committee 
 
From: R. Brent Savidant, Planning Director 
 
Subject: REMOVAL OF TUCKER STREET BARRICADE  
 
This item was initiated by James and Dorothy Konarske, Troy residents who live at 2237 Drake, who 
submitted a request to remove the barricade on Tucker Street, east of John R Road. This item will 
be forwarded to City Council for consideration. A recommendation from the Planning Commission 
and Traffic Committee are sought to assist City Council in this issue. 
 
Establishment of Tucker Street Barricade 
 
Final Preliminary Plat Approval was granted for Long Lake Meadows Subdivision by City Council on 
September 14, 1987 (Resolution #87-1086). In addition to approving 91 residential lots, City Council 
approved a vehicular barricade on Tucker Street: 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That before removal of the barrier to and from Tucker 
Street, said street shall be paved, a Public Hearing is to be scheduled and notice of the 
Public Hearing is to be sent to all property owners on Tucker Street. 

 
The barricade is located approximately 370 west of Long Lake Meadows Subdivisions and still 
stands today (see attached photos). The project file indicates that on February 10, 1987 the 
Planning Commission recommended a barricade on Tucker “until future development occurs in the 
Tucker Street area”. This recommendation appears to stem from residents’ opposition to the Tucker 
Street connection. 
 
Approval of Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium 
 
On March 24, 2015 the Planning Commission granted Preliminary Site Condominium Approval for 
Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium, a 25-unit single-family detached development located on the 
east side of John R between Tucker and Mayflower. 
 
Some residents, including James and Dorothy Konarske, stated their opposition to the project at the 
Planning Commission, based primarily on the proposed vehicular connection with Drake. This 
connection eliminated the “dead end” status of Drake and provided a more direct vehicular 
connection with John R Road.  
 
The vehicular connection was requested by planning, engineering, and public safety staff for the 
following reasons:  
 

1. A more convenient route through residential streets to Wass Elementary is preferred over a 
route that uses a major road. 



 

 
2. Interconnected streets are the preferred alternative for emergency vehicle access, as 

requested by the Troy Fire Department.  
3. Providing interconnected neighborhoods is a policy of the city. 
4. The connection to Drake would provide another access point for the existing subdivisions to 

the east out to John R rather than forcing the rather circuitous route that is currently in place.  
This could reduce traffic to Long Lake from the Saffron approach. 

5. A direct connection to Drake could also facilitate better operations for other “services” such 
as school buses, garbage collection, police patrol, snow plowing, mail services and others 
while reducing travel time and travel distance servicing this section of the City. 

6. Tucker is barricaded at the end of the concrete section, just west of Standish, so there is no 
connection from the subdivisions to the east out to John R along Tucker.   

7. Drake is a public road as will be the new roads in Hunters Park 2.  City policy is to provide 
connected public streets.   

  
Request to Remove Tucker Street Barricade 
 
James and Dorothy Konarske submitted a formal request to remove the barricade on Tucker. In 
their request, the Konarske’s point out an inconsistency related to the City’s street connectivity 
policy. Specifically, Tucker Street was barricaded in 1987 which eliminated a vehicular connection to 
John R Road and reduced interconnectivity.  
 
City Council has the authority to pass a resolution rescinding the requirements that the barrier on 
Tucker Street remain in place. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Planning Department sought input on this matter from various departments and organizations. 
The following is a summary of their comments: 

 
Troy Police Department - Police Chief 
“The Troy Police Department is in support of removing any barricade, in particular the Tucker  
Street barricade, that impedes, or otherwise delays the response of any emergency  
responder. Often the need for a timely response is crucial in emergency situations”. 
 
Troy Fire Department – Fire Chief 
“The fire department is in support of removing any barricade, in particular the Tucker Street 
barricade, that impedes, or otherwise delays the response of emergency responders, 
including fire, police, and EMS. In the case of the Tucker Street barricade, the fire department 
has experienced several incidents where access was delayed due to the barricade. Anytime 
there are street segments with the same name that are not contiguous, there is the potential 
for delays in emergency response. Typically these are caused by callers providing inexact 
locations when they contact dispatch”. 

 
Troy Fire Department – Fire Station 5 Captain 
“From a Station 5 response perspective, removal of the barrier would not only assist in 
responding to Tucker addresses that are on the east side of the barrier, but would also give 
a shorter route into that subdivision for addresses on Standish, Radcliffe, Saffron, etc”. 

 
 
 



 

 
OHM, City Traffic Consultant 
“We support the removal of the barricade along Tucker Street for many of the same reasons 
the City supported the connection with Drake. This opening of Tucker will provide an even 
more direct route to John R than the connection with Drake. Here are some reasons to open 
Tucker: 
 
1. It will provide a more convenient route through residential streets to Wass Elementary, 

which is preferred over a route that uses a major road. 
2. Interconnected streets are the preferred alternative for connected emergency vehicle 

access.  
3. Providing interconnected neighborhoods is a policy of the city.  
4. The connection to Tucker would provide another access point for the existing 

subdivisions to the east out to John R rather than forcing the rather circuitous route that 
is currently in place.  

5. Opening up Tucker could also facilitate better operations for other “services” such as 
school buses, garbage collection, police patrol, snow plowing, mail services and others 
while reducing travel time and travel distance servicing this section of the City.” 

 
Troy School District Transportation Liaison 
“This should have no impact on our transportation routes.  We don’t plan on changing routes 
with the barrier down”. 
 

City Policy on Street Interconnectivity 
 
The Master Plan is the City’s policy document that relates to land use and development. The 
following are excerpts from the City of Troy Master Plan: 
 

Page 12: Transportation Troy is a complex place that contains diverse neighborhoods, 
business districts, industrial and educational campuses, and a wide variety of roads, from 
freeways to neighborhood streets. These ingredients are in place and complement one 
another to make up the City of Troy. To sustain the positive relationship between land uses 
and street characters, linking and connecting the City through multiple methods is critical. 
 
Page 46: 10. Provide a supporting street system and circulation system; interconnected 
street and circulation systems better support alternative forms of transportation. 
 
Page 71:  Land Use Planning and Transportation; to develop compact complete land use 
patterns where a variety of uses are mixed to increase alternatives to automobile travel. 
Strategies include contiguous development patterns, parking plans, street design and traffic 
rules, trip reduction measures, and stakeholder participation. 
 
Page 88:  Elements of Great Streets and Neighborhoods Great Streets • Connect smoothly 
with the rest of the street network. 
 
Page 155: Provide a supporting street system and circulation system—Well-planned 
communities with a supporting network of local and collector streets, unified property access 
and circulation systems are better able to accommodate development. 

 
 



 

 
Summary 
 
City Council has the authority to pass a resolution rescinding the requirements that the barrier on 
Tucker Street remain in place. City Management seeks a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission and Traffic Committee on whether to remove the barricade on Tucker Street. Options 
available to City Council related to this item include the following: 
 

1. Do nothing (barricade remains). 
2. Remove barricade, gravel road remains unpaved. 
3. Remove barricade, pave gravel road. 

 
Estimated costs and methods for funding will be determined at a later date and provided for City 
Council. 
 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Map of Area 
2. Map of gravel roads and barricades in Troy 
3. Photos of barricade taken in May, 2015. 
4. City Council resolution from September 14, 1987. 
5. Planning Commission agenda Item for March 24, 2015 meeting. 
6. Request from James and Dorothy Konarske to eliminate Tucker Street barricade. 
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  PC 2015.03.24 
  Agenda Item # 8 
 

 
 
 
 
DATE: March 5, 2015 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW – Proposed Hunters Park 2 Site 

Condominium, 25 units/lots, East side of John R between Tucker and 
Mayflower, Section 12, Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District 

 
The petitioner Mondrian Properties Hunters Park LLC submitted the above referenced 
Preliminary Site Plan Approval application for a 25-unit site condominium. The property is 
currently zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District. The Planning Commission is responsible 
for granting Preliminary Site Plan Approval for site condominium applications. 
 
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 recommends approval of the project, as noted.   
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps 
2. Report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. 

 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/ Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium 
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION 
 
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW – Proposed Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium, 25 
units/lots, East side of John R between Tucker and Mayflower, Section 12, Currently 
Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District 
 
Resolution # PC-2015-03- 
Moved by: 
Seconded by: 
 
RESOLVED, That Preliminary Site Condominium Approval, pursuant to Article 8 and 
Section 10.02 of the Zoning Ordinance, as requested for Hunters Park 2 Site 
Condominium, 25 units/lots, East side of John R between Tucker and Mayflower, 
Section 12, Currently Zoned R-1C (One Family Residential) District, be granted, 
subject to the following: 
 

1. Provide a midblock pedestrian crossing along the newly created Kingston Drive. 
2. Construct the connection to Drake Road as shown in Site Plan, Sheet P-3.  
3. Add one (1) additional tree along John R. Road. 

____________________________________________________________) or  
 

(denied, for the following reasons: _________________________________) or 
 

(postponed, for the following reasons:_________________________________) 
 
 
Yes: 
No: 
Absent: 
 
MOTION CARRIED / FAILED 
 
G:\SUBDIVISIONS & SITE CONDOS\Hunters Park 2  Sec 12\Proposed Resolution 2015 03 24.docG:\SUBDIVISIONS & 
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  Date:  March 12, 2015   
 
 

Site Condominium Plan 
For 

City of Troy, Michigan 

 
 

 

 
Applicant:  Mondrian Properties 
 
Project Name:  Hunters Park 2 Site Condominium 
 
Plan Date:  March 4, 2015 
   
Location:  East side John R Road, between 18 Mile Road and E. Square Lake Road. 
 
Zoning:  R1‐C, One‐Family Residential District 
 
Action Requested:  Preliminary Site Condominium Approval 
 
Required Information:  Noted 
 
 

PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

 
We are in receipt of a site condominium application which includes a preliminary site plan, topographic 
survey, grading plan, utility plan, tree preservation plan and tree  inventory, elevations and floor plans. 
This project is the second phase of the Hunters Park site condominium development. Phase 2 is proposed 
for a 7.92 acre site immediately south of the phase 1 development. 
 
The applicant has submitted  two  (2) plans  for Planning Commission consideration.     The  first plan, as 
shown on sheet P‐3, requests approval for 24  lots single family detached site condominium units.   The 
second  plan,  labeled  “alternative  site  plan,”  requests  approval  for  25  single  family  detached  site 
condominium units.  The only difference between the two plans is that site plan 1, Sheet P‐3, includes a 
vehicular connection to Drake Road.  The vehicular connection was requested by planning, engineering, 
and public safety staff.    
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The Hunters Park development will have 45 or 46 lots in total, including phase 1 and 2.  Access to all units 
will be via a new residential street off of John R Road and Mayflower Road to the north, and Drake to the 
east.   
 
The  phase  2  subject  property  is  currently  improved with  one  (1)  single  family  home, which will  be 
demolished. The site has significant tree cover and a large wetland area. The site is zoned R‐1C and the 
proposed site condominium use is permitted by‐right.  
 
Location of subject site: 

 
 
Size of subject property: 
Phase 2 is 7.92 acres in area. 
 
Current use of subject property: 
The subject property has one (1) existing single family home. 
 
Proposed use of subject site: 
The proposed use is single family residential site condominium. 
 
Current Zoning: 

The property is currently zoned R‐1C, One Family Residential District. 
 
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 

East  R‐1C, One‐family Residential District  Single‐family homes 

Phase 1 

Phase 2

Shared access 

New access 

Bridgewater 
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West  R‐1C, One‐family Residential District  Single‐family homes, Open space 

 

SITE ARRANGEMENT, ACCESS, AND CIRCULATION 

 
The applicant is applying the lot size averaging option, permitted and regulated by Section 10.01.   The lot 
range in size between 9,477 to 20,238 square feet and the average lot size is 10,964 square feet.   The 
proposed lots are regular in shape, allow for adequate setbacks, and permit sufficient space for the homes 
and ingress and egress for each unit.  
 
The project is phase 2 of the existing Hunters Park site condominium. Phase 2 will provide an additional 
access  drive  off  John  R.  Road  and  also  connect  to  the  shared  access  with  the  Bridgewater  site 
condominium development through Hunters Park Phase 1.   The development will be served by a new 
public road, which runs perpendicular to John R. Road and connects to Rexdale Drive from Phase 1.  The 
new road with have a sixty (60) foot right‐of‐way with 5‐foot sidewalks on both sides of the road.   The 
applicant has provided 5‐foot sidewalks in the development, however we recommend that the applicant 
provide a midblock pedestrian crossing along the newly created Kingston Drive.   
 
As an infill development project, Hunters Park should be connected to the existing residential fabric. As a 
result, the applicant should also connect to the residential neighborhood to east via the Drake Road stub 
street.  The vehicular connection was requested by planning, engineering, and public safety staff for the 
following reasons:  

1. Hunters Park 2 (as well as Hunters Park and Bridgewater) will be part of the attendance area for 
Wass Elementary so a more convenient route through residential streets to the school is preferred 
rather than a route out to a major road. 

2. Interconnected streets are the preferred alternative for connected emergency vehicle access, as 
requested by the Troy Fire Department.  

3. Providing  interconnected  neighborhoods  are  policy  of  the  city.  Rather  than  creating  “island” 
neighborhoods. 

4. The connection to Drake would provide another access point for the existing subdivisions to the 
east out to John R rather than forcing the rather circuitous route that is currently in place.  This 
could reduce traffic to Long Lake from the Saffron approach. 

5. A direct connection to Drake could also facilitate better operations for other “services” such as 
school buses,  garbage  collection, police patrol,  snow plowing, mail  services  and others while 
reducing travel time and travel distance servicing this section of the City. 

6. Tucker  is barricaded at  the end of  the  concrete  section,  just west of Standish,  so  there  is no 
connection  from  the  subdivisions  to  the east out  to  John R along Tucker.   This barricade was 
placed by resolution until such a time as Tucker is paved. 

7. Drake  is  a public  road  as will  be  the  new  roads  in Hunters  Park  2.   City policy  is  to provide 
connected public streets.   

 

Though a full vehicular connection is recommended, if a full vehicular connection is not provided, the fire 
department recommends that a minimum a dedicated pedestrian and emergency vehicle connection be 
made.   
 

Items to be Addressed:  1). Provide a midblock pedestrian crossing along the newly created Kingston Drive; 
and 2). Construct the connection to Drake Road as shown in Site Plan, Sheet P‐3. 
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AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 

 
Required and Provided Dimensions: 
 
Table  4.06.C  establishes  the  requirements  for  the  R‐1C  District.  The  requirement  and  the  proposed 
dimensions are as follows: 
 

  Required  Provided  Compliance 

Minimum Lot Area* 

10,500 sq ft 

Sheet P‐3: 10,964 
(Ave) 

9,957 sq ft (Min) 
 

Alternative:  11,302 
(Ave)  

9,477 sq ft (Min) 

Complies 

Minimum Lot Width 
85 ft 

76.5 ft (min), Avg 
exceeds 85 ft 

Complies 

Setbacks       

Front  30 ft  30 ft  Complies 
Side (Least)  10 ft  10 ft  Complies 
Side (Total)  20 ft  20 ft  Complies 

Rear  40 ft  40 ft  Complies 
Maximum Building Height  30 ft, 2.5 story  20’‐1/4”, 2 story  Complies 
Minimum Floor Area per 
Unit 

1,200 sq ft  1,800  Complies 

Maximum Lot Coverage  30%  19%  Complies 

*The lot size average option has been applied and Section 10.01 standards have been met. 
 
The applicant has meet all R‐1C bulk requirements.   
 
Items to be Addressed:  None 
 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

   
Topography ‐ The grading plan shows a gradual slope down from east to west.  The detention basin for 
Hunters Park is located in the southwest corner of phase 1. 
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Woodlands – The site has significant tree cover. The applicant has tagged over 650 trees on the site, 
primarily American Elm, Scotch Pine, Wild Black Cherry, and Silver Maple. Most of the trees are between 
5 and 10 inches DBH and at least half are in good condition. The applicant does not provide the exact 
number, however sheet P‐6 indicates that most of the site will be clear‐cut with some areas to be 
subject to selective clearing by builders. 
The applicant is encouraged to 
selectively clear trees in order to 
preserve trees particularly along 
proposed new lots and existing 
development, and in non‐building 
envelopes of new lots.   
 

Wetlands/Flood  Plain  ‐  The 
front/westerly  portion  of  the  site  is 
located within  the 100  year  flood plain.  
An application is being made to FEMA for 
a LOMA.   The LOMA will be required for 
final  site  plans  submittal.  Additionally, 
there  is  a  1.04  acre  non‐regulated 
wetland located in the central portion of 
the site.  
 
Items to be Addressed:  The applicant is encouraged to selectively clear trees in order to preserve trees 
particularly along proposed new lots and existing development, and in non‐building envelopes of new lots.   
 
 

LANDSCAPING 

 
The Landscape Plan includes a mixture of evergreen and deciduous trees. All proposed species fall within 
Troy regulations and are not prohibited.  Site condominium and subdivision landscaping are regulated by 
Section 13.02.F.2.  
 

  Required  Provided  Compliance 

John R Road 
Screening Alt 2 

1 tree per 10 lineal feet 
(300 lf =30 tree) 

29 trees  Add (1) additional tree. 

Proposed Kingston Drive 
Internal Street 

1 tree per 50 lineal feet 
(2,278 lf = 5 trees) 

46 trees  Complies 

 
The applicant has provided  landscaping at the entrance. Plantings are 78% native plants and  include a 
variety of species.  
 
Access drives should not be subtracted from the lineal dimension used to determine the minimum number 
of trees for greenbelts or internal streets. The applicant should provide landscaping based on the 300 foot 
frontage along John R Road. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  Add one (1) additional tree along John R. Road.  



Hunters Park 2 
March 12, 2015 

6 

 

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

 
 
Section 10.02 sets forth the intent and standards for site condominium projects.   
 
1. Intent:  The intent of this Section is to regulate site condominium projects to ensure compliance with 
this Ordinance and other applicable standards of the City, to provide procedures and standards for review 
and approval or disapproval of such developments, and to insure that each project will be consistent and 
compatible with other developments in the community. 
 
The proposed site condominium project is consistent and compatible with other developments in the 
community, and more importantly adjacent properties.  The proposed development meets the intent 
of the Site Condominium section of the ordinance.  
 
Section 10.02.E. regulates physical improvements associated with condominium projects.  It requires the 
following:  
 
1.  Principal  access  and  circulation  through  a  site  condominium  shall  be  provided  by  public  streets 
constructed to City standards, within sixty (60) foot wide rights‐of‐way. Secondary access and circulation 
through such developments, on which some of the residential parcels may have their sole frontage, may 
be provided by twenty‐eight (28) foot wide streets constructed to City public street standards, within forty 
(40) foot private easements for public access. The applicant has provided a 60‐foot wide public right‐of‐
way.   All lots front on the 60‐foot right‐of‐way.   
 
2. Principal access to site condominium of five (5) acres or less in area may be provided by way of twenty‐
eight  (28)  foot wide  streets  constructed  to City  public  street  standards, within  forty  (40)  foot private 
easements for public access, when in the opinion of the City Council the property configuration is such that 
the provision of conforming dwelling unit parcels is impractical. Not applicable. 
 
3. All entrances to major or secondary thoroughfares shall include deceleration, acceleration and passing 
lanes as required by Engineering Standards of the City of Troy. The applicant has provided deceleration 
and acceleration lanes at the entrance to the proposed Kingston Drive along John R Road. 
 
4. Sidewalks shall be constructed, in accordance with City Standards, across the frontage of all dwelling 
unit parcels. Utilities shall be placed within street rights‐of‐way, or within easements approved as to size 
and location by the City Engineer. Satisfied. 
 
5.  All  shall  be  served  by  public water,  sanitary  sewer,  storm  sewer  and  detention/retention  systems 
constructed to City standards, at the expense of  the developer. Easements over these systems shall be 
conveyed  and  recorded  before  occupancy  permits  are  issued  for  dwelling  units.  The  applicant  has 
proposed full utilities, but all proposed configurations and easements are subject to approval by the 
City engineering department. 
 
As  noted  above,  all  condominium  projects  are  subject  to  Section  8.05.A.7,  which  establishes  the 
requirements  for  a  preliminary  site  plan  submittal.    Three  additional  requirements  are  specifically 
identified for residential projects. The three additional requirements, identified in 8.05.A.7.o, include: 
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i. Calculation of the dwelling unit density allowable and a statement of the number of dwelling units, by 
type, to be provided. The dwelling calculation is compliant with R1‐C regulations.  
 
ii. Topography on site and fifty (50) feet beyond, drawn at two  (2) foot contour  intervals, with existing 
drainage courses, flood plains, wetlands, and tree stands indicated. Satisfied. 
 
iii. The typical floor plans and elevations of the proposed buildings, with building height(s). Satisfied. 
 
Items to be Addressed: Noted above. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
We  recommend  preliminary  Site  Plan  approval  of  the  Hunters  Park  Phase  2  site  condominium 
development given the following conditions:  
 

1. Provide a midblock pedestrian crossing along the newly created Kingston Drive. 
2. Construct the connection to Drake Road as shown in Site Plan, Sheet P‐3.  
3. The applicant is encouraged to selectively clear trees in order to preserve trees particularly along 

proposed new lots and existing development, and in non‐building envelopes of new lots.   
4. Add one (1) additional tree along John R. Road. 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
# 225‐1426 
 
cc:   
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Pertaining to City Council resolution #87-1086 on 9/14/87 regarding the final approval 

of the preliminary plat for Long Lake Meadows Subdivision: 

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That before removal of the barrier to and from Tucker Street, 

said street shall be paved, A Public Hearing is to be scheduled and notice of the 

Public Hearing is to be sent to all property owners on Tucker Street.” 

 

This is a request to City Council to overturn that decision and have the barricade on 

Tucker removed, whether or not Tucker is paved, per the following considerations: 

 

1. Public Safety.                                                                      

Both Fire Chief Nelson and Fire Marshall Roberts are very supportive of this request.  

Fire Marshall Roberts said I could quote him in saying “Tucker is the most direct 

route” to access residents in our neighborhood in case of an emergency. 

Fire Chief Nelson also stated that the fire department came in on the wrong side of 

the barricade just last year but fortunately no personal injuries were incurred. 

 

“I personally think that the Planning Commission’s number one goal is to consider the 

protection of Health and Welfare.” 

Donald Edmunds, Planning Commission Chair, Planning commission meeting of March 24th, 

2015 regarding the Drake connection to Hunters Park II. 

 

“Interconnected streets are the preferred desire of the Fire Department and Public 

Safety.” 

“In addition, neighborhood connections is strongly preferred by other services such as 

Mail, Garbage, School Buses, etc., so there are many people who actually use these 

interconnected neighborhood streets.” 

Ben Carlisle, Planning Commission meeting of March 24th, 2015 regarding the Drake 

connection to Hunters Park II. 

 

2. Distribution of traffic on Saffron, Mayflower and the proposed Hunters Park II 

connection of Drake Street.   

With the newer homes on Radcliff Street and the development of Bridgewater Estates, 

Hunters Park I and II along with the existing residents of Long Lake Meadows, none of 

which existed at the time of the barricade, the traffic would be more evenly 

distributed between Saffron, Mayflower, Drake and Tucker providing safer neighborhood 

streets. 

 

“Interconnected streets and neighborhoods are a policy and direction of the City. This 

in both of the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance and better distributes traffic within 

neighborhoods. You’re not pushing it to one Street or another.”  

Ben Carlisle, Planning Commission meeting of March 24th, 2015 regarding the Drake 

connection to Hunters Park II. 

 



 

 

3. Tucker is a Public Road. 

As residents and tax payers of Troy, we in essence, over the last 27 years, have paid 

for the up keep of a public road that we are not allowed to utilize within our own 

neighborhood. Other dirt roads in Troy are not barricaded off from public use, for 

example; Fernleigh and Willow Grove both connect to improved subdivision roads. 

 

Planning Chair Donald Edmund’s response to a question raised at the March 24th 2015 

Planning Commission Meeting regarding whether or not the City had any current or 

future plans to pave Tucker. 

“However, I like to say that you raise a really good point. I don’t know if most 

residents know that it costs considerably more to maintain a gravel road and I think 

we’re down to less than 7 miles or 5 miles left in Troy and I have one right near my 

house in fact. And I was out there today (on Tucker) and they look like they all 

really, for the most part, the majority of those homes are large homes. So I don’t 

think they would necessarily qualify for a community log grant development, which is a 

low income thing. But, it always bothered me that we, the rest of us residents are 

actually subsidizing those people who won’t give up their gravel roads and there are 

quite attractive 30 year long term financing plans that the Assessing Department 

offers at a low interest. So, I hope that at some point City Council will look into 

that again and see if we can’t do that.” 

 

 

4. If the barricade were removed it would provide a Vehicular Route to Wass 

Elementary school for residents on the gravel side of the barrier without 

having to access a major road.   

 

 

 



ITEM #8 
   

 
June 18, 2015 
 
TO:    Traffic Committee 
 
FROM:  Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/ Traffic Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Request for Traffic Control 

Almond at Crestview 
 
Background: 
 
Elizabeth Gramer of 6751 Crestview states that the lack of existing traffic control at the intersection of 
Almond at Crestview creates a hazardous condition.  Traffic does not yield the right-of-way and travels 
through the intersection at a high rate of speed and is unsafe for drivers and pedestrians. 
 
There have been no crashes reported at this intersection in the past five (5) years.   
 
The posted speed limit on both streets is 25 mph.  Due to the geometrics Crestview Drive is 
considered a continuing roadway, as Almond Drive ends at Crestview. 
 
The major sight distance obstruction at the intersection is a tree and several shrubs in the southeast 
quadrant of the intersection. 
 
The safe approach speed was found to be 8.7 mph; therefore a STOP sign is the recommended 
treatment. 
 
The city requested that OHM review the request and provide their findings and recommendations 
(copy attached).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\Traffic\aaa Traffic Committee\2015\7_July 15\8_TC_Request for Traffic Control_Almond at Crestview.docx 

TRAFFIC COMMITTEE REPORT 
 



 
 
 

 

June 15, 2015 
 
 
 
Mr William Huotari, PE 
Deputy City Engineer 
City of Troy 
500 W. Big Beaver Rd 
Troy, MI 48084 
 
RE:  Traffic Control Recommendation for Almond Drive and Crestview Drive 
OHM JN:  0128-15-0110 
 
Dear Mr. Huotari: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed the Almond Drive at Crestview Drive intersection to determine the 
proper traffic control. The subject intersection is a 3-leg intersection (tee) located in the City of Troy 
approximately 0.25 miles south of South Boulevard and .12 miles west of Crooks Road. The speed limit 
on both streets is 25 mph. There are currently no traffic control devices on any approach to the 
intersection. Reference the attachments for aerial and intersection photos.  
 
Background on Traffic Control Determination  
Based on the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD) there are four 
conditions where STOP signs may be warranted: 
 

 At the intersection of a less important road with a main road where application of the normal 
right-of-way rule is unduly hazardous 

 On a street entering a through highway or street. 

 At an unsignalized intersection in a signalized area. 

 At other intersections where a combination of high speed, restricted view, or crash records 
indicate a need for control by the STOP sign. 

 
Many times STOP signs are installed where they may not be warranted. Traffic experts agree that 
unnecessary STOP signs: 
 

 Cause accidents they are designed to prevent. 

 Breed contempt for other necessary STOP signs. 

 Waste millions of gallons of gasoline annually. 

 Create added noise and air pollution. 

 Increase, rather than decrease, speeds between intersections. 
 



Mr. William Huotari, PE 
June 15, 2015  
Page 2 of 3 

 

The use of a YIELD sign is intended to assign the right-of-way at intersections where it is not usually 
necessary to stop before proceeding into the intersection. Conversely, the STOP sign is intended for use 
where it is usually necessary to stop before proceeding into the intersection.  
 
The following conditions should be fully evaluated to determine how the right-of-way should be 
assigned: 
 

 Traffic Volumes: Normally, the heavier volume of traffic should be given the right-of-way. 

 Approach Speeds: The higher speed traffic should normally be given the right-of-way. 

 Types of Highways: When a minor highway intersects a major highway, it is usually desirable to 
control the minor highway. 

 Sight Distance: Sight distance across the corners of the intersection is the most important factor 
and is critical in determining safe approach speeds. 

 
Crash Analysis  
Based on information obtained through Traffic Improvement Association of Michigan, there were no 
crashes recorded in the past 5-years at the intersection of Almond and Crestview Drive. The crash data 
does not constitute a compelling case for modifying the existing controls.  
 
Approach Speeds  
The approach speed limit on both streets is 25 mph. Speed limits alone cannot be used in this case to 
determine which direction of traffic should be assigned the right-of-way.  
 
Types of Roadways  
Both Almond Drive and Crestview Drive are considered local streets. Due to the geometrics Crestview 
Drive is considered a continuing roadway, as Almond ends at Crestview. There is not a compelling case 
for a specific right-of-way being assigned due to the type of roadway. It should be noted that currently 
there are no parking signs posted along northbound Crestview Drive and westbound Almond Drive.  
 
Sight Distance  
The major potential sight distance obstruction at the intersection is a tree and several shrubs in the 
southeast quadrant of the intersection. These obstructions come into play when determining the safe 
approach speeds for the intersection. The safe approach speed is the speed at which a vehicle can 
approach an intersection and still stop in time to avoid a collision with a vehicle on the cross street. Safe 
approach speeds are determined through calculations.  
 
When the safe approach speed is found to be more than 10 mph, a YIELD sign is commonly used. In 
this case, the safe approach speed was found to be 8.7 mph for eastbound Almond Drive; therefore a 
STOP sign is the recommended treatment. The safe approach speed calculation spreadsheet is attached 
for your reference.  
 
The intersection of Almond Drive at Crestview Drive is located approximately 650 feet from Crooks 
Road. A significant portion of traffic uses the north and west legs of the intersection, traveling to and 
from Crooks Road. Eastbound traffic appeared to be traveling above 25 mph through the intersection 
based upon visual inspection during the field visit.  



Mr. William Huotari, PE 
June 15, 2015  
Page 3 of 3 

 

 
Recommendation 
OHM recommends that the intersection control be changed to a one-way STOP control. The sign would 
be located on the eastbound approach to the intersection.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
Orchard Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 
 

 
__________________________________ 
Steve M. Loveland, PE, PTOE 
Traffic Project Manager 
 
Attachments: 

 Aerial and Intersection Photos 

 Safe Approach Speed Calculation Spreadsheet  
 



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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Almond Drive looking southeast. 
 

 

Almond Drive looking northeast  

 



 
Almond Drive looking east 

 

 
Almond Drive looking west 

 



 
Crestview Drive looking southwest 

 

 
Crestview Drive looking northwest 

 



Safe Approach Speed Calculation

Date:

Almond at Crestview Road 1 = Crestview Analyst:

City of Troy Road 2 = L

Measured: c' b'
Width of Roads Southwest Northwest

Road 1 = 26 (ft) Quadrant of c V2 b Quadrant of

Road 2 = 26 (ft) Intersection Intersection

Distance to Obstruction (Blue Spruce, 18' dripline) (Corner of House)
a = 56 (ft) D2

b = 60 (ft)

c = 21 (ft) d' d a' a
d = 25 (ft)

6/9/2015

Almond
A.P. Cousino

B

Angle of 

Inters
ectio

n

Road 2

Angle of Intersection
Delta = 90 (degrees, measure counterclockwise)

Road 1 Posted
Speed Limit = 25 (mph) D1

V1 D1 V1 M

Assumed:
Speed of Vehicle A = Speed of Vehicle C

= Posted Speed Limit on Road 1
+ 5 (mph) Intermediate Calculations: a' =

V1 = 30 (mph) D1= b' =

Perception / Reaction Time (AASHTO) N D2A= c' =

t = 2.5 (sec) D2C= d' =

Deceleration rate (AASHTO)

A = 11.20 Based On D1 = (1.075 V1 
2 

/ A) + 1.4667 V1 t + EC

Clearance distance in excess of safe stopping distance (AAA) D2A =   a' * D1 or D2C =   c' * D1

EC = 0 (ft) (D1 - b') (D1 - d')

Calculated Safe Approach Speed for Vehicle B Notes:  Enter field measurements in yellow highlighted area.
Approaching on Road 2 Blue fields are std. default values; change only for cause.

V2 = 19.5 (mph) [Based on Veh. A] Calculated by spreadsheet

 or V2 = 8.7 (mph) [Based on Veh. C]

Recommended ROW control for Road 2

based on safe approach speed : STOP Sign

C

196

108

FALSE

76

31

39.2 41

66

Angle of 

Inters
ectio

n

A

Road 1



ITEM #9 
   

 
June 30, 2015 
 
TO:    Traffic Committee 
 
FROM:  Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/ Traffic Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Request for Traffic Control 

Marcus at Sparta 
 
Background: 
 
James Swift states that on the cross roads of Sparta and Marcus, right off of Big Beaver road, there are 
no stop signs going north or south on Sparta only stop signs on Marcus going east and west. This creates 
an extremely unsafe cross way not only for pedestrians but also for drivers that travel down this path. 
 
The intersection is controlled by Stop signs on the Marcus approaches to Sparta. 
 
There have been no crashes reported at this intersection in the past five (5) years.   
 
The posted speed limit on both streets is 25 mph.  Due to the geometrics, both are considered 
continuing roadways.  However, Sparta Drive functions as a miniature arterial for the adjacent 
subdivisions.  With its connection to Big Beaver, there is a compelling case for a specific right-of-way 
being assigned to Sparta Drive.   
 
The major potential sight distance obstruction at the intersection is a tree and several shrubs in the 
southeast quadrant of the intersection. These obstructions come into play when determining the safe 
approach speeds for the intersection. 
 
The safe approach speed was found to be 9 mph; therefore the existing STOP signs on Marcus are 
the recommended treatment. 
 
The city requested that OHM review the request and provide their findings and recommendations 
(copy attached).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\Traffic\aaa Traffic Committee\2015\7_July 15\9_TC_Request for Traffic Control_Marcus at Sparta.docx 
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June 25, 2015 
 
 
 
Mr William Huotari, PE 
Deputy City Engineer 
City of Troy 
500 W. Big Beaver Rd 
Troy, MI 48084 
 
RE:  Traffic Control Recommendation for Sparta Drive and Marcus Drive 
OHM JN:  0128-15-0130 
 
Dear Mr. Huotari: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed the Sparta Drive at Marcus Drive intersection to determine the proper 
traffic control. The subject intersection is a 4-leg intersection located in the City of Troy approximately 
0.16 miles south of Big Beaver Road and .28 miles west of Dequindre Road. The speed limit on both 
streets is 25 mph. There are currently stop signs on the east and west approaches to the intersection. 
Reference the attachments for aerial and intersection photos.  
 
Background on Traffic Control Determination  
Based on the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD) there are four 
conditions where STOP signs may be warranted: 
 

 At the intersection of a less important road with a main road where application of the normal 
right-of-way rule is unduly hazardous 

 On a street entering a through highway or street. 

 At an unsignalized intersection in a signalized area. 

 At other intersections where a combination of high speed, restricted view, or crash records 
indicate a need for control by the STOP sign. 

 
Many times STOP signs are installed where they may not be warranted. Traffic experts agree that 
unnecessary STOP signs: 
 

 Cause accidents they are designed to prevent. 

 Breed contempt for other necessary STOP signs. 

 Waste millions of gallons of gasoline annually. 

 Create added noise and air pollution. 

 Increase, rather than decrease, speeds between intersections. 
 



Mr. William Huotari, PE 
June 25, 2015  
Page 2 of 3 

 

The use of a YIELD sign is intended to assign the right-of-way at intersections where it is not usually 
necessary to stop before proceeding into the intersection. Conversely, the STOP sign is intended for use 
where it is usually necessary to stop before proceeding into the intersection.  
 
The following conditions should be fully evaluated to determine how the right-of-way should be 
assigned: 
 

 Traffic Volumes: Normally, the heavier volume of traffic should be given the right-of-way. 

 Approach Speeds: The higher speed traffic should normally be given the right-of-way. 

 Types of Highways: When a minor highway intersects a major highway, it is usually desirable to 
control the minor highway. 

 Sight Distance: Sight distance across the corners of the intersection is the most important factor 
and is critical in determining safe approach speeds. 

 
Crash Analysis  
Based on information obtained through Traffic Improvement Association of Michigan, there were no 
crashes recorded in the past 5-years at the intersection of Sparta and Marcus Drive. The crash data does 
not constitute a compelling case for modifying the existing controls.  
 
Approach Speeds  
The approach speed limit on both streets is 25 mph. Speed limits alone cannot be used in this case to 
determine which direction of traffic should be assigned the right-of-way.  
 
Types of Roadways  
Both Sparta Drive and Marcus Drive are considered local streets. Due to the geometrics both are 
considered continuing roadways. However, Sparta Drive functions as a miniature arterial for the adjacent 
subdivisions. With its connection to Big Beaver Road there is a compelling case for a specific right-of-
way being assigned to Sparta Drive. It should be noted that currently there are no parking signs posted 
along northbound Sparta Drive and westbound Marcus Drive.  
 
Sight Distance  
The major potential sight distance obstruction at the intersection is a tree and several shrubs in the 
southeast quadrant of the intersection. These obstructions come into play when determining the safe 
approach speeds for the intersection. The safe approach speed is the speed at which a vehicle can 
approach an intersection and still stop in time to avoid a collision with a vehicle on the cross street. Safe 
approach speeds are determined through calculations.  
 
When the safe approach speed is found to be more than 10 mph, a YIELD sign is commonly used. In 
this case, the safe approach speed was found to be 9 mph for westbound Marcus Drive; therefore a 
STOP sign is the recommended treatment. The safe approach speed calculation spreadsheet is attached 
for your reference.  
  



Mr. William Huotari, PE 
June 25, 2015  
Page 3 of 3 

 

 
Recommendation 
OHM recommends that the intersection control remain a one-way STOP control. The signs will remain 
on the eastbound and westbound approaches to the intersection.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
Orchard Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 
 

 
__________________________________ 
Steve M. Loveland, PE, PTOE 
Traffic Project Manager 
 
Attachments: 

 Aerial and Intersection Photos 

 Safe Approach Speed Calculation Spreadsheet  
 



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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Safe Approach Speed Calculation

Date:

Sparta at Marcus Road 1 = Sparta Drive Analyst:

City of Troy Road 2 = L

Measured: c' b'

Width of Roads Northeast Southeast
Road 1 = 28 (ft) Quadrant of c V2 b Quadrant of

Road 2 = 28 (ft) Intersection Intersection

Distance to Obstruction (House Corner/Shrubs) (Corner of House)
a = 42 (ft) D2

b = 32 (ft)

c = 20 (ft) d' d a' a
d = 30 (ft)

6/25/2015

Marcus Drive

A.P. Cousino

B

Angle of 

Inters
ectio

n

Road 2

Angle of Intersection

Delta = 90 (degrees, measure counterclockwise)

Road 1 Posted

Speed Limit = 25 (mph) D1

V1 D1 V1 M

Assumed:
Speed of Vehicle A = Speed of Vehicle C

= Posted Speed Limit on Road 1

+ 5 (mph) Intermediate Calculations: a' =

V1 = 30 (mph) D1= b' =

Perception / Reaction Time (AASHTO) D2A= c' =

t = 2.5 (sec) D2C= d' =

Deceleration rate (AASHTO) N

A = 11.20 Based On D1 = (1.075 V1 
2 

/ A) + 1.4667 V1 t + EC

Clearance distance in excess of safe stopping distance (AAA) D2A =   a' * D1 or D2C =   c' * D1

EC = 0 (ft) (D1 - b') (D1 - d')

Calculated Safe Approach Speed for Vehicle B Notes:  Enter field measurements in yellow highlighted area.

Approaching on Road 2 Blue fields are std. default values; change only for cause.

V2 = 14.1 (mph) [Based on Veh. A] Calculated by spreadsheet

 or V2 = 9.0 (mph) [Based on Veh. C]

Recommended ROW control for Road 2

based on safe approach speed : STOP Sign

C
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70.6
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Sparta Drive, looking southwest 

 

 

Sparta Drive, looking southeast 

 



 

 

Sparta Drive looking northwest 

 

 

Sparta Drive looking northeast 



 

Sparta Drive southbound approach 

 

 

Sparta Drive northbound approach 



 

Marcus Drive eastbound approach 

 

 

Marcus Drive westbound approach 

 



 

 

Marcus Drive looking northeast 

 

 

Marcus Drive looking southeast 



 

Marcus Drive looking northwest 

 

 

Marcus Drive looking southwest 
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June 18, 2015 
 
TO:    Traffic Committee 
 
FROM:  Bill Huotari, Deputy City Engineer/ Traffic Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Request for Warning Signs 

1201 Stephenson Highway 
 
Background: 
 
Tina Woodin of Sterling Heights (employed by Witzenmann USA at 1201 Stephenson) states that there is 
a large group of Canadian geese that come back every year to raise their families near 1201 Stephenson.  
Ms. Woodin is concerned for the safety of the geese as well as motorists who may unexpectedly encounter 
geese crossing Stephenson Highway creating a potentially hazardous situation for drivers as well as the 
geese. 
 
Public Works Director, Tim Richnak, received the original contact on this request and did speak with his 
staff at the Department of Public Works (DPW) as well as Troy Police Department.  DPW staff reports that 
they have one reported incident where DPW staff was called to collect deceased geese.  Troy Police 
Department reported that they did not have an indication from their shift reports of traffic safety concerns. 

Troy does not have a standard or warrant for a “Goose Crossing” sign. They are not called out 
specifically in the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD).  

The MMUTCD does provide for “Non-Vehicular Warning Signs” that may be used to alert road users 
in advance of locations where unexpected entries into the roadway might occur or where shared use 
of the roadway by pedestrians, animals or equestrians might occur.  
 
Examples of these types of signs are attached but are typically used for animals, pedestrians or other 
types of traffic that are large and would cause serious damage to a vehicle.  

Since this type of sign is a “Warning” type of sign, no traffic control order is required so the Traffic 
Committee’s recommendation would be valid for placement of this type of sign(s) lacking any formal 
warrant procedure or standard for this type of sign placement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\Traffic\aaa Traffic Committee\2015\7_July 15\10_TC_Request for Warning Signs_1201 Stephenson.docx 
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William J Huotari

From: Tina Woodin <tmwoodin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 7:04 AM
To: William J Huotari
Subject: Re: FW: Goose Crossing Signs
Attachments: photo 1 (6).JPG; photo 1 (26).JPG; photo 2 (6).JPG; photo 2 (26).JPG; photo 3 (7).JPG; 

photo 4 (7).JPG

Mr. Huotari -  
 
At our place of employment, we have had a large group of Canada geese come back every spring to raise their 
families for the past several years. We are very concerned that not only is traffic aware they are there but that 
the city and animal control does not see them as a nuisance and remove and /or kill these animals. My reason 
for bringing this issue is up is that in the past two years alone I know of at least a dozen adults and babies who 
were killed along Stephenson between 13 Mile to as far as north of 15 Mile in front of the mobile home park. 
People speed along that route to begin with and are not always paying attention to the geese trying to cross the 
road from both sides. Unfortunately, from our front office window we see way too much of the not bothering to 
stop situations. Personally, I would much prefer they had found a safer area to spend the summer and raise their 
babies but they are here to stay and they have become a welcome distraction during the day. 
 
In that being said, I would very much like for you to include this issue on the agenda for July 15. I have some 
pictures which I have attached that I took from our front office window. I will try to get some more of different 
views along Stephenson. I work at Witzenmann USA and we have 4 buildings in the city with two right off 
Stephenson that are next to the Clinton River Watershed drain which I am assuming is the main source of water 
for the geese and ducks. The road construction in the area seems to have changed their normal routes they make 
during the day because I have not seen them since Monday, but we often have them congregate in our front 
lawn of both buildings and the empty lot next to us. They often cross back and forth on Stephenson during the 
day and we have seen them as far south as almost 13 Mile Roads but the main area we see them is between 14 
to 15 Mile Roads.  
 
Would I be able to bring any co-workers along who can attest to the same things I have brought up? I am asking 
my employer to write a letter addressing the same concerns as well which I can bring with me.  
 
Please let me know if you need anything else before then. I will try and get more pictures prior to that. My 
contact information is below - 
 
42322 Parkside Circle Apt 108 
Sterling Hgts, MI  48314 
586-208-4224 cell 
 
Thank you for being so quick to address these concerns.  
 
On Tue, Jun 16, 2015 at 4:08 PM, William J Huotari <HuotariWJ@troymi.gov> wrote: 

Ms. Woodin, your email was forwarded to me. 
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Troy does not have a standard or warrant for a “Goose Crossing” sign.  They are not called out specifically in 
the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD).   

  

The MMUTCD does provide for “Non‐Vehicular Warning Signs” that may be used to alert road users in 
advance of locations where unexpected entries into the roadway might occur or where shared use of the 
roadway by pedestrians, animals or equestrians might occur.   
 
Examples of these types of signs are shown below but are typically used for animals, pedestrians or other 
types of traffic that are large and would cause serious damage to a vehicle.   
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While we do not have standards for these types of signs and/or requests we do have a Traffic Committee that 
meets once a month on the 3rd Wednesday.  The next available meeting is July 15, 2015 at 7:30 PM.  The 
meetings are held in Troy City Hall and the committee is comprised of seven (7) Troy residents who volunteer 
their time to hear traffic concerns. 

  

I can prepare an item for the July 15 agenda to discuss your concerns and your request for “Goose Crossing” 
signs.  You as the person requesting the signage would be invited to the meeting to discuss the request with 
the Traffic Committee members.   
 
Since this type of sign is a “Warning” type of sign, no traffic control order is required so the Traffic 
Committee’s recommendation would be valid for placement of this type of sign(s) lacking any formal warrant 
procedure or standard for this type of sign placement. 

  

If you could let me know if you would like to proceed in this fashion and let me know the location where you 
would request the signs to be placed, then I can prepare the necessary item for the agenda.  Also, if you do 
have pictures they can be included as part of the agenda item. 

  

I would also need your contact information so that I can send you the meeting notice. 

  

Sincerely, 

 
Bill Huotari, P.E. 

Deputy City Engineer/Traffic Engineer 

City of Troy 

  

  

  

William J. Huotari, P.E. | Deputy City Engineer/Traffic Engineer                                           

City of Troy |500 W. Big Beaver, Troy, MI 48084  | Office: 248.524.3387 |troymi.gov        
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“We believe a strong community embraces diversity, promotes innovation, and encourages collaboration.  We strive to lead by 
example within the region. We do this because we want everyone to choose Troy as their community for life. We believe in doing 
government the best.” 

  

  

From: Tina Woodin [mailto:tmwoodin@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 12:51 PM 
To: Timothy L Richnak 
Subject: Re: Goose Crossing Signs 

  

So in other words your more interesting in collecting and killing them? Troy police obviously do not pay 
attention to their routes. I will take this to the media.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 
On Jun 12, 2015, at 12:16 PM, Timothy L Richnak <richnaktl@troymi.gov> wrote: 

Hello, Tina 

  

Thank you for bringing your concerns to my attention. I have traveled Stephenson Hwy the past two 
days and did not observer the geese. Could you give me a more specific area or address that I can 
review.  I did check with staff that are responsible for collection of animals and they only reported one 
collection of record. I have also contacted the police Department to see if they have any indication 
from their shift reports of traffic safety concerns. They indicated that there were none.   

  

I will continue review and collect information. 

  

Respectfully 

  

Timothy Richnak | Public Works Director                                           

City of Troy |4693 Rochester Road, Troy, MI 48085  | Office: 248.524.3396|Cell: 248.885.1843 

|troymi.gov   <image001.jpg>  <image002.jpg> 
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“We believe a strong community embraces diversity, promotes innovation, and encourages collaboration.  We 
strive to lead by example within the region. We do this because we want everyone to choose Troy as their 
community for life. We believe in doing government the best.” 

  

From: Tina Woodin [mailto:tmwoodin@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 9:18 PM 
To: Timothy L Richnak 
Subject: Goose Crossing Signs 

  

Mr. Richrak 

  

I have worked in the City of Troy for the past two years off of Stephenson Hwy between 14 and 
15 Mile Roads. You may already be aware, but for the past several years each spring and 
throughout the fall many Canada geese call Stephenson Hwy between 13 to 15 Mile Roads 
home. They are raising their families and often cross the four lanes of traffic with babies in tow. 
I took multiple pictures from our front office window where there were approximately 30-40 
adult and baby geese on our front lawn. We watched as they crossed the highway both coming 
to and going back to the east side of Stephenson Hwy and some near misses with traffic. 
Obviously, this not only puts these animals in danger but poses a threat to drivers with possible 
accidents and damage to their vehicles along that stretch. 

  

My co-workers and I have witnessed many being killed by traffic and many more near misses. I 
realize this is a busy traffic area and I do not know the policy or procedure in requesting that 
there be "goose crossing signs" put up along Stephenson between the most heavily populated 
goose areas of 13 to 15 Mile Roads.  

  

Please advise the process if any there is in getting this accomplished. If I need to go through the 
city mayor's office please let me know. I believe my employer as well as many others would 
support these signs being installed as well.  

  

Thank you for your time. 

Tina Woodin 
 
--  

Tina Woodin 

  



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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Page 130 2009 Edition

Standard:
11  The Emergency Vehicle (W11-8) sign (see Figure 2C-10) with the EMERGENCY SIGNAL AHEAD 

(W11-12P) supplemental plaque (see Figure 2C-10) shall be placed in advance of all emergency-vehicle 
traffic control signals (see Chapter 4G).
Option:

12  The Emergency Vehicle (W11-8) sign, or a word message sign indicating the type of emergency vehicle (such 
as rescue squad), may be used in advance of the emergency-vehicle station when no emergency-vehicle traffic 
control signal is present.

13  A Warning Beacon (see Section 4L.03) may be used with any Vehicular Traffic Warning sign to indicate 
specific periods when the condition or activity is present or is likely to be present, or to provide enhanced 
sign conspicuity.

14  A supplemental WHEN FLASHING (W16-13P) plaque (see Figure 2C-12) may be used with any Vehicular 
Traffic Warning sign that is supplemented with a Warning Beacon to indicate specific periods when the condition 
or activity is present or is likely to be present.

Section 2C.50  Non-Vehicular Warning Signs (W11-2, W11-3, W11-4, W11-6, W11-7, W11-9, and 
W11-16 through W11-22)

Option:
01  Non-Vehicular Warning (W11-2, W11-3, W11-4, W11-6, W11-7, W11-9, and W11-16 through W11-22) signs 

(see Figure 2C-11) may be used to alert road users in advance of locations where unexpected entries into the 
roadway might occur or where shared use of the roadway by pedestrians, animals, or equestrians might occur.
Support:

02  These conflicts might be relatively confined, or might occur randomly over a segment of roadway.
Guidance:

03  If used in advance of a pedestrian, snowmobile, or equestrian crossing, the W11-2, W11-6, W11-7, and W11-9 
signs should be supplemented with plaques (see Section 2C.55) with the legend AHEAD or XX FEET to inform 
road users that they are approaching a point where crossing activity might occur.

Figure 2C-11.  Non-Vehicular Warning Signs

A fluorescent yellow-green background color may be used for this sign or plaque.

W11-3 (Deer) W11-4 (Cow) W11-6 W11-7W11-2

W11-16 (Bear) W11-18 (Bighorn Sheep) W11-19 (Donkey)W11-17 (Sheep)W11-9

W11-22 (Wild Horse)W11-20 (Elk) W11-21 (Moose) W15-1

Sect.  2C.49 to 2C.50 December 2009



2009 Edition Page 131

Standard:
04  If a post-mounted W11-2, W11-6, W11-7, or W11-9 sign is placed at the location of the crossing point 

where pedestrians, snowmobilers, or equestrians might be crossing the roadway, a diagonal downward 
pointing arrow (W16-7P) plaque (see Figure 2C-12) shall be mounted below the sign.  If the W11-2, W11-6, 
W11-7, or W11-9 sign is mounted overhead, the W16-7P plaque shall not be used.
Option:

05  A Pedestrian Crossing (W11-2) sign may be placed overhead or may be post-mounted with a diagonal 
downward pointing arrow (W16-7P) plaque at the crosswalk location where Yield Here To (Stop Here For) 
Pedestrians signs (see Section 2B.11) have been installed in advance of the crosswalk.
Standard:

06  If a W11-2 sign has been post-mounted at the crosswalk location where a Yield Here To (Stop Here For) 
Pedestrians sign is used on the approach, the Yield Here To (Stop Here For) Pedestrians sign shall not be 
placed on the same post as or block the road user’s view of the W11-2 sign.
Option:

07  An advance Pedestrian Crossing (W11-2) sign with an AHEAD or a distance supplemental plaque may be 
used in conjunction with a Yield Here To (Stop Here For) Pedestrians sign on the approach to the same crosswalk.

08  The crossing location identified by a W11-2, W11-6, W11-7, or W11-9 sign may be defined with crosswalk 
markings (see Section 3B.18).

09  The W11-2 and W11-9 signs and their related supplemental plaques may have a fluorescent yellow-green 
background with a black legend and border.
Guidance:

10  When a fluorescent yellow-green background is used, a systematic approach featuring one background color 
within a zone or area should be used.  The mixing of standard yellow and fluorescent yellow-green backgrounds 
within a selected site area should be avoided.
Option:

11  A Warning Beacon (see Section 4L.03) may be used with any Non-Vehicular Warning sign to indicate specific 
periods when the condition or activity is present or is likely to be present, or to provide enhanced sign conspicuity.

12  A supplemental WHEN FLASHING (W16-13P) plaque (see Figure 2C-12) may be used with any 
Non-Vehicular Warning sign that is supplemented with a Warning Beacon to indicate specific periods when the 
condition or activity is present or is likely to be present.

Section 2C.51  Playground Sign (W15-1)
Option:

01  The Playground (W15-1) sign (see Figure 2C-11) may be used to give advance warning of a designated 
children’s playground that is located adjacent to the road.

02  The Playground sign may have a fluorescent yellow-green background with a black legend and border.
Guidance:

03  If the access to the playground area requires a roadway crossing, the application of crosswalk pavement 
markings (see Section 3B.18) and Non-Vehicular Warning signs (see Section 2C.50) should be considered.

Section 2C.52  NEW TRAFFIC PATTERN AHEAD Sign (W23-2)
Option:

01  A NEW TRAFFIC PATTERN AHEAD (W23-2) sign (see Figure 2C-6) may be used on the approach to an 
intersection or along a section of roadway to provide advance warning of a change in traffic patterns, such as 
revised lane usage, roadway geometry, or signal phasing.
Guidance:

02  The NEW TRAFFIC PATTERN AHEAD sign should be removed when the traffic pattern returns to normal, 
when the changed pattern is no longer considered to be new, or within six months.

Section 2C.53  Use of Supplemental Warning Plaques
Option:

01  A supplemental warning plaque (see Figure 2C-12) may be displayed with a warning or regulatory sign when 
engineering judgment indicates that road users require additional warning information beyond that contained in 
the main message of the warning or regulatory sign.
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