
 Next Regular Meeting is Scheduled for April 20, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 

 
 

 
 

 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

March 16, 2021 
6:00 P.M. 

 
Auburn Hills City Hall, City Council Chamber ● 1827 N. Squirrel Road, Auburn Hills, MI 48326 
Minutes of the AHBRA Board Meeting will be on file in the City Clerk’s Office ● 248-370-9402 

 
 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 

1) ROLL CALL 

 

2) PERSONS WISHING TO BE HEARD 

 

3) APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a) Regular Meeting Minutes – January 19, 2021 

 

4) CORRESPONDENCE AND PRESENTATIONS 

 

5) FINANCIAL REPORT 

a) FY 2020 Adopted Budget and YTD Summary – February 28, 2021 

 

6) UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 

7) NEW BUSINESS 

a) AHBRA Consultant Interview Discussion 

 

8) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR UPDATES 

 

9) BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

 

10) ADJOURNMENT  



 

 

C I T Y  O F  A U B U R N  H I L L S  

C I T Y  C O U N C I L  A G E N D A  

 
 

“Not Yet Approved” 

CITY OF AUBURN HILLS 
BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY MEETING 

 
January 19, 2021 

 
CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Slocum called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

 
ROLL CALL:  Present: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen  
   Absent: None 
   Also Present: Stephanie Carroll, Economic Development Manager, Brandon Skopek, Assistant to the 

City Manager; Brian Westhoff, AKT Peerless; Sam Seimer, AKT Peerless  
   Guests:  None 

 
LOCATION:  Auburn Hills City Hall, City Council Chamber, 1827 N. Squirrel Road, Auburn Hills, MI 48326 
 
PERSONS WISHING TO BE HEARD 
 
None. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
Item 4a. Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Regular Meeting Minutes – October 20, 2020 
 
Moved by Mr. Schaar to approve the October 20, 2020 minutes as presented. 
Seconded by Mr. Douglas 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
 
            Motion Carried  
 
CORRESPONDENCE AND PRESENTATIONS 
 
Mr. Westhoff provided an update on 3180 Auburn Road. Out of the 41 monitoring wells on the site, there are 12 monitoring wells 
that have pure diesel. In a few wells there is three feet of diesel present.  The diesel will need to be removed and excavation is the 
preferred method.  It is eligible under MUSTA for reimbursement.  Mr. Westhoff is not sure of the volume that will need to be 
removed, but he is confident that there is enough justification that we should get approval for a major dig and haul.  He has started 
prepping the state to have those conversations.  He may need to do some more groundwater sampling to make sure it’s delineated.   
 
       
FINANCIAL REPORT 
 
Item 5a. FY 2020 Adopted Budget and YTD Summary – December 31, 2020 
 
Ms. Carroll presented the financial report for the period ending December 31, 2020.   She clarified a correction on the Statement of 
Revenues and Expenditures, there was an error related to the MUSTA grant that was received for 3180 Auburn Road.  There should 
not be a parenthesis around the MUSTA Grant line item in the amount of $91,862 bringing the total to $508,413. 
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Ms. Carroll also noted that the Galloway Creek Restoration project is complete and there will be no further expenses related to that 
project.  
 
Mr. Knight asked if we needed to amend the budget to make any corrections.  Mr. Skopek clarified that the overall fund has not 
gone over budget, so based upon that there is no need for an amendment. 
 
Mr. Douglas asked where the financial information came from and if the line items verified.  Ms. Carroll clarified that the numbers 
come directly from the City’s BS&A system, which is updated regularly by our Finance/Treasurer’s Department.  Mr. Knight noted 
that our Finance Department is exceptional at making sure our reports are correct.  
 
Moved by Mr. Knight to receive and file the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority financial report for period ending December 31, 
2020. 
Seconded by Mr. Douglas 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
 
            Motion Carried 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Item 7a. Galloway Creek Wetland Restoration Project – Brownfield Plan Approval 
 
Ms. Carroll presented a memo dated November 25, 2020 along with a draft Brownfield Plan.  Ms. Seimer reviewed the history of the 
project for the Board and noted that in order to maintain compliance with Act 381, the AHBRA would need to place a non-capturing 
brownfield plan on the site to allow the use of LBRF funds to support the restoration and removal of contaminants on the site along 
with other eligible activities.  This plan essentially authorizes the use of those funds for the project.  
 
Mr. Capen asked if this was contiguous with the parcel to the north.  If it is, he thought we might be able to capture some of the 
increment.  Ms. Seimer noted that if it was, we’d have to go back and amend the plan to do so.    
 
Mr. Douglas expressed his concern about the conditions of the wetland area. He asked if the plan covered some enhancements to 
the wetland.  Ms. Carroll reminded the Board that the restoration work has been completed and the plan before them is needed to 
remain compliant with Act 381.  Mr. Slocum assured Mr. Douglas that the condition of wetlands were addressed. 
 
Moved by Mr. Knight approve the draft Brownfield Plan for the Galloway Creek Restoration Project as presented and forward the 
plan to City Council for review and approval. 
Seconded by Mr. Douglas 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
            Motion Carried 
 
Item 7b. 2041 Auburn Road Berm Discussion 
 
Ms. Carroll presented a memo dated December 3, 2020, outlining the next steps and clean-up scenarios related to 2041 Auburn 
Road.  The Board directed staff to go back and reevaluate the site and come up with a more cost-effective plan.  The most expensive 
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piece of the project was to haul the soils off site.  Therefore, AKT came up with a more cost-effective designs for the site. Relocating 
the soils on site is less expensive. 
 
AKT Peerless reevaluated the clean-up scenarios and whether clean-up was necessary on the southern portion where Kayak Point 
Park is proposed. He noted that hauling the soils off-site is very expensive and reviewed the berm concept with the Board. He 
stressed that he understood that the Board was looking for a cost-effective solution.   
 
There are two areas on the southern portion that will require remediation to EGLE standards, whereas the northern portion has 
seven locations that need to be cleaned up to EPA standards, as well as a number of areas that need to be cleaned up to EGLE 
standards. One of the solutions generated was to remove soils from the southern portion and either take them to a landfill or 
relocate them to the northern portion and place them under an engineered berm. 
 
Ms. Westhoff reviewed the nature of the PCB’s on the site and why they are located on the site. He noted that the flooding helped 
contribute to the settling of the PCB’s.  He noted that the berms should be located outside of the flood plain. He then presented a 
three-berm concept. It’s important to not put hazardous and non-hazardous soils together.   The berm would be about seven feet 
tall. There would be methane venting included in the berms.  He stressed that we cannot plant trees or shrubs on the berm because 
the roots would dig into the cover on the berms.  
 
Mr. Slocum asked if it would be possible to contain the berms with a stone retaining wall to make it more attractive.  Mr. Westhoff 
indicated it is possible, it just depends on how much the Board wants to spend.  
 
Mr. Capen inquired about elevation was off the northern drive. Mr. Westhoff will check Google earth.   Mr. Capen clarified his line of 
thinking saying that if the drop is 20 feet, the berm might be 24 feet high.  The other quesiton he had is that what is the general 
cross-sectional design of the material and how much do you put on top.  Mr. Westhoff stated it has to be at least 10 inches to meet 
the EPA requirements.  The fabric is not permeable.  
 
Mr. Douglas asked if we would need sewers or catch basins on the site to keep it from flooding in the future.  He was concerned 
about the Clinton River. Mr. Westhoff indicated that if the site on the north gets developed there will have to be something. 
 
Ms. Carroll noted that OHM is finalizing our engineering scope of services for Kayak Point and they will determine what needs to go 
where to help eliminate the flooding issues on the site.   
 
Mr. Slocum indicated that he does not like the location of the berm near the edge of the property along the road. It could become a 
site issue for traffic.  He likes the idea of a retaining wall along the northside if it’s feasible.  He inquired about the tree line to the 
eastern edge of the property.   Mr. Westhoff also like the idea of the northern area and trying to use the elevation, but it ultimately 
comes down to material and cost.  
 
Mr. Knight asked if we move material off the southern portion, could we just put it on the northern property with a fence until we 
decide to do with it? Do we have to do a final plan, or can we have a step-type plan? Mr. Westhoff will ask the EPA to see if they 
would be okay with that. However, Mr. Westhoff indicated that the volume of the fill volume on the southern area is low and would 
not be very expensive.  This would give the City time to plan for that northern portion.  
 
Mr. Slocum is more concerned about the contamination on the property.  He feels that the Board needs to decide is that does it 
make sense to berm it, make it safer or fence it off so that no one can access it.  
 
Mr. Capen asked how much less are we talking to berm it?  Mr. Westhoff said the most expensive part of the project is the dig and 
haul option.  Mr. Westhoff indicated that it could be $100,000-$200,000 for the berm and cover.  The cost to haul it off site would be 
$760,000.   
 
Mr. Knight asked if we could dig a hole and bury it.  Mr. Westhoff indicated that would not be ideal that we would be creating a 
landfill.  It’s better to leave it in place and put a cover on it.  Ultimately, the EPA will have to sign off on the design of the project.  
The EPA will not allow us to dig a hole and fill it. 
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Mr. Capen inquired if the berm soils could be stabilized enough on the north side that you could then pave over it to make it a 
parking lot, with stairs, etc. or perhaps an engineered wall and staircase.  The parking lot could add to the protection of the site.   
Mr. Slocum reminded the Board there appear to be two choices to make at this time.  1. Berms or no berms. 2. If we go berms, 
where?  
 
Mr. Westhoff reminded the group that there is nothing that says the Board has to make a final decision as this time.  
 
Mr. Capen asked about perhaps a third option-fencing the northern section off.  He asked Mr. Westhoff about PCB’s on the site and 
their migration as it relates to the repeat flooding on the site.   
 
Mr. Westhoff indicated that if the Authority only wants to deal with the southern parcel, then remove three areas shown on the 
map and take it to a landfill (Figure 3).  he does not believe it will be very expensive. It can then be put in a work plan and be sent to 
the EPA-it shows that we the Authority has a plan to address the situation on the site.  
 
Item 7c.  Election of Officers 
 
Ms. Carroll called for nominations from the floor for Chairman. Mr. Capen nominated Mr. Slocum for Chairman. The nomination was 
seconded by Mr. Schaar.  There being no other nominations form the floor, nominations were closed. 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
 
Ms. Carroll called for nominations from the floor for Vice-Chair.  Mr.  Knight nominated Ms. Capen for Vice Chairman.  This 
nomination was seconded by Mr. Douglas.  There being no other nominations from the floor, nominations were closed. 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR UPDATES 
 
Ms. Carroll updated the Board on the RFQ for Brownfield Consulting.  The review panel discussed seven proposals that were 
received by the December 18, 2020 deadline.  They have narrowed down the consultants to four that they will interview in the 
coming weeks.  
 
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Knight wanted to express his thanks and appreciation for Mr. Skopek’s service and fine leadership over the last few years. He 
also congratulated him on his promotion to the Assistant to the City Manager. Mr. Douglas echoed those comments and agrees that 
Auburn Hills has been served by many fine employees over the years.  
 
Mr. Knight invited the group to be apart of the new Veteran’s Memorial that will be built by making a donation.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Moved by Mr. Douglas to adjourn the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Board of Directors meeting. 
Supported by Mr. Schaar 
 
Yes: Knight, Schaar, Slocum, Douglas, Capen 
No:  None 
 
            Motion Carried 
The meeting adjourned at 7:26 PM 
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Respectfully submitted: 
Stephanie Carroll 
Executive Director
 



 
 

 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Slocum and Members of the AHBRA Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Stephanie Carroll, AHBRA Executive Director, Economic Development Manager 
 
DATE:  March 4, 2021 
 
SUBJECT: FY 2021 Adopted Budget and YTD Summary – February 28, 2021 
 
Attached for your review are the AHBRA financial statements for period ending February 28, 2021 
 
AHBRA STATEMENT OF NET POSITION 

• The AHBRA has a majority of its cash invested in the following accounts: 
o AHBRA Cash - $630,719 
o $3.3 million – Insight 

 
AHBRA STATEMENT OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 

• Approximately 19% of budgeted tax increment revenue has been received for the AHBRA in fiscal year 
2021. 

o $64,924 – Dutton 
o $3,355 – Foremost (The Jordan 3250) 

• Approximately 1% of budgeted expenditures have been utilized in fiscal year 2021. 
o Expenses are expected to increase with two forthcoming proposals on 3180 Auburn and Kayak 

Point.  
 

PROJECT COMMITMENTS  
• Galloway Creek Mitigation Activities - $0 remaining 

o Project completed. All invoices are paid. The EPA has closed out this project  
• Galloway Creek Evaluation Activities - $29,121 remaining 
• 3180 Auburn Road - $53,197 remaining 
• 2041 Auburn Road - $878,546 remaining 

o $200,778 for “Northern Portion” 
o $221,360 for “Central Portion” 
o $452,380 for “Southern Portion” 
o $4,028 for Brownfield Plan 

 
An appropriate motion is: 
 
Move to receive and file the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Financial Report for period ending February 
28, 2021 



3.3.21

ASSETS AHBRA

Cash and Cash Equivalents 630,719
Investments 3,318,937
Due from Others -                     

Total Assets 3,949,657

LIABILITIES 

Accounts Payable 200                
Due to State of Michigan (MDEQ Loan) 560,321         
Due to Taxpayers (MTT) 550
Deferred Revenue -$               

Total Liabilities 561,071

NET POSITION
Beginning Net Position 1/1/2020 (Audited) 3,972,131
Excess of Revenues over Expenditures
         as of November 30, 2020 64,033           

Unrestricted 3,388,586      
Total Net Position 3,388,586

City of Auburn Hills
AHBRA Statement of Net Position

For the Period Ending February 28, 2021

O:\All\Director of Authorities\Authorities\AHBRA\Meetings\2021\031621\4a. Financial Report - February 28, 2021,BalSht 3/5/2021



3.05.21

Fund 256-740 Amended Year-
Annual To-Date

REVENUES Budget Actual
402.000 Dutton Ad Valorem $ 172,065     $ 64,925         $ 107,140         
402.000 Foremost Ad Valorem 8,574         3,356           5,218             
402.000 Primary Place 10,383       -                  10,383           
418.000 Delinquent Personal Property - Dutton -                 -                  -                     
421.000 Tax Chargeback (3,500)        -                  (3,500)            
422.000 MTT Accrual (3,000)        -                  (3,000)            
572.000 State Grants/Other (MUSTA) -                 
573.000 Local Community Stabilization Share 13,766       -                  13,766           
666.000 Interest Revenue 172,907     932              171,975         

Total Revenues 371,195     69,213         301,982         

EXPENDITURES
810.000 Investment Management Fees 4,631         200              4,431             
817.000 Consultant Services (CS) 20,000       450              19,550           
817.000 2041 Auburn Road (CS) 55,000       -                  55,000           
817.000 3180 Auburn Road (CS) 81,000       -                  81,000           
817.000 Bald Mountian (CS) -                 -                  -                     
817.000 Wetlands Restoration (CS) -                 -                  -                     
817.000 Dutton (CS) 160,000     -                  160,000         
817.000 Foremost (CS) -                 -                  -                     
817.000 Mound/Superior (CS) -                 -                  -                     
817.000 Galloway Creek Evaluation -                 -                  -                     
817.000 Primary Place (CS) 22,534       -                  22,534           
957.000 Miscellaneous 150            -                  150                
967.700 MDEQ Brownfield Redevelopment Loan 54,815       -                  54,815           

967.700-32 Brownfield Remediation - Res. @ 3250 -                 -                  -                     
994.000 MDEQ BRL Repayment-Principal -                  -                     
999.004 Administrative Charges 22,825       3,748           19,077           
999.007 Interfund Services 4,762         782              3,980             

Total Expenditures 425,717 5,180 420,537

Excess of Revenues over Expenditures
       as of November February 28, 2021 (54,522)      64,033         $ (118,555)        

Fav / (Unfav)
Budget

Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Net Position-AHBRA
City of Auburn Hills

For the Period Ending February 28, 2021

O:\All\Director of Authorities\Authorities\AHBRA\Meetings\2021\031621\4a. Financial Report - February 28, 2021 3/5/2021



ASSETS AHBRA
Cash and Cash Equivalents 630,719
Investments 3,318,937
Due from Others 0

Total Assets 3,949,657

LIABILITIES 
Accounts Payable 200               
Due to State of Michigan (MDEQ Loan) 560,321         
Due to Taxpayers (MTT) 550

Total Liabilities 561,071

CURRENT BROWNFIELD PROJECTS COMMITTED SPENT REMAINING
Galloway Creek Mitigation 0 0 0
Galloway Creek Evaluation 30,000 879               29,121
3180 Auburn Road 490,275 432,040 58,235
2041 Auburn Road (Northern Portion) 250,000 49,222 200,778
2041 Auburn Road (Central Portion) 250,000 28,640 221,360
2041 Auburn Road (Southern Portion) 500,000 47,620 452,380
2041 Auburn Road (Brownfield Plan) 8,000 3,973 4,028

Outstanding Commitments 1,528,275 562,374 965,901

TOTAL PROMISED OUTSTANDING: 965,901

CASH POSITION
Current Total Net Position 3,388,586
Cash Position Less Commitments 2,422,685      

CURRENT BROWNFIELD PLANS LSRRF LOAN
The Jordan 3250 (3250 Auburn Road) 469,312
Primary Place (3340 Primary Street) 346,906

Outstanding Loans 816,218

City of Auburn Hills
AHBRA Supplemental Cash Flow Analysis
For the Period Ending February 28, 2021



 
 

 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Slocum and Members of the AHBRA Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Stephanie Carroll, AHBRA Executive Director 
 
DATE:  March 4, 2021 
 
SUBJECT: AHBRA Consultant Interview Discussion  

 
INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY 
 
In December 2020, staff received seven (7) responses to the Request for proposals for Brownfield Development 
consultant services.  A review panel was put into place that included Don Grice, Assistant City Manager, Steve 
Cohen, Community Development Director, Brandon Skopek, Assistant to the City Manager, Vice-Chair Capen and 
me.  Staff met and we narrowed the number of qualified firms down to four.  
 
Interviews took place the week of February 22nd-the four firms interviewed were AKT Peerless, ASTI 
Environmental, Fishbeck and SME.  Each of them presented their services and areas of expertise.  The interviews 
went well, and the review panel decided to focus on the two firms that stood out.  Those were AKT Peerless and 
ASTI Environmental.   
 
I asked staff to pass along some notes they took during the interview and will ask Vice-Chair Capen to present his 
thoughts as well on the interviews at the meeting.   
 
Staff notes are attached to this memo.  



Brownfield Redevelopment Authority Consulting Services RFQ Pros and Cons List 

ASTI Environmental 

Pros Cons 
Has worked with the City directly on the Galloway 
Wetland Restoration Project 

Smaller firm 

Completed 58 projects within the City Less institutional knowledge than AKT Peerless 
Over 13,000 Phase 1 and Phase 2 ESA and BEAs 
conducted 

 

Hourly fees and fees for services  
Over 35 years of experience  
Local firm with offices in Metro Detroit  
Serves as Rochester Hills’ environmental 
consultant (15 years) 

 

Offers additional services of: 
• Ecological Services 
• Clearance Services 
• GIS Services 
• UST Services 
• Expert Witness Services 
• Industrial and Municipal Compliance 

Services 
• Project Management Services 
• Hazard Mitigation Services 

 

 

Hourly fees and fees for services  
Experience with securing outside incentives from 
other agencies 

 

AKT Peerless 

Pros Cons 
Served as BRA’s consultant for over 20 years Hourly fees and fees for services 
Over 65 employees for the firm Inconsistent communication related to brownfield 

projects 
Completed over 50 projects within the City  
30 years of experience  
Conducted over 25,000 Phase 1 and Phase 2 ESA 
and BEAs 

 

Experience with securing incentives through EGLE 
and the MEDC 

 

Local firm with offices in Metro Detroit  
Client base includes over 90 local or state 
governmental agencies, 50 financial institutions 
and thousands of private entities 

 



Concluding Thoughts 

Overall, both companies represented themselves well. ASTI Environmental had much more enthusiasm 
and demonstrated they want the job. ASTI Environmental’s President is also a real estate developer and 
would serve the BRA and City well as we continue to explore strategic property purchases. AKT Peerless 
was quick to pass blame on former employees for inconsistent communication with staff and the Board, 
however, they noted they would improve. Both companies would serve the BRA well, but my 
recommendation would be to seek the services of ASTI Environmental.  



ASTI 
 
Pros 
36+ years of experience in 22 states.  
Local presence. 
Wide range of experience with 13,000+ site assessment projects. 
Wetland and endangered species services 
Stormwater management services  
Tom and Sara Jo appeared very competent and capable. 
Tom mentioned he is also a land developer and appears to be a “tell it like it is guy” that I think 
would be upfront with the City on land acquisition and development. 
Appear to be “hungry” for the AH account. 
Hourly Price  
 
Cons 
Appears to be a smaller company than AKT 
 
 
AKT 
 
Pros  
30+ years of experience.  
A long history with AH. 
Local presence. 
I assume Samantha will work hard to provide quality service to AH 
Wide range of experience with 25,000+ site assessment projects. 
Larger company 
 
Cons 
A long sketchy history with AH. 
Hourly price 
 



ASTI 
 
Pros 
36+ years of experience in 22 states.  
Experience with obtaining grants and leveraging incentives for projects 
Wide range of experience with 13,000+ site assessment projects. 
Stormwater management services  
Tom and Sara Jo are both qualified and have a wide-range of experience. 
Creative approaches to projects-They are prepared to coach us through projects 
Very enthusiastic about possibly being our consultant 
Prioritize managing costs associated with projects 
 
Cons 
Smaller firm than AKT 
Most of their focus and experience has been in Detroit 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
AKT 
 
Pros  
30+ years of experience in Brownfield Redevelopment 
A 21 year history with AH with intuitional knowledge about past and current projects 
Local presence. 
Samantha Seimer will also be a resource to us and she is very familiar with our 
community and projects.  
Wide range of experience with 25,000+ site assessment projects. 
Larger company with experienced employees 
Recognized mis-steps over the years and understand that the process needs 
refinements so that we are all on the same page from the beginning.  Understands that 
a team approach will be more successful in the future. 
Experience at leveraging grants and incentives on projects 
 
Cons 
Experiences with (past) employees  
Cost Issues in the past 
Hourly price (has not changed since 2014) 
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