The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appea2ls was held Tuesday, December 17, 1574 at
the Troy City Offices. The meeting was called to order by James Giachino, Chairman, at

7:45 °M,

PRESENT: James Giachino
Chairman

Randall Husk
Kenneth Lashmet
Gene Spilman
Leo Hinch

D. Gene Shellie

ABSENMT: Donald Boyd

ITEM #1. Approval of minutes, Regular Meeting, Ncvember 19, 1974

Motion by Husk
Support by Lashmet

MOYED, that the minutes of the Regular Heetfng of November 19, 1974 be approved.with the
following corrections:

ITEM #14. yeas: 6 - _ ITEM #15. yeas: L
nays: O nays: 1 (Husk)
absent: 1 absent: |

yeas: A1 - 6 ) ) ) : ) ;

nays: none E
absent: i - 2
RENEWALS

ITEM #2. Renewal Requested, Martin Schaefer Greenhouse lne., 6825 Rochester, for relief to
maintain eight temporary accessory buildings, -

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting renewal for relief to
‘maintain eight temporary buildings for use as greenhcuses. This relief has been granted on a
yearly basis since 1971. The conditions remain the same and we have nu objections or complaints
in our file. Thé petitiener has called the Buiiding Department and indicated that he would

not be able to attend this month's meeting because of business commitments. The petiticner is
also handicapped and had difficulty in appearing at city hall. He also indicated that if

there were any questions, he would be willing to attend the meeting in January if necessary.

fotion by Husk
Support by Lashmet

MOVED, that the renewal requested at 6825 Rochester, for relief to maintain eight temporary
accessory buildings be tabled unti}l the next regular meeting for further study. :

yeas: All - 6
nays: none
absent: 1

ITEM #3. Renewal Requested, Troy Swim Club, 538 East Long Lake, for permission tc operate’ '
a private swim club. . . :

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting to renew. a-variance to
operate a .private.swim ¢lub. i a residential district. This renewal has been granted on a
vearly basis for more than ten years with specific stipulations which 1 have attached to your
agenda. in the past year we have had some question as to the occupancy load and membership
limitation. i .

Mr. Hanna was present and stated that he would like to rénew this variance for another year, _ ]
and he asked the board for a clarification as to their definition of.la family as the . !
stipuiations limits the membership to 75 family memberships. Mr. Harna commented that possibly i
this could be amended to correlate with the State Health Department's regulations. _

D~
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Motion by Husk
Support by Spilman ] St

ﬂgi) MOVED, that the renewal requested at 538 East lLong Lake, for permission to operate a private
swim club be approved. This is issued for one year subject to the following rules and regula-
tions: . - . o . '

That, a perm:t is' hereby granted to Jack Hanna to operate the Troy Swim Club, 538 East Long Lake
] Road, City of Troy, Oakland County, Michigan for the 1975 season on the folloWsng rules and
'7~m¥~~regulat|onst : . .

o1 'Permtt to be issued to Jack Hanna and be not transferable to any other person, flrm or
. % . corporatien -or location within the limits of the City of Troy.

" 2. Permit issued for the period of January 1, 1975 to December 3I 1975 and subJect to

L.~ renewal on an- annual basis thereafter.

-3. - The number of persons using the premises at any one time shaIl be limited to the capacuty
~set forth in. the regu]at:ons set by the State of H|chagan, Department of Public Health
for/swimming:pool use.. .

The hours. of- operatlon shall be 11 30 a.m.. to 8 00 p m. dally except Sunday, when sald
pool: shall be.-open *12:30 p.m, to 6:30 p.m..: The pool shall be closed Monday except that
the pool’ “:.be open any Monday during. June, July, and August for the children of the-
iOak!and County‘Chlldren s Village. .. .-

iThetuse of’loudf peakers -and- audnble warnlng devuces of any nature ‘are hereby prohnblted
its at 538 East Long Lak

ll prov:s:ons of” Chaoter 68 Troy Clty Codes, shall be complled'w:th and the foregolng
zc0nd|t|ons:set forth"thereln,,and a llcense be obtaaned by maklng appllcatuons through .the:

A llfe guard'shall be in attendance at'all hours when pool is open.,'*‘

CITEM #he - Renewal: Requested Fraternal Order of Eagles, on Blg Beaver, East of exlstlng Troyif
CElks, For reltef of a masonry obscurung vall along north property line.”

nspector: andenBussche explauned that the petltloner is requestlng relief of a masonry wall _
equired at the residential zoned district line of the site, This relief was granted for a .-
eriod of .one.year. . Subsequently, a permlt was never |ssued for the lodge hall constructlon,

'nd, therefore, no actlon is requnred on thlS request ' : :

_ Mr. Grlsdale. representlng the Fraternal Order of Eagles, ‘was present and stated that they
" understand the reason. for no action and would apply agaln for the variance at such time
they are ready to commence constructaon : : T

" Na action was taken, ;_. - o
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ITEM #5. Renewal Requested, Condomlnrum Developers, lnc , 1551-1651 W. Big Beaver, for relief
of a masonry obscuring wall.

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting renewal of a relief
granted by this board on a masonry obscuring wall. This relief was granted in November of
1971 with the stipulation that a 6' wood obscuring fence would be erected in lieu of the
wall. This-request has never appeared before this board since that time as the renewal was
inadvertantly overlocked. The wood obscuring fence that was erected has fallen lnto dis-
repalr and no attempt to replace it has been made.

f_Mr; Chabut “.and br. Ua]?ace were present and stated that the fence would be repaired just as
- soon as possible. They also stated that there was some confusion as to constructing the.
‘ other port:on of the fence as they assumed. that the property was to be rezoned for parking.

i.HOthn by Husk fﬁ o
"Support by Spllman

;MOVED that the renewal requested at 1551—]651 W. Blg Beaver, for relief of a masonry

~obscuring wall; be approved for six months to allow time for the construction of the

“center portion of ‘fence .that was not’ previously constructed and to allow time for the
xisting:fence to be repanred Thxs is. granted for the followung reasons._ :

ots and p]ans to use

I property |n_th!s'area wull be rezoned to

tTABLED

:ITEM #6 Renewal Requested Somerset Properties, 2&01 260! W Blg Beaver, for rel|ef oF a e
rmasonry obSCur:ng wall. L : . - - -

’Inspector VandenBussche explalned that the petltoner is- requestung re]lef of a masonry wal]
-required at. the residential zoned district ‘lines abutting the Somerset Office Complex. '
The originalirelief was granted with the stipulation that a 6' ferice be erected in lieu of
'thls'Wall."”Thls:stlpulatlon was never complled with.. At the September regular meeting the
petitioner wa granted a 60 day renewaI ln order to allow h|m suFflc1ent time to erect thlS

E Cornacchia, from Somerset lan, was present and stated that the .fence was scheduled to .
‘be -erected on.December 2, 1974, but due: to the unexpected weather conditions, it has not . . .0
been Poss ble ‘to erect th:s fence. - E SRR e T

.'Hotlon by Lashmet r_}_hijJi? fn.-s'.---h? L ;:if::le.‘ _J;_“;"T:. C L -
» Support by Hlnch o R - - T E St e

,MDVED that the renenewal requested at Somerset Propertles 2&01 2601 W._Blg Beaver for relief
-of a masonry obscurlng wall, be tabled for two months to allow the petitioner time to erect-
the fence. ' . - T ' S . L

’yeas: - All - 6
- nays: - none-
' absent: 1 - 7



PAGE 4 December 17, 1974

ITEM #7. Variance Requested, Joseph Pittiglio, 1970 Brinston, for permission to keep more
than three dogs for security purposes in a M-1 zoned district.

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting to keep five dogs on an
industrial site, The zoning ordinance states that the keeping of more than three dogs on

any site constitutes a kennel use; and, therefore, would not be permitted at this location.
The petitioner indicated that the dogs were for security purposes and is requesting relief to
continue having the amount of dogs described. ’

Mr. Angelo Lanni, representing Joseph Pittiglio, was present and stated that the dogs are
needed for security.purposes at night as there has been attempts of break-ins:and they have
valuable equipment and materials located in their yard area. He also stated that the dogs

are surrounded by a 6' chainlink fence at night and are kept in a pen.during the day.
The five dogs were purchased before they became aware of the fact that only three dogs. were
permitted.

Motion by Lashmet
Support by Shellie

MOVED, that the variance requested at 1970 Brinston, for permission to keep mare than
three dogs but not more than five dogs in a M=1 zoned use district, be approved for
the following reasons:

1. More than three dogs are necessary to protect the petitoner's property :and the
warehouse.

2. The dogs would also provide some securlty to the adjoining properties.

yeas: 4 .

nays: 2 (Minch, Husk) -

absent: 1

MOTION FAILED

Reasons for denial:

1. No hardship was shown :
- Three dogs would be adequate in protect:ﬂg th!S property.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

ITEM #8. VYariance Requested, Ted Gzyl, 5865 Patterson, Lot ﬂ275; Stoneridge Subdivison, for
reliaef of the minimum rear yard setback from 35' to 33'.

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the pstitioner is requesting relief to erect a 20' x 10'
covered patio that will be attached to an existing single family residence. The subject
addition would result in a rear vard setback of 33' and the zoning ordinance requires a
minimum setback of 35' in this residential district.

Mrs. Marilyn Gzy! was present and stated they already had the cement work put in as they did
not reallze that this setback restrlctlon exnsted To cut off two feet of thlS patio would
make it awkward and use]ess.

The Chairman opened the public hearing. No comments from the audience..

One letter of approval on file from Mr. Renda, 2487 Coral Drive.

Motion by Husk
Support by Hinch

MOVED, that the variance requested at 5865 Patterson, for relief of the mlnlmum rear yard
setback from 35' to 33', be approved for the following reasons:

1. 1t would not be detrimental to the area.
2. There were no objections from adjacent property owners.
3. It is a slight variance.

yeas: Alb = 6
nays: none
absent: 1
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ITEM #9. Variance Requested, David & Susan Hagelstein, on Rochester, Lot #13, Supervisor's
Plat #13, for relief of a 6 masonry obscuring wall required at the residential dsstr:ct zoning -
line to the south,

'Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of a required

masonry wall at the residential zoning district Tine that abuts the southeast corner of the site.

The residential property abutting this line is owned by the petitioner and the proposed
business use on the site will be a florist. The zoning ordinance requires a 6' decorative
masonry screen wall at all business zoned district lines abutting residenttal,

Mr. Hagelstein was present and stated that they would be dividing their own property with
the wall, and that presently there is a natural barrier of trees and bushes. He also stated
the proposed use for the building wouid be a florist shop and they do not anticipate heavy car
traffic that would cause a disturbance to the residents on Urbancrest. -

The Chairman opened the public heéaring.
Mr. Dollar, 1033 Urbancrest, was present and stated that he had no objectioné.
No letters on file.

Motion by S5Spilman
Support by Lashmet

MOVED, that the variance requested at 3138 Rochester Road, for relief of a &' masonry obscuring
wall required at the residential distriet zoning Iine to the south, be approved with the
stipulation that a 6' obscuring fence be erected in lieu of this wall. This is granted for

the following reasons: :

1. The fence will allow for some protection for the residents on Urbancrest.
2. The petitioner is the owner of the adjacent residential property.

veas: 2 ' o .
nays: 4 {Shellie, Hinch, Giachino, Husk)

absent: 1.
MOTION FAILED

Motion by Husk ..
Support by Hinch

MOVED, that the variance requested at 3138 Rochester Road, for relief of a 6' masonry chscuring
wall required at the residential district zonlng line to the south, be approved for one year
for the folIOW|ng reasons:

1. The parking area is far removed from. the residential properties on Urbancrest..
2. There were no objections from surrounding property cwners.

"3, it would not be detrimental to the area.
yeas: 5 ,
nays : 1 {Spilman)

absent: 1
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1TEM #IO Variance Requested Paul Gastaris, 1600 Rochester, Lot #96-102, Stumpf's Beech Grove
Subdivison, for relief to expand a nonconformlng use and building.

Inspector VandenBussche explalned that the petitioner is requesting to construct an addition to
a legal nonconforming structure. The proposed addition will -be approximately 50' x €0' and’
would be considered expansion of a legal nonconforming buiiding in that the existing butlding
is located approximately at the Maple Road Right-of-Way and the proposed addition will result
in an 18' setback from the Rochester Road Right-of-Way. This district requires a setback of
'50' from apy building to a major Lhoroughfare right-of-way. The plans also indicate parking
-~ .within this 50' setback. The zoning ordinance does not permit. parking tc be located in a
S front setback of an industrial district. The plans also indicate a parking area that would
o accomodate 39 cars of which all but 17 are located in a front setback area. The 39 car capacity
"..would indicate an occupancy lcad of 117 pecple for the restaurant. To summarize the request,
- .. the petitioner is requesting expansion of a nonconforiming building in regards to the location,
“-and relief to expand a nonconforming use .in that the restaurant is considered to be a business -
Touse: tn an- |ndustr|al d:stract, and to locate parking in- requnred setbacks of the'district.

'sMr. Gastarls was present and . stated that wnth the addltlon he is intending to convert the
restaurant 1o a, famuly style type and that he would not. be able to contlnue operatung |f
he cannot ‘expand.: it . SR . -

Ltahbros;fIGBSVRocheeter;

f ~approval--on.: Flle From Walmrl to., . 1025 E. Maple, Mr
3 0 Maple, and Cee Bee Co.. 1655 Rochester.

ariance requested at |600 Rochester, for relief to expand a nonconformlng use b
i and bulIdlng, be denied for the followang Teasons: . L .. .:_.u R ot 7 il e

There is requured parklng located in the rlght-of-way whlch could be a hazard to traffic.
~The petitione could obtaan more 1and in order to meet the parkung requtrement :

Support by Husk

MOVED that the variance requested at 1600 Ro:hester, for rellef to construot an add;ttonfto a
nonconformsng use and bU|]dlng, be: approved for the follownng reasons: : - : B
_ 1;“:There is a hardshlp in that the pet1tloner would not be able to contlnue operating
7 without the addition. . . _
20 The configuration of the lot makes it d1ff|cult to meet the requ:rements of the ordlnance.
”*‘3. Thls property may be rezoned to a business district in the future. . .
., ;

Further, that the seatlng capac1ty oF the restaurant will be- regulated by the amount of
“Yegal parkcng the petttloner can provide, and that aI] park:ng between the street and

i

“ building wnl] be proh:buted e
. _ -veaS-—_x 5 ' ' -
- nays: - F (Laehmet)

absent: 1
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ITEM #11.  Variance Requested, Paul Trevarrow, on Long Lake, west of Livernois, for relief
of the minimum setback requirement for a commercial complex from residential zoned property
from 75' to 43', and for reiief of the 10 percent landscape requirement,

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is requesting to construct a commercial
complex in & B-2 zoned district that will have a 43' setback to the residential district

line at the east. The zoning ordinance requires a minimum setback of 75' to all structures

in a B~2 use district from residential zoned land. The site plan also indicated that the
environmental conditions regarding landscaped areas does not meet the requirement of 10 percent
of the site. The ordinance requires 13, 530 square feet for landscaped area, and the site

p]an indicates 11,318 square feet.,

Mr. Trevarrow was present and stated that they could meet the requirements of the ordinance,
but it would cause the building to lose its aesthetic appeal because the view would be
b]ocked by the back of the bu:ldlng from the intersection. .

The Chairman opened the public hearlng.
No comments From the audience.

Letters of approval on file from Mr. Capaldi, 150 W. Long lLake Road; Mr. & Mrs. Fram, 121
W. Long Lake Road. :

Motion by Husk
Support by Spilman

MOVED, that the variance requested on Long Lake, west of Livernois, for relief of the
minimum setback requirement for a commercial complex from residential zoned property
from 75' to 43', and far relief of the 10 percent landscape requirement, be denied [for
the following reasons:

1. . No hardship was shown. :
2. The building can be built on this property and meet the requnrements of the ordlnance.

‘yeas: All - 6
nays: none
absent: :1

ITEM #12. Variance Requested, Jerry Parr, 91 E. Maple, Llots #3105, 106, & W. 1/2 of 107,
Addison Heights Subdivision, for relief to structurally alter a nonconforming building.

inspector VandenBussche explained ‘that the petitioner is requesting to construct a second
story addition to an existing nonconforming building in a business district. The ex:stlng
building is 2l' from the proposed right-of-way of Maple Rcad where the zoning ordinance-
requires a minimum 25' setback in a B-1 zoning district, The present building is also
nonconforming in that it s located less than 10' from a side property line and the. zoning
ordinance requires that any structural alterations to exnstlng nonconformlng buildings’ must
be approved by the Board of Appeals. i

Mr. Parr was present and stated that due to the wndenlng of Maple Road they had Iost some
of their parking area and will be removing a storage structure at the rear of this property
in order to provide this parking., He also stated that they need additional room in order
to provide an area for the storage they will be removing from this accessory structure.

The Chairman opened the public hearing. HNo commehts from the audience,
Letters of approval on file from Mr. Miller, 95 E. Maple; and Gary Paser, 2793 Athena.

Motion by Shellie
Support by Lashmet

MOVED, that the variance requested at 91 E. Maple, for relief to structuraily alter a noncon=
forming building, be approved for the following reasons: :

I. The widening of Maple Road has placed a hardship on the petitioner to relocate parklng
area. :

2. 1t would help enhance the appearance of the bullding.

3. The building adjacent to. this one is a two story structure.

yeas: &

nays: 2 (Spilman, Husk) . MOTION FAJLED
absent: |




CPAGEB . .-t | " December 17, 1974
Reasons for denial:

1. No hardship was shown other than an economic one. : .
" 2.° The intent of the ordinance is not to encourage nenconforming uses and buildings. i

ITEM #13. Variance Requested, Biltmore Homes, 3639 Millay, Lot #7b49, Raintree Village #3
Subdivision, for relief of the minimum setback requirement for a side yard that is abutting
a street (corner lot) in a RIC open space district from 30' to 26.5'.

" Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner is proposing to coastruct a single Family-
. residence at the corner of Millay and Bishop Drive. This site requires a front setback from ‘
both streets. .The site plan indicates a 26 5! setback from anhop where 30' is requnred in this
re51dentlal district.: g o

o Mr. Richard Komer, representlng Biltmore Homes, was present and stated that they plan:to butld

a model home on this lot, which is the closet lot to Rochester Road. He also stafed that

because of an easement to the south they cannot obtain adJacent land in order to create a-
'larger Iot. L . .

' The Cha:rman opened the publnc.hearlng s No_comments_from the;audience.fj -

_MOVED, that the arrance‘requested at- 3639 {i llay, for relnef of the minimum setback requnrement
:for aﬁslde yardrthat is ‘abutting a street:(corner Iot) in a RIC open space dIStrICt from. 30‘ :
: d for the follow1ng reasons:- - - : ol ae

‘Ho “hardship ‘was - shown. o o : SR g
The petitioner has stated that there are lots in thlS SUblelSlOﬂ Iarge enough to flt S
this model, and there will be models avallable |n the future that will fit thus lot W|thout;

var i ance. -

3 'rVarlance Requested Lawrence Nnnter, 2337 Hlnge, Lot #2 Olde Forge Sublelson, :
for relief of the mlnlmum rear yard setback reqUIrement From 40" to 32' _ =

-Inspector UandenBussche explalned that the petntloner is proposung ‘to maintain a 20' % IO'

rear patiothat’is considered part of the prsncnpal structure and, therefore, would require
-compliance-to the setbacks of the district.  The addltnon wnll result in a 32' rear yard where
'1uho' |s reqUIred ln this residential dtstrlct., : - -

'Mr. Wlnter wes present and stated that the patio ‘is aIready constructed as he did not know 7
‘a. permit was- required or that there were. any setback restrictions. He also stated that he .
S has a ra|sed doorwall whlch is why the patio was constructed |n thlS manner.

-:The Chalrman 0pened the pub]lc hearlng.- 71

“Mr. Borus, 3615 Hlstorlc, and Hr. Brosowskl, 36#0 Bellows, were present and stated that they’

'approved.-:-1: _ o . L R o o

Letters of approval on f|le from Hr. Kettner. 3576 Hlstorlc, Mr. DeYoung, 2375 H1nge, and
Mr. Liedtke,- 363h Bellows.,'i . :

'Mot:on by Lashmet
Support by Shellie’

MOVED, ‘that the variance requested at 2337 Hlnge, for relief of the minimum rear yard setback
reqUIrement from ko' to 32' be approved for the. fol]owung reasons:

1. It wa11 not be detr:mental to the nelghborhood.
2. There were approvals from adjacent property owners.

yeas: -All - 6
nays: none
absent: 1
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ITEM #15. Variance Requested, Michael L:edtke, 363h Bellows, Lot #53 Olde Forge, for relief
of the minimum rear yard setback requirement from 40* to 20°,

Inspector VandenBussche explained that the petitioner Is requesting to maintain a wood patio
that is attached to the rear of a single family residence. This type patio is considered

part of the principal structure, and, therefore, must respect the required yvard setbacks. ' The

site plan indicates rear yards of 20’ where 40' is required in this residential district.

Mr. Liedtke was present and stated that the structure has been already erected because he
- was not aware that a permit was necessary. He also stated that he would not be able to
have this type of patio without a variance as the home is already encroaching one foot into
the setback area.

The Chairman opened the-public_hearing.u

Mr. Borus, 3615 Hlstorlc, and Mr. Brosow5k1 3640 Bellows, were presenf and s;ated'that they
'approved : ' :

Letters on file from Mr. Winter, 2397 Hlnge Hr DeYoung, 2375 Hinge; and Mr. Nap:er, 3628
Bellows, all indicating approval,

Motion'by Lashmet
Support by Shellie

MOVED, that the variance requested at 3634 Bellows, for relief of the m:nlmum rear yard
: setback from LO' to 20', be approved for .the following reasons:

1. 1t wil) not be detrimental to the neighborhdod.
2, There were approvals from adjacent property owWners.

yeas:  All - 6

‘nays:- none
_absent: 1

ADJOURNED:  12:05 A.M,




