Rik Kowall, Supervisor
Anthony L. Noble, Clerk
Mike Roman, Treasurer

Trustees

Scott Ruggles

Liz Fessler Smith
Andrea C Voorheis
Michael Powell

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING
LOCATION: TOWNSHIP ANNEX, 7527 HIGHLAND ROAD, WHITE LAKE, MICHIGAN, 48383
(FORMER WHITE LAKE LIBRARY)
THURSDAY, JANUARY 27, 2022 - 7:00 PM

White Lake Township | 7525 Highland Rd | White Lake, Ml 48383 | Phone: (248) 698-3300 | www.whitelaketwp.com

aprwbde

o

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Zoning Board of Appeals Regular Meeting of December 9, 2021

OLD BUSINESS

NEW BUSINESS
A.
Applicant: Meghan & Mike Macy
9396 Beechcrest Drive
White Lake, M| 48386
Location: 9396 Beechcrest Drive
White Lake, MI 48386 identified as 12-35-201-011
Request: The applicant requests to install a privacy fence exceeding the allowed height,
requiring a variance from Article 5.12.D.ii, Fences, Walls and Other Protective Barriers.

|

Applicant: Michael Epley

6075 Carroll Lake Road

Commerce, MI 48382

Location: 368 Lakeside Drive

White Lake, M| 48386 identified as 12-22-428-003

Request: The applicant requests to enlarge and alter a nonconforming structure (house)
to construct a second story addition, requiring variances from Article 7.23.A,
Nonconforming Structures and Article 3.1.6.E, R1-D Single Family Residential Minimum
Lot Width. A variance from Article 7.28.A, Repairs and Maintenance to Nonconforming
Structures is required due to both the value of improvements and the increase in cubic
content.
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C. Applicant: David Scalpone

11071 Beryl Drive

White Lake, MI 48386

Location: 11071 Beryl Drive

White Lake, M| 48386 identified as 12-33-278-010

Request: The applicant requests to enlarge and alter a nonconforming structure (house)
to construct a first and second story

addition, requiring variances from Article 7.23.A, Nonconforming Structures and Article
3.1.6.E, R1-D Single Family Residential Minimum Lot Area and Minimum Lot Width.

A variance from Article 5.7.A, Accessory Buildings or Structures in Residential Districts
is required for the setback between the principal building and accessory building. A
variance from Article 7.28.A, Repairs and Maintenance to Nonconforming Structures is
required due to both the value of improvements and the increase in cubic content.

8. OTHER BUSINESS

Zoning Ordinance Discussion - Part 2

Election of Officers

Member Schillack Master Citizien Planner Presentation
9. NEXT MEETING DATE: February 24, 2022 Regular Meeting

10. ADJOURNMENT

o>

Procedures for accommodations for persons with disabilities: The Township will follow its normal procedures for
individuals with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting. Please contact the Township
Clerk’s office at (248) 698-3300 X-164 at least two days in advance of the meeting. An attempt will be made to make
reasonable accommodations.




WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
DECEMBER 9, 2021

CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Spencer called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. She then led the Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

Present:

Clif Seiber

Debby Dehart, Planning Commission Liaison
Kathleen Aseltyne

Michael Powell, Township Board Liaison

Jo Spencer, Chairperson

Absent:
Niklaus Schillack

Others:
Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner
Hannah Micallef, Recording Secretary

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Staff Planner Quagliata stated Agenda Item B should have second story removed from the request as the
garage was not planned to be constructed with a second story.

MOVED by Member Aseltyne, SUPPORTED by Member Dehart, to approve the agenda as amended.
The motion CARRIED with a voice vote (5 yes votes).

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
a. Zoning Board of Appeals Regular Meeting of October 28, 2021

Staff Planner Quagliata wanted to make a change on page 8 regarding the conditions of approval on the
monument sign. The word “setback” should be added after the word “foundation.”

MOVED by Member Powell, SUPPORTED by Member Seiber to approve the Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes of October 28", 2021 as amended.
The motion CARRIED with a voice vote (5 yes votes).

Item A.




WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

NEW BUSINESS:
A Applicant: Nick Trifon/ Signs by Crannie

4145 Market Place
Flint, M1 48507

Location: 6707 Highland Road
White Lake, MI 48383 identified as 12-20-276-014
Request: The applicant requests to enlarge and alter a nonconforming structure

(sign) within the setback from the road right-of-way and exceeding the
allowed size, requiring a variance from Article 7.23.A, Nonconforming
Structures.

Chairperson Spencer noted for the record 11 owners within 300 feet were notified. 0 letters were
received in favor, O letters were received in opposition, and 0 letters were returned undeliverable from
the U.S. Postal Service.

Staff Planner Quagliata presented his staff report.

Member Powell asked staff if the variances were for the existing sign or for the modifications to the
existing sign. Staff Planner Quagliata said the proposed alteration/enlargement required a variance.

Member Dehart asked staff if the applicant could construct a monument sign in the road right-of-way if
the existing sign was demolished. Staff Planner Quagliata said the applicant would need approval from
the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) and a variance from the ZBA to construct a sign in
the Highland Road right-of-way. He added the applicant would need a variance to put another sign in
the same location, since the location was not setback far enough from the road right-of-way.

Nick Trifon was present to speak on behalf of his case. He said visibility and safety were the main
concerns with being able to modify the existing sign. The restaurant business had been impacted by the
COVID pandemic, and an electronic sign would be able to show altered business hours easily. The
owners wanted to upgrade to the electronic sigh to convey the restaurant was hiring as well. The
owners would consider moving the illegal truck, and keeping the electronic portion of the sign the same
size as the current nonelectronic changeable sign if the variances were approved.

Member Powell stated the existing sign was almost a landmark type of sign. He added he did not need a
sign to know where the restaurant was. He said a practical difficulty was not presented, and the ZBA
could not taken into account past decisions or existing signs.

Member Aseltyne said the current sign was classic, but there was not a demonstrated practical difficulty.
Member Dehart asked staff if the electronic reader board was replaced to be the same size as the
current changeable sign, would the applicant still need a variance. Staff Planner Quagliata stated it

would be considered an alteration to a nonconforming structure and still require a variance.

Member Dehart stated she could read the current sign driving down Highland Road (M-59).

2|Page
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

Member Seiber stated there were many issues with the existing sign being nonconforming, and the
current proposal did not improve the nonconformities. There would be more to consider if the
applicant was working to bring the existing sign into compliance.

Chairperson Spencer opened the public hearing at 7:33 P.M. Seeing no public comment, she closed the
public hearing at 7:33 P.M.

The ZBA discussed the standards from Article 7, Section 37 of the ClearZoning Ordinance:

A. Practical Difficulty
e Chairperson Spencer did not see a practical difficulty.
e Member Powell said there was not a practical difficulty in regards to the usability of the
site.
Unique Situation
C. Not Self-Created
e Member Dehart said the applicant’s problem was self-created as the request was to
alter a nonconforming structure.
D. Substantial Justice
o Member Powell said the sign did not correlate with the usability of the site.
E. Minimum Variance Necessary
e There was no practical difficulty established.

@

Member Aseltyne MOVED to deny the variance requested by Nick Trifon / Signs by Crannie for
Parcel Number 12-20-276-014, identified as 6707 Highland Road, due to the following reason(s):
Failure to meet the standards from Article 7, Section 37 of the ClearZoning Ordinance.

Member Seiber SUPPORTED and the motion CARRIED with a roll call vote (5 yes votes):
(Aseltyne/yes, Seiber/yes, Powell/yes, Spencer/yes, Dehart/yes)

B. Applicant: Leo Huantes
68 W. Fairmont
Pontiac, M1 48340

Location: 4925 Ormond Road
White Lake, MI 48383 identified as 12-07-130-059
Request: The applicant requests to enlarge and alter a nonconforming structure

(house) to construct a garage, requiring variances from Article 7.23.A,
Nonconforming Structures and Article 3.1.6.E, R1-D Single Family
Residential Minimum Lot Area. A variance from Article 7.28.A, Repairs
and Maintenance to Nonconforming Structures is required due to both
the value of improvements and the increase in cubic content.

Chairperson Spencer noted for the record 32 owners within 300 feet were notified. 0 letters were
received in favor, O letters were received in opposition, and 0 letters were returned undeliverable from
the U.S. Postal Service.

Staff Planner Quagliata presented his staff report.

3|Page
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

Member Seiber asked staff if there was a second floor proposed over the garage addition. Staff Planner
Quagliata stated the current garage would be converted to living space and the addition would be the
new garage without a second story.

Martin Gojcaj, 9312 Oakmond, Clarkston, Michigan, property owner, was present to speak on behalf of
the case. He said the existing addition over the garage made the house plain looking. When he spoke to
his builder, he was told to put a garage in the front to give the house the desired curb appeal. The septic
field was located in the rear of the lot, and the well was in the front yard.

Member Aseltyne asked Mr. Gojcaj if the house was currently vacant. Mr. Gojcaj confirmed.

Member Powell stated the houses around the subject site were similar as they were not located close to
the road. He there was not a practical difficulty demonstrated.

Chairperson Spencer opened the public hearing at 7:56 P.M. Seeing no public comment, she closed the
public hearing at 7:56 P.M.

The ZBA discussed the standards from Article 7, Section 37 of the ClearZoning Ordinance:

A. Practical Difficulty
e Chairperson Spencer said there were other alternatives.
B. Unique Situation
o Member Powell said the house was similar to the others around it.
C. Not Self-Created
e There was a self-created problem as there were alternatives.
D. Substantial Justice
E. Minimum Variance Necessary

Member Seiber stated the building envelope on the lot had some space for an addition, or taking an
addition up could be an option. He added the houses around the subject site were setback in
accordance with the ordinance.

Member Dehart MOVED to deny the variances requested by Leo Huantes for Parcel Number 12- 07-
130-059, identified as 4925 Ormond Road, due to the following reason(s): failure to meet the

standards from Article 7, Section 37 of the ClearZoning Ordinance.

Member Powell SUPPORTED, and the motion CARRIED with a roll call vote (5 yes votes):
(Dehart/yes, Powell/yes, Seiber/yes, Aseltyne/yes, Spencer/yes)

4|Page
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

C. Applicant: NCM Ventures LLC — John Rozanski
2704 Wabum Road
White Lake, MI 48386

Location: 8565 Pontiac Lake Road
White Lake, MI 48386 identified as 12-13-328-003
Request: The applicant requests an extension of the approval period for variances

granted on June 24, 2021, requiring a variance from Article 7.39,
Approval Periods.

Chairperson Spencer noted for the record 13 owners within 300 feet were notified. 0O letters were
received in favor, 0 letters were received in opposition, and 0 letters were returned undeliverable from
the U.S. Postal Service.

Staff Planner Quagliata presented his staff report.

Member Powell asked staff how long of an extension would be granted. Staff Planner Quagliata stated
once the building permit was obtained, the applicant would be working within the time limit of the
permit. The variance requested would extend the applicant’s time to obtain the permit by six months.

John Rozanski, 2740 Wabum, White Lake, was present to speak on his case. He said he was moving
forward on his project, and he had tenants at the existing apartments until April 2022. Soil borings were
done at the site. He intended to demolish the existing buildings and pull permits after the current
tenants left.

Member Powell asked the applicant if he was at the point to submit plans for review by the Building
Department. Mr. Rozanski said he was still looking to get construction estimates and plans prepared,
and he had not secured a contractor yet.

Member Powell asked staff if a demolition permit would extend the applicant’s time to submit building
permits. Staff Planner Quagliata stated the zoning ordinance specifically required “building permit.”

Chairperson Spencer opened the public hearing at 8:12 P.M. Seeing no public comment, she closed the
public hearing at 8:12 P.M.

Member Seiber MOVED to approve the variance requested by John Rozanski from Article 7.39 of the
Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-13-328-003, identified as 8565 Pontiac Lake Road, in order to
extend the approval period for variances granted on June 24, 2021 by six months, until June 24, 2022.
This approval will have the following conditions:

e All conditions of previous approvals shall remain in effect.

Member Aseltyne SUPPORTED, and the motion CARRIED with a roll call vote (5 yes votes):
(Seiber/yes, Aseltyne/yes Spencer/yes, Dehart/yes, Powell/yes).
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

D. Applicant: 4 Corners Square LLC
29580 Northwestern Hwy STE 100
Southfield, M1 48034

Location: 1449 Union Lake Road
White Lake, MI 48386 identified as 12-36-476-032
Request: The applicant requests to construct a building, requiring variances from

Article 3.1.13.D, Neighborhood Mixed Use Build-to-Line coverage and
Minimum building height. A variance from Article 5.11.P.i, Off-Street
Loading Requirements is required for the dimensions of the off-street
loading space. A variance from Article 5.9.J.ii.b is required to exceed the
allowed number of wall signs.

Chairperson Spencer noted for the record 146 owners within 300 feet were notified. O letters were
received in favor, O letters were received in opposition, and 0 letters were returned undeliverable from
the U.S. Postal Service.

Staff Planner Quagliata presented his staff report.

Member Aseltyne asked staff why the previous variances were granted. Staff Planner Quagliata stated
part of the issue at the time was contamination on the property. The Township created a Commercial
Rehabilitation District to address the site issues. Member Aseltyne asked staff if there were remediation
compliance documents for the site. Staff Planner Quagliata noted the State had such documentation.

Amar AlKhafaji was present to speak on behalf of the case. He said there was a vision for the subject
site years ago when it was first being developed. There was the idea to create urban walkability in a
suburban area. In regards to this project, there was originally hopes for a sit-down restaurant, but due
to the COVID pandemic, he was unable to find a full-service restaurant tenant. The two proposed fast-
food tenants were excited to come to the Township. He wanted to create a physical buffer for residents
on the lake, which was why the building was proposed to be setback. To keep the building cohesive
with the other shopping center, it would be one-story and use the same materials in construction.

Detroit Wing Company would be closest to Tim Horton’s, and Beyond Juice would be closest to Union
Lake Road. Detroit Wing Company would like a small sign on the east side of the building to capture
customers. The “Welcome to White Lake” sign would be improved, and Mr. AlKhafaji was proposing to
build a nicer sign with 4 Corners verbiage included.

The tenants would not receive deliveries from full semi-trucks in the loading area. The depth needed a
variance, but the width of the area was wider than required.

Member Powell stated he was hoping to see a sit-down restaurant on the site. Mr. AlKhafaji said there
would be indoor seating at both restaurants.

Member Powell asked Mr. AlKhafaji why the loading zone could not be extended west. Mr. AlKhafaji
said there was a light pole, as well as landscaping.

Chairperson Spencer opened the public hearing at 8:45 P.M. Seeing no public comment, she closed the
public hearing at 9:45 P.M.

6|Page
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

Member Seiber asked staff if the Ordinance Officer would ticket a truck delivery at the site if a truck was
sticking out of the loading area. Staff Planner Quagliata said it would be more of a Fire Department
issue with blocking access.

Member Dehart said the Township Engineer discussed the depth of the loading area at the December 2,
2021 Planning Commission meeting.

Member Powell asked staff about the patio. Staff Planner Quagliata asked Mr. AlKhafaji about the patio
surface. Mr. AlKhafaji said it would be concrete.

Member Powell asked Mr. AlKhafaji what signs would be on the south side of the building versus the
proposed sign on the east side. Mr. AlKhafaji said the south side would have the three tenant signs, and
the east side would have one Detroit Wing Company sign. The tenant was adamant about the sign on
the east side.

Member Seiber said the tenants in the adjacent shopping center did not have corner signs, and because
of the way the building was situated, the east side sign would not be visible from travelers on the road.
He added the floor plan was inconsistent with the elevation as there was a door shown on the east side
elevation, but not on the floor plan. Mr. AlKhafaji said a door was not proposed on the east side of the
building and the elevation was incorrect.

The ZBA discussed the standards from Article 7, Section 37 of the ClearZoning Ordinance:
In regards to variance #1, regarding build- to-line coverage:

A. Practical Difficulty
e Chairperson Spencer said a similar variance for this site was granted before.
o Member Powell said he liked the building being setback instead of up to the property
line.
Unique Situation
C. Not Self-Created
e Chairperson Spencer said the problem was not self-created.
Substantial Justice
E. Minimum Variance Necessary

@

In regards to variance #2, minimum building height:

A. Practical Difficulty
e Chairperson Spencer said none of the other commercial buildings on the site were two
stories, so it would be in line with the existing commercial buildings.

B. Unique Situation

C. Not Self-Created

D. Substantial Justice

E. Minimum Variance Necessary
7|Page
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

DECEMBER 9, 2021

In regards to variance #3, off-street loading requirements:

A. Practical Difficulty

Member Powell said he did not want a truck to stick out of the loading space.
Member Seiber said a 10-15-foot variance would allow a box truck and trash hauler.

B. Unique Situation

0

Chairperson Spencer said she could see a practical difficulty if the length of the loading
space was extended.

Not Self-Created

D. Substantial Justice

By increasing the length of the loading space, adverse impact would be reduced.

E. Minimum Variance Necessary

In regards to variance #4, maximum number of signs.

A. Practical Difficulty

Chairperson Spencer did not see a practical difficulty.

B. Unique Situation

Member Powell said it was a corner lot, so a sign on the west facade was permitted. He
added a sign on the east elevation was not needed.

C. Not Self-Created

Chairperson Spencer said this problem was self-created by the applicant.

D. Substantial Justice
E. Minimum Variance Necessary

Chairperson Spencer said by eliminating the wall sign on the east elevation, the
minimum variances necessary would be granted.

Member Powell MOVED to approve the variances requested by 4 Corners Square LLC from Article
3.1.13.D and Article 5.11.P.i of the Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-36-476-032, identified as
1449 Union Lake Road, in order to allow construction of a one-story, 22’-11" tall building with a zero
(0) percent build-to-line, and a 10-foot variance from the required loading space length. This approval
will have the following conditions:

8|Page

The exterior elevations be revised to remove the east side door.

The Applicant shall obtain all necessary permits from the White Lake Township
Building Department.

The Applicant shall receive preliminary site plan approval from the Township Board.
For the purpose of administrating the sign ordinance, signs on the subject property
shall be treated as those in the RB (Restricted Business) zoning district and meet the
requirements of Article 5, Section 9.J of the zoning ordinance.

No additional signage shall be permitted on the building or site, except for the
Township’s “Welcome to White Lake” sign. The “Welcome to White Lake” sign is to
be designed to meet the requirements of the ClearZoning Ordinance.

Any future modification to signage on the building or site, except for eliminating
signage, shall require approval of the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Item A.
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 9, 2021

o The outdoor seating area (patio) shall at a minimum be stamped, stained, and sealed
concrete.

e The site plan shall be revised to clearly show the outdoor seating area (patio) as
accessible from the parking lot.

e There shall be a 14-foot minimum ceiling height inside the building.

Member Dehart SUPPORTED, and the motion CARRIED with a roll call vote (5 yes):
(Powell/yes, Dehart/yes, Spencer/yes, Aseltyne/yes, Seiber/yes).

Member Powell MOVED to deny the variance requested by 4 Corners Square LLC from Article 5.9.l.ii.b
the Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-36-476-032, identified as 1449 Union Lake Road, for one
wall side on the east elevation of the building.

Member Dehart SUPPORTED and the motion CARRIED with a roll call vote (5 yes votes):
(Powell/yes, Dehart/yes, Spencer/yes, Aseltyne/yes, Seiber/yes).

The Zoning Board of Appeals took a recess at 9:21 P.M. The ZBA returned from recess at 9:23 P.M.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. Zoning Ordinance Discussion
Member Powell said he brought up amending the zoning ordinance at the Township
Board, and it was suggested the discussion begin at the ZBA before taking it up with the
Planning Commission. He added Article 7.28.A, Repairs and Maintenance to
Nonconforming Structures, was an ordinance section he would like to discuss.

Chairperson Spencer said it was rare for the ZBA to deny a case solely based on Article
7.28.A of the ordinance.

Member Powell mentioned the sign ordinance and would like to review the text and see
if there was a more modern way to interpret signs. Member Dehart agreed.

Staff Planner Quagliata said there were other ordinance sections that should be
revisited, and the ZBA could take its time and review them individually. He said he
would prepare a summary of the cases over the past two-five years, and go from there.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED by Member Aseltyne, SUPPORTED by Member Seiber to adjourn the meeting at 10:07 P.M.

The motion CARRIED with a voice vote (5 yes votes).

NEXT MEETING DATE: January 27, 2022 Regular Meeting

9|Page
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Item A.

WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

REPORT OF THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals
FROM: Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner
DATE: January 27, 2022

Agenda item: 7a

Appeal Date: January 27, 2022
Appellant: Meghan & Mike Macy
Address: 9396 Beechcrest Drive

White Lake, MI 48386

Zoning: R1-D Single Family Residential

Location: 9396 Beechcrest Drive
White Lake, MI 48386
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Property Description

The approximately 0.809-acre (35,240 square feet) parcel identified as 9396 Beechcrest
Drive is located on Cedar Island Lake and zoned R1-D (Single Family Residential). The
submitted variance application incorrectly lists R1-A (Single Family Residential) as the
current zoning.

Applicant’s Proposal

Meghan and Mike Macy, the applicants, are requesting variances to install a privacy
fence exceeding the allowed height on a lakefront lot and in the front yard of a residence.

Planner’s Report

Article 5, Section 12.D.ii of the zoning ordinance states, in part, “On lakefront lots,
privacy fences shall be a maximum of 4 feet in height and shall not be located closer than
30’ to the shoreline. For purposes of this section, the shoreline is considered the ordinary
high-water mark.” The zoning ordinance also states in no instance shall a fence over 4
feet high be placed in the front yard of a residence. A survey provided by the applicant
dated March 8, 2017 (revision date March 22, 2017) shows a first and second choice for
the proposed fence:

e First choice: install a six-foot fence beginning 30 feet from the front property line to
30 feet from the found iron at the traverse line near the lake (see survey drawing, pink
and green lines).

e Second choice: install a six-foot fence beginning 30 feet from the front property line
to the first large Willow Tree by the lake (pink line on survey).

The applicants provided a written statement dated November 18, 2021 with the
application. None of the reasons listed in the letter are valid for satisfaction of the
standards in Article 7, Section 37 of the zoning ordinance. Additionally, the ordinance
prohibits the Zoning Board of Appeals from considering personal circumstances or
economic hardship. There is not a practical difficulty or anything unique about the
subject property to warrant modifying ordinance requirements.

Zoning Board of Appeals Options:

Approval: 1 move to approve the variances requested by Meghan and Mike Macy
from Article 5.12.D.ii of the Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-35-201-011,
identified as 9396 Beechcrest Drive, in order to construct a privacy fence that would
exceed the allowed height by 2 feet. A 30-foot variance to allow a 6-foot fence to project
into the front yard of the residence is also granted from Article 5.12.D.ii. This approval
will have the following conditions:

Item A.
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Denial: 1 move to deny the variances requested by Meghan and Mike Macy for Parcel
Number 12-35-201-011, identified as 9396 Beechcrest Drive, due to the following
reason(s):

Table: I move to table the variance requests of Meghan and Mike Macy for Parcel
Number 12-35-201-011, identified as 9396 Beechcrest Drive, to consider comments
stated during this public hearing.

Attachments:

1. Application dated November 24, 2021.

2. Applicants’ written statement dated November 18, 2021.

3. Photos provided by the Applicants.

4. Survey dated March 8, 2017 (revision date March 22, 2017).

Item A.
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7.37 STANDARDS

General variances: The Zoning Board of
Appeals may authorize a variance from the
strict application of the area or dimensional
standard of this Ordinance when the applicant
demonstrates all of the following conditions "A
- E" or condition F applies.

A. Practical difficulty: A practical difficulty
exists on the subject site (such as
exceptional narrowness. shallowness,
shape or area; presence of floodplain;
exceptional topographic conditions) and
strict compliance with the zoning ordinance
standards would unreasonably prevent the
owner from using of the subject site for a
permitted use or would render conformity
unnecessarily burdensome.
Demaonstration of a practical difficulty shall
have a bhearing on the subject site or use of
the subject site, and not to the applicant
personally. Economic hardship or optimum
profit potential are not considerations for
practical difficulty.

B. Unique situation: The demonstrated
practical difficult results from exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applying to the subject site at
the time the Ordinance was adopted or
amended which are different than typical
properties in the same zoning district or
the vicinity.

C. Not self created: The applicants problem is
not self created.

D. Substantial justice: The variance would
provide substantial justice by granting the
property rights similar to those enjoyed by
the majority of other properties in the
vicinity, and other properties in the same
zoning district. The decision shall not
bestow upon the property special
development rights not enjoyed by other
properties in the same district, or which
might result in substantial adverse impacts
on properties in the vicinity (such as the
supply of light and air, significant increases
in traffic, increased odors, an increase in
the danger of fire, or other activities which
may endanger the public safety, comfort,
morals or welfare).

E. Minimum variance necessary: The variance
shall be the minimum necessary to grant
relief created by the practical difficulty.

F. Compliance with other laws: The variance
is the minimum necessary to comply with
state or federal laws, including but not
necessarily limited to:

i. The Michigan Right to Farm Act (P.A.
93 of 1981) and the farming activities
the Act protects;

ii. The Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (as amended), and the needs of
handicapped individuals the Act
protects, including accessory facilities,
building additions, building alterations,
and site improvements which may not
otherwise meet a strict application of
the standards of this Ordinance.

Under no circumstances shall the Board of
Appeals grant a variance to allow a use not
permissible under the terms of this Ordinance
in the district involved, or any use expressly or
by implication prohibited by the terms of this
Ordinance in said district.

Item A.
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF WHITE LAKE
Zoning Board of Appeals
APPLICATION

White Lake Township Planning Department, 7525 Highland Road, White Lake, M| 48383 248-698-3300 x163

Item A.

APPLICANT'S NAME: MEGHAN & MIKE MACY PHONE: 248-930-8020

ADDRESS: 9396 BEECHCREST ST, WHITE LAKE, MI 48386

APPLICANT'S EMAILADDRESS: _ MIKEMACY77@GMAIL.COM

APPLICANT'’S INTEREST IN PROPERTY: DOWNER DBU|LDER|:IOTHER:

ADDRESS OF AFFECTED PROPERTY: _9396 BEECHCREST ST PARCEL # 12 - 35-201-011

CURRENT ZONING: R1-A PARCEL SIZE:

STATE REQUESTED VARIANCE AND ORDINANCE SECTION:

VALUE OF IMPROVEMENT: $ 20,000 SEV OF EXISITING STRUCTURE: § 277,520

STATE REASONS TO SUPPORT REQUEST: (ADDITIONALS SHEETS MAY BE ATTACHED)
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER AND PHOTOS

. o
APPLICATION FEE: \b;%g (CALCULATED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT)

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE: %//// % DATE: “/Z-Y/ cez)

16




November 18, 2021
Dear Zoning Board of Appeals,

With appreciation for the White Lake Township Ordinances and Zoning Board of Appeals, we
respectfully request a variance to place a six foot privacy fence between our property and 9384
Beechcrest St. With careful consideration, and after exhausting all other measures, we believe

this request meets practical difficulty clauses A, B and C.

To best explain our circumstances and request, please allow us to address clause C first:
(C) Whether the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the property:

When we purchased our home eight years ago, we were unaware of the unique circumstances of
the property regarding very hostile relations between previous owners of our home and our
neighbor to the east, Mr. Vincent Cytacki. We soon learned that he had a longstanding feud and
lawsuit with previous owners of our home. Public record shows that he had numerous lawsuits
with multiple people, including neighbors. An employee from the White Lake building
department shared that he was even involved in a lawsuit with White Lake Township at one
point. This litigious and contentious behavior was unusual to us, as we have always had great
relationships with our neighbors and strive to be respectful, courteous, and considerate of others.
After eight years, we continue to have positive, friendly relationships with all our other
neighbors. We look after our neighbors by shoveling snow, mowing lawns, working together to
put in/take out docks, and countless other acts of kind, decent behavior. We had hoped, with
time, Mr. Cytacki would see that we were respectful, considerate neighbors. Sadly, our efforts
made no ground and we received only rude, disagreeable behavior that has escalated to
harassment in the last year.

Last summer, Mr. Cytacki installed outdoor cameras on the west side of his house. We first
noticed the main camera in question on April 27, 2020 because it was pointed directly in our
living room, in the corner where our two young daughters (1 and 3 years old at the time) play
(see photos dated 4/27/2020). While we don’t use security cameras ourselves, we respect an
individual’s right to monitor his property. However, it is entirely inappropriate for a camera to be
pointed in the home of young children, especially when the camera comes from a home whose
only residents are two adult males. Feeling uncomfortable with this invasive camera, we made
the following attempts to communicate and resolve the issue:

April 28, 2020:
e Knocked on our neighbor's door to speak with him about the camera while he was home.
We were ignored.

Item A.
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e Asked to speak to him while he was in his backyard. He refused to talk about it, called us
degrading names, and behaved aggressively and hostile towards us.

e Out of options and feeling the need to protect our young daughters, we called the White
Lake Police Department. The responding officer shared that the camera was legal and
encouraged us “to move.”

Feeling helpless, we lived with our blinds closed, limited our time in our backyard, and tried to
ignore the camera for over a year.

Time passed, and we noticed the camera would often move to follow our family (including our
children) when we were outside, on the deck, or at our playset (it is nof motion-sensored). The
camera’s resting position was usually pointed in our living room, or at our childrens’ playset. It
could have been turned closer to his house or pointed just over his yard, especially knowing how
uncomfortable it made us. Yet, it remained pointed in our home or in our backyard a great deal of
the time. Enclosed are just a sampling of pictures from the last year and a half to support our
claim. In addition, camera movement has been witnessed by many friends, family, and other
neighbors visiting our home. All have felt uncomfortable with it, especially neighbors and
friends who have witnessed the camera pointed at their children.

In addition to inappropriate and invasive use of a security camera, Mr. Cytacki displays
aggressive behaviors that contribute to the unique circumstances of our property. The most recent
example of this behavior happened this summer when we began construction on a retaining wall
between our properties. This was a request Mr. Cytacki made in 2018, as he felt it was a promise
a previous owner of our home made to him. In an effort to improve relations between us, we
installed the retaining wall on our property, at our cost, and in full compliance with White Lake
Codes. Our contractors shared the plans with him beforehand, and he agreed to the project. When
construction began, Mr, Cytacki disputed the property line, even though it followed his court
agreed settlement with previous owners of our home (recorded in Liber 29541, pages 383-389,
Oakland County Records). During this time of construction, Mr. Cytacki displayed the following
behavior:

e Daily harassment and badgering of our stone mason, impeding his ability to work

e Harassed and chased off a licensed survey worker who was re-staking the property line in

accordance with his lawsuit settlement with previous owners of our home
e Reported us to White Lake Township, who agreed that we were in full compliance with
codes

e Called the WLPD, who told him he couldn’t intervene

e Threatened our stone mason, causing him to fear for his own safety
At one point, our landscaper even had to bring in more workers so that our stone mason felt safe
on the job. Having witnessed Mr. Cytacki’s hostile behavior, all of the contractors stayed on the

Item A.
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job because they cared for our family and wanted to help us get the privacy we deserved. During
this time, other neighbors witnessed his behavior and expressed concerns with it, as well.

During this time of construction, the movement of his camera changed from harassment to
stalking, following us nearly every time our family was outside. We again made the following
attempts to resolve the situation:

e Sent a registered letter, voicing our concerns with the camera.

e Spoke with White Lake Police Department, who asked him about the camera. The
responding officer shared that Mr. Cytacki claims he uses the camera only to monitor his
property. Our collections of photos and witnesses since April, 2020 irrefutably dispute
this claim.

As such, the unique circumstances of our property and the hostile behavior of our neighbor have
left us with no other option but to respectfully request a six foot privacy fence between our
homes. While the fence won’t fully block his second story camera, it would provide us, as
parents, great comfort knowing our young daughters have one layer of privacy and protection.

Connected to the reasons above, clause A of Practical Difficulty is also met:

(A) Whether strict compliance with area, setbacks, frontage, height, bulk or density would
unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted purpose, or
would render conformity unnecessarily burdensome.

A four foot fence, in compliance with the ordinance, would not provide the privacy our family
deserves in order to feel safe and comfortable on our property. Our children have witnessed and
overheard his outbursts and aggressive behavior several times, and they are nervous when they
see him. A four foot fence would unreasonably prevent us from using our property, patio, yard,
and playset with the safety and protection our children deserve.

Finally, our circumstances also meet Clause B of Practical Difficulty:

(B) Whether a variance would do substantial justice to the applicant as well as to other
property owners in the district, or whether a lesser relaxation would give substantial
relief and be more consistent with justice to others.

In addition to the camera and harassment, we also have a blight and overgrowth issue with our
neighbor. Mr. Cytacki has created a fence line between our properties that consists of:
e Piles of rotten wood that attract skunks and other vermin (we smell skunk multiple times
a week)
e Landscaping timbers (that push water over on us)

Item A.
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Item A.

Evergreen bushes over 8 feet tall
Weeds that grow 10+ feet tall
Poison Ivy

Broken and rusted picnic table
Broken skeet thrower

Swim ladder never used or moved
Unused rowboat

Neverused jetski hoist

Paddleboat

Other discarded items

Enclosed are pictures from different times of the year to show this property line. It’s worth noting
that the property line on the other side of him is also completely lined with bushes, weeds, trees,
and reeds (see photo dated 10/10/2021).These neighbors would be unaffected by our fence, as
they cannot see through his property anyway.

Before making this appeal, we contacted the White Lake Township to file complaints. To our
knowledge, no changes were enforced.

Substantial justice would be done to us and all neighbors to our west who have to look at this
blight and overgrowth. He already has at least six feet of a property line barrier in many places
with the items described above. A six foot fence would substantially improve the view for us and
all neighbors who see it. A four foot fence would not block the blight, and overgrowth would
continue to encroach on our property.

Regarding any question if a six foot fence would block his view of the lake in the open area
between our homes: this would be a “self-created” problem for him. He blocks his own view
with multiple trees down the center of his yard and 6-10 foot tall natural overgrowth along the
property lines (see photo dated 8/3/21). Tree and bush trimming would open up his view, if
desired.

In conclusion, we respectfully request a variance for a six foot privacy fence to provide privacy
and protection for our young family, and block other neighbors’ view of blight and overgrowth.
If granted, this variance would have no negative impact on others, as he has a “self-created”
problem of overgrown trees, bushes, and weeds. A four foot fence would not do substantial
justice, as it would not provide the privacy our children deserve, nor would it cover the blight
and overgrowth all neighbors to the West see.

With respect to your process as a Zoning Board, we’ve included our first and second choice for a
variance, if adjustments need to be made.
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e First choice: install a six foot fence beginning 30 feet from road easement by utility pole
to 30 feet from the found iron at the traverse line near the lake (see survey drawing, pink
and green lines).

e Second choice: install a six foot fence beginning 30 feet from road easement by utility
pole to the first large willow by lake (pink line on survey).

We appreciate your consideration and welcome you to visit our home to see our circumstances in
person. If we can provide further evidence or clarification, please don’t hesitate to reach out.

Thank you for your time,
/M(’)LV\ 7 M l‘L, ,-A’14(/_/'

Meghan and Mike Macy

9396 Beechcrest St.

White Lake, MI 48386

CC: Timothy Patterson
Booth Patterson PC
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4/27/2020

The first day we noticed the camera.

Photo taken from our living room
window in our daughters’ play area.

4/27/2020

Close up.

See notes in letter about multiple
attempts to talk to Mr. Cytacki about
the camera on 4/28/2020.
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4/3/2021

Camera pointed at our children’s
playset while they swing.

4/5/2021

Camera pointed at our yard/playset.

23




Item A.

4/10/2021

Camera pointed at our deck.

i

4/14/2021

Camera on the front of his garage,
pointed at our driveway.
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4/17/2021

Camera pointed at our deck.

6/30/2021

Pointed in our living room.
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7/26/2021

Camera pointed at our deck.

8/3/2021

Camera pointed at our yard.
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8/12/2021

Camera pointed in living room. .

8/20/2021

Camera pointed in our living room.
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8/25/2021

Photo taken from our living room.

9/5/2021

Photo taken from our downstairs patio
by our teenage niece. She was
disturbed after the camera turned to
point as us (twice) while eating dinner
on the patio with family.
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9/25/2021

Camera pointed at our deck/yard.

9/30/2021

Taken from deck, camera pointed into
our living room.
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10/06/2021

Camera pointed at playset while our
daughters played.

10/06/2021

Camera pointed at our backyard.
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10/10/2021

Camera pointed at our yard.

10/10/2021

Camera pointed at our yard.
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10/10/2021

Same day as the three previous
photos.

Camera turned to point at playset
while children played.

10/10/2021

Same moment as previous photo,
zoomed in.

VTl

—3
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10/18/2021

Camera pointed in our living room.

10/28/2021

Camera pointed in our living room.
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11/01/2021

Camera pointed at our yard while 3
neighborhood children played at our
house.

Photo shared with permission from
neighbor’s parents.

11/1/2021

Same moment as above, zoomed in.
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11/9/2021

Camera pointed at our yard/patio.
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4/21/2018

Rotten wood piles that attract skunks
and other vermin. Wood piles often
cave over onto our property.

Old boards on top with rusted nails.

4/4/2021

Dead, rotted tree has dropped 3 large
limbs on us in the last two years. We
hired a tree company to remove one
limb that hung over on our property.
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7/2/2021

Property line at the lake.

8/12/2021

Landscaping timber and discarded
items push water over on us.

37




Item A.

8/12/2021

Items placed on property line. Picnic
table is rusted, broken and never
used/moved.

Landscaping timbers push water over
on us.

Swim ladder hung in tree, never used
or moved.

Piece of an old fence, never used or
moved.

8/12/2021

Other objects placed on property line
including a old jet ski hoist (never usg
or moved).
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8/12/2021

View at lake.

8/26/2021

Items placed on property line: Broken,
rusted picnic table, discarded lawn
chair, broken chain-link fence.
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8/15/2021

View down the property line from the
lake.

8/15/2021

6+ ft tall weeds and overgrowth,
including poison ivy and discarded
chair.
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8/15/2021

Overgrown evergreen bushes, over 8
feet tall (his).

Cut up logs dumped on property line.

8/3/2021

View of property line, taken from
between our houses during
construction of retaining wall.
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10/10/2021

Weeds, trees, and bushes 10+ feet tall

11/9/2021

Rotten wood pile.
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Item A.

10/10/2021

The neighbors on the other side of his
property would not be impacted by a 6
foot fence, as they cannot see through
his wall of weeds, bushes, and
overgrowth.

Picture includes 1 of 5 old boats on
property.

10/26/2021

View from our yard.
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10/26/2021

10/26/2021

A discarded skeet thrower is mixed in
with the wall of weeds and overgrowth.
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10/26/2021

View of rotten wood piles along
property line.
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Item B.

WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

REPORT OF THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals
FROM: Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner
DATE: January 27, 2022

Agenda item: 7b

Appeal Date: January 27, 2022
Applicant: Michael Epley

Address: 6075 Carroll Lake Road

Commerce, M| 48382

Zoning: R1-D Single Family Residential

Location: 368 Lakeside Drive
White Lake, MI 48386
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Property Description

The approximately 0.287-acre (12,501.72 square feet) parcel identified as 368 Lakeside
Drive is located on Oxbow Lake and zoned R1-D (Single Family Residential). The
existing house on the property (approximately 1,846 square feet in size) utilizes a private
well for potable water and a private septic system for sanitation.

Applicant’s Proposal

Michael Epley, the applicant, on behalf of property owners Scott and Lynn Robbins, is
proposing to construct a second-story addition on the existing house.

Planner’s Report

The existing house was built in 1951 and is nonconforming because it is located 4.03 feet
from the north side lot line and 5.11 feet from the south side lot line. A minimum 10-foot
side yard setback is required in the RI-D zoning district. =The parcel is also
nonconforming due to a 20-foot deficiency in lot width (60 feet in width at the front lot
line); in the R1-D zoning district the minimum lot width requirement is 80 feet.

The proposed second-story would be located 5°~3*®" from the north side property line
and 6°—4>'®" from the south property line. A five-foot variance is being requested to
encroach into the north side yard setback and a four-foot variance to encroach into the
south side yard setback. The proposed roof overhang (3”) is 5°—0**” from the north side
lot line and 6°—1%'%” from the south side lot line.

Article 7, Section 28 of the zoning ordinance states repairs and maintenance to
nonconforming structures cannot exceed fifty percent (50%) of the State Equalized
Valuation (SEV) in any period of twelve (12) consecutive months. Further, the ordinance
does not allow the cubic content of nonconforming structures to be increased. Based on
the SEV of the structure ($82,440), the maximum extent of improvements cannot exceed
$41,220. The value of the proposed work is $350,000. A variance to exceed the allowed
value of improvements by 849% is requested.

Following is a summary of nonconformities and proposed enlargements/alterations:

Item B.

Nonconformity # Ordln.a nee Subject Standard Request Result
Section
. Side yard 5 feet (north) 5 feet (north)
! Article 3.1.6.E setback 10 feet 4 feet (south) 6 feet (south)
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The requested variances are listed in the following table.

Item B.

Variance # Ordln.a nee Subject Standard | Requested Variance Result
Section
. No
Article 7.23.A Nonconforming enlargement Enlarge apd alter Increaseq .
structure . nonconforming house | nonconformities
or alteration
. $308,780
o ’
Article 7.28.A | TNoneonforming | 50% SEV 849% over allowed
structure ($41,220) .
improvements
Atticle 3.1.6.F | Mimmumlot g4 ooy 20 feet 60 feet
width

Zoning Board of Appeals Options:

Approval: I move to approve the variances requested by Michael Epley from Articles
3.1.6.E, 7.23.A, and 7.28.A of the Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-22-428-003,
identified as 368 Lakeside Drive, in order to construct a second-story addition. A
variance from Article 7.23.A is granted to allow the second-story addition to encroach 5
feet into the required setback from the north side lot line and 4 feet into the required
setback from the south side lot line. A variance from Article 7.28.A is also granted to
exceed the allowed value of improvements to a nonconforming structure by 849%. A 20-
foot variance from the required lot width is also granted from Article 3.1.6.E. This
approval will have the following conditions:

e The Applicant shall obtain all necessary permits from the White Lake Township
Building Department.

e In no event shall the projection of the roof overhang be closer than five feet to the
east and west side lot lines.

e An as-built survey shall be required to verify the roof overhang setback from the
north and south side lot lines.

e No mechanical units, including HVAC system or generator, shall be placed closer
than five (5) feet to any side yard lot line.

Denial: I move to deny the variances requested by Michael Epley for Parcel Number
12-22-428-003, identified as 368 Lakeside Drive, due to the following reason(s):

Table: 1 move to table the variance requests of Michael Epley for Parcel Number 12-
22-428-003, identified as 368 Lakeside Drive, to consider comments stated during this
public hearing.
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Attachments:

1. Variance application dated December 2, 2021.

2. Survey dated April 19, 2021 (revision date January 11, 2022)

3. Site plan and elevations dated November 2021.

4. Letter of denial from the Building Official dated December 3, 2021.

7.37 STANDARDS

General variances: The Zoning Board of
Appeals may authorize a variance from the
strict application of the area or dimensional
standard of this Ordinance when the applicant
demonstrates all of the following conditions "A
- E" or condition F applies.

A. Practical difficulty: A practical difficulty
exists on the subject site (such as
exceptional narrowness, shallowness,
shape or area; presence of floodplain;
exceptional topographic conditions) and
strict compliance with the zoning ordinance
standards would unreasonably prevent the
owner from using of the subject site for a
permitted use or would render conformity
unnecessarily burdensome.
Demonstration of a practical difficulty shall
have a bearing on the subject site or use of
the subject site, and not to the applicant
personally. Economic hardship or optimum
profit potential are not considerations for
practical difficulty.

B. Unique situation: The demonstrated
practical difficult results from exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applying to the subject site at
the time the Ordinance was adopted or
amended which are different than typical
properties in the same zoning district or
the vicinity.

C. Not self created: The applicants problem is
not self created.

D. Substantial justice: The variance would
provide substantial justice by granting the
property rights similar to those enjoyed by
the majority of other properties in the
vicinity, and other properties in the same
zoning district. The decision shall not
bestow upon the property special
development rights not enjoyed by other
properties in the same district, or which
might result in substantial adverse impacts
on properties in the vicinity (such as the
supply of light and air, significant increases
in traffic, increased odors, an increase in
the danger of fire, or other activities which
may endanger the public safety, comfort,
morals or welfare).

E. Minimum variance necessary: The variance
shall be the minimum necessary to grant
relief created by the practical difficulty.

F. Compliance with other laws: The variance
is the minimum necessary to comply with
state or federal laws, including but not
necessarily limited to:

i.  The Michigan Right to Farm Act (P.A.
93 of 1981) and the farming activities
the Act protects;

ii. The Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (as amended), and the needs of
handicapped individuals the Act
protects, including accessory facilities,
building additions, building alterations,
and site improvements which may not
otherwise meet a strict application of
the standards of this Ordinance.

Under no circumstances shall the Board of
Appeals grant a variance to allow a use not
permissible under the terms of this Ordinance
in the district involved, or any use expressly or
by implication prohibited by the terms of this
Ordinance in said district.

Item B.
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF WHITE LAKE

Zoning Board of Appeals
APPLICATION

White Lake Township Planning Department, 7525 Highland Road, White Lake, Ml 48383 248-698-3300 x163
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

We hereby certify that we have completed a survey on the property hereinafter
described; that there is located entirely thereon, as shown on the attached
drawing, a structure or structures within the property lines and that there are
no observable encroachments upon the lands and property described unless

otherwise indicated.
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BENCHMARK
DATUM BASED ON NGS OPUS SOLUTION
REPORT, DATED APRIL 7, 2021 AT 1:03 PM

BENCHMARK #201

TOP OF WELL HEAD, LOCATED NEAR THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF #374 HOUSE.
ELEVATION = 947.94 (NAVD 88)

\/ BENCHMARK #202
RR SPIKE IN THE SOUTHWEST SIDE OF AN
UTILITY POLE, LOCATED NEAR THE

ELEVATION = 948.57 (NAVD 88)

4374
EXISTING BLDG

JR

EXISTING BLDG

MARC
/[C JC

4358
EXISTING BLDG

FLOOD ZONE "AE
ELEVATION 944

EFFECTIVE DATE
SEPTEMBER 29, 20

EXISTING ,
TEGGERDINE BEACH SUB’D.

C ONDETIONS WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP ROCHESTER HILLS, MI 48309

SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF #368 (LOT 7.

MAP No. 26125C0338F, xmwwhblow.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Lot 71 of "Teggerdine Beach," a Subdivision of part of the Southeast 1/4
of Section 22 and part of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 23, Town 3 North,
Range 8 East, White Lake Township, Oakland County, Michigan, according fo

the plat thereof, as recorded in Liber 30 of Plats, Page
Records.
Tax ID: 12—-22-428-003

16, Oakland County

Also known as: 368 Lakeside Drive, White Lake, Michigan

Legal description of record provided by client. Surveyor

was not supplied

with a Title Search at this time. Refer to the current policy for title

surveyed parcel.

941.4 = TOP OF WATER

H 23, 2021

< LEGAL LAKE LEVELS
/22‘(.4“”“ PER OAKLAND WATER

’ RESOURCES COMMISSIONER
SUMMER: 942.75
WINTER: 942.00

: Gall before you dig.
06

3 WORKING DAYS
BEFORE YOU DIG
CALL 811 OR 1-800—482—7171
(TOLL FREE)

OR VISIT CALL811.COM

CLIENT: SCALE: 1" =10

STONEFREE CIRCLE DWG NAME: 4063 PP

insurance for proof of ownership and dll encumbrances affecting title to the

(810) 227-9533
CIVIL ENGINEERS
LAND SURVEYORS
2183 PLESS DRIVE

BRIGHTON, MICHIGAN 48114

SCOTT ROBBINS PROJECT No.: 214063 E x

ISSUED]| APR. 19,

2021
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Trustees

Scott Ruggles

Liz Fessler Smith
Andrea C. Voorheis
Michael Powell

Rik Kowall, Supervisor
Anthony L. Noble, Clerk
Mike Roman, Treasurer

WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP

7525 Highland Road . White Lake, Michigan 48383-2900 . (248) 698-3300 - www.whitelaketwp.com

December 3, 2021

Scott Robbins
368 Lakeside Dr
White Lake, M| 48386

RE: Proposed 2" Story Addition

Based on the submitted plans, the proposed residential addition does not satisfy the White Lake Township
Clear Zoning Ordinance for R1-D zoning district.

Article 3.1.6 of the White Lake Township Clear Zoning Ordinance: Requires a minimum side yard setback
of 10 ft each side and total of 20 ft.

The existing structure is legal non-conforming. The approximate 12,500 sq ft lot contains a residential
structure; having a 4.03 ft side yard setback on the north side and 5.11 ft setback on the south side. The
proposed second story addition would encroach into the north side yard setback 4.7 ft resulting in a 5.3
ft side yard setback, and encroach into the south side yard setback 3.6 ft resulting in a 6.4 ft side yard
setback. The total side yard setback would be 11.7 ft of a minimum 20 ft. If approved, in no instance shall
any portion of the proposed structure project closer than 5 ft to either side yard lot line.

Approval of the building plans is subject to a variance to the schedule of regulations, Article 7 of the White
Lake Township Clear Zoning Ordinance. To be eligible for the January 27" Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA)
meeting, application must be submitted to the White Lake Township Planning Department no later than
December 29" at 4:30 PM. The Planning Department can be reached at (248)698-3300, ext. 5

Sincerely,

e

Nick Spencer, Building Official
White Lake Township
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REPORT OF THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Item C.

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals
FROM: Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner
DATE: January 27, 2022
Agenda item: 7c
Appeal Date: January 27, 2022
Applicant: David Scalpone
Address: 11071 Beryl Drive
White Lake, M| 48386
Zoning: R1-D Single Family Residential
Location: 11071 Beryl Drive

White Lake, MI 48386
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Property Description

The approximately 0.157-acre (6,839 square feet) parcel identified as 11071 Beryl Drive
is located on Bogie Lake and zoned R1-D (Single Family Residential). The existing
house on the property (approximately 1,446 square feet in size) utilizes a private well for
potable water and the public sanitary sewer system for sanitation. The submitted plot
plan shows a proposed grinder pump and connection to the public sanitary sewer system.

Applicant’s Proposal

David Scalpone, the applicant, is proposing to construct single- and second-story
additions on the house.

Planner’s Report

The existing house was built in 1994 and is nonconforming to setbacks; the structure is
located 6.4 feet from the east side lot line. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback is
required in the R1-D zoning district. The parcel is also nonconforming due to a 5,161
square foot deficiency in lot area and a 27-foot deficiency in lot width (53 feet in width at
the road right-of-way line); in the R1-D zoning district the minimum lot size requirement
is 12,000 square feet and the minimum lot width requirement is 80 feet. The applicant is
requesting variances to address the area and width nonconformities.

With the proposed second-story addition, the second floor would be 1,274 square feet and
overall, the house would be 2,639 square feet in size. The proposed first floor addition is
approximately 286.50 square feet in size and would extend three feet off the east side of
the rear portion of the house, five feet off the west side of the rear portion of the house
and two feet off the west side of the front portion of the house, and three feet off the north
(front) of the house (the proposed covered porch is 3’ by 910" (29.50 square feet) in
size). The addition would maintain the 6.4-foot east side yard (proposed roof overhang
5.4 feet from the side lot line). Article 5, Section 7.A of the zoning ordinance states no
detached garage may be located closer than 10 feet to any principal structure or building
unless it conforms to all regulations of the ordinance applicable to principal structures or
buildings. Based on the submitted plot plan, the 22° by 24’ (528 square feet) two-car
garage is nonconforming with a two-foot setback from the west side lot line. The garage
would be part of the house (7.5 feet between buildings), and therefore subject to the 10-
foot side yard setback requirement in the R1-D zoning district. Article 7, Section 27.vii
of the zoning ordinance prohibits the Zoning Board of Appeals from granting a variance
to permit a setback of less than five feet from a side lot line for safety reasons. A five-
foot variance is being requested, which would require the applicant reconstruct the west
wall of the garage to be five feet from the side lot line. As the garage is located 10 feet
from the front property line, a 20-foot variance is requested to encroach into the 30-foot
front yard setback. Additionally, the proposed lot coverage is 27.68% (1,839 square
feet), which is 7.68% (525.2 square feet) beyond the 20% maximum lot coverage allowed
(1,367.8 square feet).

Item C.
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Item C.

The plot plan shows the nonconforming shed and concrete pad in the rear yard would be
demolished and removed. The plans also show existing mechanical units (including a
generator) would be relocated. If the variances are approved, the plans must be revised to
show the proposed location for mechanical units.

Article 7, Section 28 of the zoning ordinance states repairs and maintenance to
nonconforming structures cannot exceed fifty percent (50%) of the State Equalized
Valuation (SEV) in any period of twelve (12) consecutive months. Further, the ordinance
does not allow the cubic content of nonconforming structures to be increased. Based on
the SEV of the structure ($80,710), the maximum extent of improvements cannot exceed
$40,355. The value of the proposed work is $450,000. A variance to exceed the allowed
value of improvements by 1,115% is requested.

Following is a summary of nonconformities and proposed enlargements/alterations:

Nonconformity # Ordln-a nee Subject Standard Request Result
Section
1 Article 3.1.6.E Front yard 30 feet 20 feet 10 feet
setback
: 5 feet
2 Article 3.1.6.E S;S'ngglr(d 10 feet 5 feet (garage —
with rebuild)
Side yard 6.4 feet
3 Article 3.1.6.E Y 10 feet 3.6 feet (house —
setback )
east side)
. 20% o 27.68%
4 Article 3.1.6.E M";’(‘)lvrgf;nek’t (13678 | (ss 27§6§£e fey | (1893
& square feet) = square feet)

The requested variances are listed in the following table.

Variance # Ordln.a nee Subject Standard Requested Variance Result
Section
. No
1 Article 7.23.A Nonconforming enlargement Enlarge apd alter Increaseq ‘
structure . nonconforming house | nonconformities
or alteration
. $409,645
0o s
2 Article 7.28.A Nonconforming | - 50% SEV 1,115% over allowed
structure ($40,355) :
improvements
3 Article 3.1.6.E Mlnlmum lot 12,000 5,161 square feet 6,839 square
size square feet feet
4 Aticle 3.1.6E | Mimmumlot | gq gy 27 feet 53 feet
width
Accessory
5 Article 5.7.A building 10 feet 2.5 feet 7.5 feet (from
house)
setback
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Zoning Board of Appeals Options:

Approval: I move to approve the variances requested by David Scalpone from Articles
3.1.6.E, 5.7.A, 7.23.A, and 7.28.A of the Zoning Ordinance for Parcel Number 12-33-
278-010, identified as 11071 Beryl Drive, in order to construct an addition. Variances
from Article 7.23.A are granted to allow: the addition to encroach 3.6 feet into the
required setback from the east side lot line; to allow the garage to encroach 5 feet into the
required setback from the west side lot and 20 feet into the required setback from the
front lot line; and to exceed the allowed lot coverage by 7.68%. A variance from Article
7.28.A is also granted to exceed the allowed value of improvements to a nonconforming
structure by 1,115%. A 27-foot variance from the required lot width and a 5,161 square
foot variance from the required lot size are also granted from Article 3.1.6.E. A 2.5-foot
variance from Article 5.7.A is also granted to allow the house to encroach into the
required setback from the garage. This approval will have the following conditions:

e The Applicant shall obtain all necessary permits from the White Lake Township
Building Department.

e The west side wall of the garage shall be removed and reconstructed to establish a
five-foot side yard setback, which shall be measured from the roof overhang of the
garage.

¢ In no event shall the projection of any roof overhang be closer than five (5) feet to the
east and west side lot lines.

e No mechanical units, including HVAC system or generator, shall be placed closer
than five (5) feet to any side yard lot line.

e A foundation certificate shall be required prior to the backfill inspection by the
Building Department.

e An as-built survey shall be required to verify the approved setbacks.

e The nonconforming shed, including the concrete pad, shall be demolished and
removed from the property.

Denial: [ move to deny the variances requested by David Scalpone for Parcel Number
12-33-278-010, identified as 11071 Beryl Drive, due to the following reason(s):

Table: I move to table the variance requests of David Scalpone for Parcel Number 12-
33-278-010, identified as 11071 Beryl Drive, to consider comments stated during this
public hearing.

Item C.
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Attachments:

1. Variance application dated December 16, 2021.

2. Applicant’s written statement received by the Township on December 16, 2021.
3. Plot plan dated November 30, 2021.

4. Architectural plans dated September 20, 2021 (revision date November 16, 2021).
5. Letter of denial from the Building Official dated December 20, 2021.

7.37 STANDARDS

General variances: The Zoning Board of
Appeals may authorize a variance from the
strict application of the area or dimensional
standard of this Ordinance when the applicant
demonstrates all of the following conditions "A
- E" or condition F applies.

A. Practical difficulty: A practical difficulty
exists on the subject site (such as
exceptional narrowness, shallowness,
shape or area; presence of floodplain;
exceptional topographic conditions) and
strict compliance with the zoning ordinance
standards would unreasonably prevent the
owner from using of the subject site for a
permitted use or would render conformity
unnecessarily burdensome.
Demonstration of a practical difficulty shall
have a bearing on the subject site or use of
the subject site, and not to the applicant
personally. Economic hardship or optimum
profit potential are not considerations for
practical difficulty.

B. Unique situation: The demonstrated
practical difficult results from exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applying to the subject site at
the time the Ordinance was adopted or
amended which are different than typical
properties in the same zoning district or
the vicinity.

C. Not self created: The applicants problem is
not self created.

D. Substantial justice: The variance would
provide substantial justice by granting the
property rights similar to those enjoyed by
the majority of other properties in the
vicinity, and other properties in the same
zoning district. The decision shall not
bestow upon the property special
development rights not enjoyed by other
properties in the same district, or which
might result in substantial adverse impacts
on properties in the vicinity (such as the
supply of light and air, significant increases
in traffic, increased odors, an increase in
the danger of fire, or other activities which
may endanger the public safety, comfort,
morals or welfare).

E. Minimum variance necessary: The variance
shall be the minimum necessary to grant
relief created by the practical difficulty.

F. Compliance with other laws: The variance
is the minimum necessary to comply with
state or federal laws, including but not
necessarily limited to:

i. The Michigan Right to Farm Act (P.A.
93 of 1981) and the farming activities
the Act protects;

ii. The Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (as amended), and the needs of
handicapped individuals the Act
protects, including accessory facilities,
building additions, building alterations,
and site improvements which may not
otherwise meet a strict application of
the standards of this Ordinance.

Under no circumstances shall the Board of
Appeals grant a variance to allow a use not
permissible under the terms of this Ordinance
in the district involved, or any use expressly or
by implication prohibited by the terms of this
Ordinance in said district.

Item C.

60




RECEIVEL
DEC 1 6 2021

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF WHITE LAKE
Zoning Board of Appeals ——
APPLICATION AT

DEPARTMENT
White Lake Township Planning Department, 7525 Highland Road, White Lake, M| 48383 248-698-3300 x163

Item C.

APPLICANT’S NAME: % \A %CM&N\@/ pHONEZ\rg /C“ O‘Z\{
ADDRESS: \\ﬂ’\\ B(?ﬁ/\/\\ r)& N‘\(\'ﬁ LA\L& (Y\N

APPLICANT'S EMAILADDRESS:  “S(Ren @— =R (DA

APPLICANT'’S INTEREST IN PROPERTY: MOWNER DBUILDERDOTHER:

\E Lék‘(/é)

CURRENT ZONING: EE ﬂ’b PARCEL SIZE:

ADDRESS OF AFFECTED PROPERTY: \\b—\ %Y/ \)\lbﬁ PARCEL #1233 ~ 1% ~1%-0\

(74

STATE REQUESTED VARIANCE AND ORDINANCE SECTION:

. \ 0@
VALUE OF IMPROVEMENT: $L‘50 % "’SEV OF EXISITING STRUCTURE: $ ‘\‘0 } 2(1 D' =

STATE REASONS TO SUPPORT REQUEST JITIONALS SHEETS MAY BE ATTACHED)

§ sce Aadhe

A s
APPLICATION FEE: gg‘S‘ ‘ (CALCULAT

APPLICANT'’S SIGNATU

Y THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT)

onre 1 21 202
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Item C.

e The practical difficulty is that the lot is non-conforming and was not self-created.

o Thelotis less than 80 feet wide and is less than 12K square feet.

e As part of the construction the new structure will be tied into the sewer and the current septic
will be abandoned.

o The lake quality will benefit from this.

e As part of the construction, insulation will be increased, a more energy efficient heating system
will be installed which will reduce the current carbon footprint being omitted.

o Current structure is very poorly insulated and has block walls that hold the heat in the
summer and cold in the winter.

o Current heating system is an old boiler that is very inefficient. There is no central air
and window air conditioners are run in the summer.

e The current fireplace is in the center of the home and is omitting CO2. During a home inspection
it was deemed unusable.

e The second story ceiling height in the bedroom is too low causing individuals to hit their head
when walking up the stairs/getting in and out of bed and poses a safety issue.

e The two main floor bedrooms are attached with a jack and jill closet.

e Moving the entry door of the structure to the street side of the home.

o Current entry door to the structure is a sliding glass door that enters from the side of
the home and is unable to be deadbolted. Unable to effectively secure the home with
this type of entry.

e The crawl space will be updated during construction with acceptable access.

o Current crawl space has areas that are unable to be accessed and during a home

inspection it was found that mold is potentially present.

The new construction essentially is to bring the structure to be at least 5 feet off the property line
and stay within the current birds-eye footprint. It will also bring the 2" story to acceptable ceiling
heights and will better the environment, community, and the lake.

RECEIVED
DEC 1 6 2021

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT 62
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3. ALL CONTRACTORS WILL, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, =
WALKWAY TO INDEMNIFY AND HOLD HARMLESS KEM-TEC AND ASSOCIATES, AND IT'S i
BE REMOVED SUB-CONSULTANTS FROM AND AGAINST ANY DAMAGES AND LIABILITIES
INCLUDING ATTORNEY'S FEES ARISING OUT OF CLAIMS BY EMPLOYEES OF
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WALKWAY. "PER WRC STANDARDS) COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT DEVIATE FROM THE PROPOSED
IMPROVEMENTS IDENTIFIED WITHIN THIS PLAN SET UNLESS APPROVAL IS
PROVIDED IN WRITING BY KEM-TEC AND ASSOCIATES,.

EX. MECHANICAL UNIT TO
BE RELOCATED

PR. WELL LOT 15
LOCATION FACANT)

5. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO DETERMINE THE MEANS AND
METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION.

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT PERFORM ANY WORK OR CAUSE
DISTURBANCE ON A PRIVATE PROPERTY NOT CONTROLLED BY THE
PERSON OR ENTITY WHO HAS AUTHORIZED THE WORK WITHOUT
PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT FROM THE OWNER OF THE PRIVATE

54 LF 1.5" SDR 9 HDPE = PROPERTY.

7. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO RESTORE ANY DAMAGED OR

; UNDERMINED STRUCTURE OR SITE FEATURE THAT IS IDENTIFIED TO

PR. GRINDER PUMP UNIT REMAIN ON THE PLAN SET. ALL REPAIRS SHALL USE NEW MATERIALS TO

' RESTORE THE FEATURE TO ITS EXISTING CONDITION AT THE
CONTRACTORS EXPENSE.

8LF 2 WPE K
COPPER WATER LINE

EX. PATIOTO
BE REMOVED

8. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE THE APPROPRIATE SHOP

10 LF 4" SCH 40 PVC DRAWINGS, PRODUCT DATA, AND OTHER REQUIRED SUBMITTALS FOR
REVIEW. KEM-TEC AND ASSOCIATES. WILL REVIEW THE SUBMITTALS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESIGN INTENT AS REFLECTED WITHIN THE
PLAN SET.

PR. FRONT
f 9. THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PERFORM ALL WORK IN THE PUBLIC
‘ PORCH / ENTRY RIGHT-OF-WAY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROPRIATE GOVERNING
AUTHORITY AND SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROCUREMENT OF
’ STREET OPENING PERMITS.

DESCRIPTION

PR. STEPS (2 TYP.) “"

PLOT PLAN SUBMISSION

10. THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO RETAIN AN OSHA CERTIFIED SAFETY
INSPECTOR TO BE PRESENT ON SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING
1 CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES.

1. SHOULD AN EMPLOYEE OF KEM-TEC AND ASSOCIATES. BE PRESENT ON
SITE AT ANY TIME DURING CONSTRUCTION, IT DOES NOT RELIEVE THE
CONTRACTOR OF ANY OF THE RESPONSIBILITIES AND REQUIREMENTS
LISTED IN THE NOTES WITHIN THIS PLAN SET.

12, IN NO WAY SHALL SURFACE RUNOFF BE DIRECTED SO AS TO ADVERSELY
IMPACT ADJACENT PROPERTIES WITH A FLOODING CONDITION. THE
EX.SHED TO GRADING PLAN SHOULD CONTINUE AS FAR AS STORM SEWER OUTLET
OR OTHER NATURAL POINT OF DISCHARGE TO ASSURE PROPER
BE DEMOED CONTROL OF SURFACE RUNOFF. SURFACE RUNOFF SHALL BE DIVERTED
TO A STORM SEWER OR OTHER APPROVED POINT OF COLLECTION SO

EX. CONCRETE ‘ AS NOT TO CREATE A FLOODING CONDITION.

GAE
BY

13. ALL CONSTRUCTION SITES ARE REQUIRED TO BE MAINTAINED IN A SAFE
PAVEM ENT TO CONDITION AND TO BE PROTECTED FROM UNAUTHORIZED ENTRY. ALL
BE REMOVED EXCAVATIONS EXCEEDING 24 INCHES IN DEPTH, SUCH AS FOR
BASEMENTS, CRAWL SPACES, POOLS, AND SPAS MUST BE SECURED
THROUGH THE USE OF A 4' HIGH FENCE. CONSTRUCTION TYPE FENCING
WILL BE ALLOWED FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED 30 DAYS. AT SUCH
TIME, SHOULD BE PERMITTED WORK STILL PHYSICALLY BE UNABLE TO BE
PROTECTED AND SECURED, A CHAIN LINK FENCE IS REQUIRED TO BE
INSTALLED AND MUST REMAIN IN PLACE UNTIL ITS REMOVAL HAS BEEN
AUTHORIZED BY THE BUILDING OFFICIAL. 2015 MICHIGAN RESIDENTIAL

EX WALKWAY TO CODE -R 104.1 &2015 - MBC CHAPTER 33.

11.30,2021
DATE

PR. SILT FENCE

1
REVISION

LAKE TO REMAIN 14. SILT FENCE LOCATION, INSTALLATION DETAILS AND TIMING SEQUENCE
OF RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF PERMANENT VEGETATION REQUIRED PRIOR
TO FINAL BUILDING INSPECTION.

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
(0.14 AC)

LOT 1 3 15. EX. UTILITIES FROM THE HOME ARE TO REMAIN AND BE REUTILIZED AND
BE PROTECTED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION.
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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S0IL BEARING REQUIREMENTS:

I All top soll, organic and vegetative material should be removed prior to construction. Any required
fill shall be clean, granular material compacted to at least 35% of maximum dry density as

determined by ASTM D-I55T.

2. Foundations bearing on existing soils are designed for a minimum allouable eoil bearing capacity of
3000 psf, u.no. The dllowsble s0il bearing capacity must be verified by & registered eoile engineer
prior to the start of construction and is the responsibility of the owner or contractor.

3. Notify the Engineer/Architect if the allousble soll bearing capacity ie less than 3000 PSF so that the
foundatlons can be redesigned for the new allowsble bearing capacity.

4. Footinge for this project were designed per MRC R403.I(1) guide line for a 1500 ps! footing.

STRUCTURAL STEEL SPECIFICATIONS:

. Structural steel shapes, plates, bars, etc. are to be ASTM A-36 (unless noted otheruise) designed

and constructed per the 1282 AISC "Specifications for the Design, Fabrication and Erection of Structural

Steel for Buildings", and the latest edition of the AISC "Manual of Steel Construction”.

2. Siesl pipe columns shall be ASTm A-50|, Fy=36 ksl. Structural tubing shall be ASTM ASOO0, Grade B,
=45 ksl

? Welded connections shall conform with the latest AWS Dl.| "Specifications for Welding in Bullding

Construction”, and shall utilize ETOXX electrodes unless noted otheruise.

4. Bolted connections shall utilize ASTM A-325 bolts tightened to a "snug tight" condition (unless

noted otherulse,

REINFORCING STEEL SPECIFICATIONS:

L. Relnforcing bars, dowells, and ties shall conform with ASTM-615 GRADE 60 requirements and shall

be free of rust, dirt, and mud.

2. Welded wire faboric shall conform with ASTM A-185 and be positioned at the mid height of slabs, u.n.o.
3. Reinforcing shall be placed and securely tied in place sufficiency ahead of placing of concrete to
allow inepection and correction, if necessary, without delaying the concrete placement.

4. Extend reinforcing bare & minimum of 36" around corners and lap bars at eplices a minimum of 24" u.no.
5. Welding of reinforcing steel is not alloued.

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION SHORING:

1. Habltat Engineering aseumss no responsibllity for dssign or proper Installation of

temporary building bracing and shoring or the means and methods reguired to complete thie project.
The contractor and his enginesr are responsible for the design and proper installation of both
temporary shoring and bracing required for a safe and structurally sound project. The siructural
members Indicated on these drawings are not self-bracing and shall be considered unstable until
attached to the completed structure as Indicated by these drawings and specifications. The
contractor ie resporeible for all damagee incurred due to improper shoring and bracing during the
construction project. Acceptance of the construction project by the contractor fe proof of
acceptance of the above mentioned items.

SCALE: 1/4" = |'-O"

FOUNDATION NOTES:
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REFER TO GENERAL NOTES AND GENERAL CODE REQUIREMENTS ON SHEET 1

ALL 8" BLOCK OR POURED CONCRETE WALLS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM &8"xie"
CONTINUOUS POURED CONCRETE FOOTING.

ALL 12" BLOCK OR POURED CONCRETE WALLS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM 8'x20"
CONTINUOUS POURED CONCRETE FOOTING.

CONCRETE PAD FOOTING TO BE REINFORCED EA. WAY AS FOLLOWS: 30"x30"
(3) 95 35"x36" (3) %5 42"x42" (4) *4 48"x48" (5) *4 54"¥54" (5) *5
e0O"xe0" (&) *5

ANCHOR BOLTS 70 BE PROVIDED PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDED SPACING
(6'-0" o.c. MAX.)AND WITHIN 12" (MAX.) OFF EACH CORNER.

ALL STEEL COLUMNS NOTED ON PLANS ARE SCHEDULE 40 FIXED COLUMNS,
ALL STEEL COLUMN SIZES ON PLANS ARE INTERIOR DIAMETER (1.D.)

ALL PREFABRICATED CONCRETE LINTELS AT FOOTING LEYEL CHANGES SHALL
HAVE 8" (MIN.) BEARING AT EACH END.

ALL STEEL BEAMS ARE DESIGNED FOR 50 K&l STEEL
WHEN REBAR I8 INSTALLED IN THE FOOTING WALL REINFORCING SHALL BE

9.
BONDED TO THE FOOTING REINFORCING.

WHEN REBAR 1 INSTALLED IN THE FOOTING: PER 2005 N.E.C. ARTICLE
250.50: ALL HORIZONTAL REINFORCING RODS IN THE FOOTINGS WHICH ARE
GREATER THAN 20 sHALL BE BONDED TO THE S$ERVICE PANEL WITH THE SAME
UL LISTED CLAMP USED FOR THE GROUND ROD 4 *4 $0LID COPPER LONG
ENoUGH TO BE TERMINATED AT THE SERVICE PANEL. CONFIRMATION OF THE
INSTALLATION SHALL BE DONE AT THE TIME OF FOOTING INSPECTION.

WINDOW WELLS WITH A VERTICAL DEPTH MORE THAN 44" SHALL BE EQUIPPED
WITH A PERMANENTLY AFFIXED LADDER OR &TEPS USABLE WITH THE WINDOW IN
THE FULLY OPEN POSITION. LADDER OR RUNGS SHALL HAYE AN INSIDE WIDTH
OF AT LEAST 12", SHALL PROJECT AT LEAST 3" FROM THE WALL AND SHALL
BE SPACED NOT MORE THAN 18" o.c. YERTICALLY FOR THE FULL HEIGHT OF
THE WINDOW WELL

DRAINS SHALL BE PROVIDED AROUND ALL CONCRETE OR MASONRY
FOUNDATIONS THAT RETAIN EARTH AND ENCLOSE HABITABLE OR USABLE SPACES
BELOW GRADE. APPROVED DRAINAGE $YSTEMS OR MATERIALS SHALL BE
INSTALLED AT OR BELOW THE AREA TO BE PROTECTED AND SHALL DISCHARGE
BY GRAVITY OR MECHANICAL MEANS INTO AN APPROVED DRAINAGE SYSTEM.
GRAVEL OR CRUSHED STONE DRAINS SHALL EXTEND AT LEAST | FOOT BEYOND
THE OUTSIDE EDGE OF THE FOOTING AND & INCHES ABOVE THE TOP OF THE
FOOTING AND EE COVERED WITH AN APPROVED FILTER MEMBRANE MATERIAL.
THE TOP OF OFEN JOINTS OF DRAIN TILES SHALL BE PROTECTED WITH STRIPS

OF BUILDING PAPER, AND THE DRAINAGE TILES OR PERFORATED PIPE SHALL BE
PLACED ON 2 INCHES (MIN.) OF WASHED GRAVEL OR CRUSHED ROCK AT LEAST
ONE SIEVE SIZE LARGER THAN THE TILE JOINT OPENING OR PERFORATION AND
COVERED WITH NOT LESS THAN & INCHES OF THE SAME MATERIAL.

FIELD VERIFY THE FINISHED FOUNDATION WALL HEIGHT AT ALL EXTERIOR
PORCHES, TO PROVIDE A [-1/2" (MIN.) TO 7-3/4" (MAX.) STEP-DOUN AT
EXTERIOR DOCRS. ADJUST THE FOUNDATION WALL HEIGHT AT PORCHES AS
REQUIRED TO ALLOW FOR DESIRED FINISHES AND/OR DETAILS.

STRUCTURAL NOTES

Live Load = 30 PSF (Second Floor Sleeping Rooms)

. SOILS, FOOTING and SLABS CLIMATIC and GEOGRAPHIC DESIGN CRITERIA i Loact = )
The design soil bearing capacity is 2500 PSF minimum for this structure. The footing sizes detailed herein Seismic: Lealele =0 TR0 ctew Poo
were based on solls of this capacity or greater. If solls of lewser capaciiy are encountered at time of Seismic Design Criteria = B ¢ Lead W apeLsio ek (6.6 e
excavation, the general contractor/bullder and Architect shall pe promptly notified. The Architect shall &now Ground &nouw Load = 25 PSF = Eos| s(capet s 15 EOE (Risl Boox
re-design the footings based on the actual sofl bearing capacty sstablished by a eolls test by a qualified Wing: [peae Toncllllis 20 Box
professional. In the dosence of a soils test, the solls bearing cipacity and the footing design shall be Basic Wind Speed = 930 MPH Bicong Logsiky:
established by Chapter 14 of the current Michigan Residential Code as noted in the Project Codes. Wind Load Importance Factor | = | lgvskaa:d: 60 PSF (Balconiee are wntilevers and supported without posts)
" eC O ng:
Wind Exposure Category = B
All footing shall bear on undisturbed soile or engineered fill free from froet and/or organic matter. Climate: :;;;LLO a:ld: 40 POF (Dacke ae suppibriec by the buliding ancl pests on the opposite sida)
O g
gl b s Live Load « 50 Pir
All concrete sldos shall be placed on compacted or self-compicting granular fill base. Froet Line Depth = 42 Inchee D Lo ad- 1 Por
Termite = Slight to Moderate Defl kit
All metal strap sill plate anchors shall be placed and embedided In the trench footings and basement walls Decay = None to Slight e gt
and be continuous through any block course(s) as shown in the e«terior wall section detaile shown herein. Winter Design Temperature = &-degrees Fahrenheit l;l:hoore ;nd cu::ltnss =b:/ séom 40
er Struc emoers =
2, CONCRETE
: 5. WOOD FRAMING SYSTEM
All concrete work and placement shall conform to the latest recommendations of A.C.I. Bearing wall stude shall be 2x6 engineered wd. studs @ 16" o.c.
Minimum compressive strength (PS1) at 28 daye shall be as follos: All wall plate material shall provide a minimum of 425 P8l (Fe) perpendicular to the grain.

All wood In contact with concrete and/or within 8 inches of solls shall be preservative treatd lumber and
A. Bassment Walls, Footings, and Concrets not exposed to the testher = 3000 PS shall conform to AWPA standards and be labeled. Provide continuous solid wood blocking © steel

B. Basement Slabs and other Interior Slalbs on grade (except grage slabs) = 2500 $|
S . beam(s) and foundation bear i
C. Basement Walls, Foundation Walls, and other vertical concreis work exposed to weather = 3,000 PSI - rl:or joijf m i wifhn F j;??t:t all point loads and/or bullt-up columns, see archiectural plans

D. Porches, Carports, Garage Slabs, and Steps exposed to uszher = 3500 P8I

©. ENGINEERED LUMBER
NOTE: All cor:;ets exposed ta_;usather (including basement wals without brick) shall be air entrained. Alr All laminated venssr lumbsr (LVL) shall be 1.9 E, 2600 Fb, 285 Fv or bettsr. All Glus Lam Bians shall be
Sl e, et 24F-v4 DF/DF or better. If a substitution Is proposed that does not mest or exceed these specifications,
it is the responsibility of the party propoeing the substitution to provide documentation and engineering

All relrforcing bars, clowsls, ancl tiss ehall corform to ASTH A6l Grade £0. Reinforcing steal shall be calculations showing sufficient structural capacity for the Architects review and approval prir to making

continuous and shall have a minimum 26 bar diameter overlap and be fabricated and placed in accordance the substitution

with ACI recommendations. Reinforced concrete trench footings shall have corner bars at all Intersections ’

of the same size and spacing as the main horizontal reinforcing, Frovide (2) *S diagonal re-bars at corners 1. WALL BRACING

of all wall apeninge Install metal strap bracing (Simpeon Strong-Tie TWS uwall brace or equal) on all exterior ualls ad interior

load bearing walls. Install bracing a minimum of every 25 ft. of wall length tn an "X" or "v" coniiguration

All concrete reinforcing shown in the plans and details herein s recommended to minimize differential at each end of the wall. Fasten metal strap per manufacturer's specifications. Knee walle and clpple

settlement of the structure. Plain Concrete (unreinforced) fooings and walls may be permitied if "
alls shall b ntinuously braced with mini Ve sheath pe ect ¢ed
constructed In accordance with the prescriptive requirements of the Michigan Residential Code, Section s B e i et el ot R el el e Trciac i

All trusses including roof and floor trusses shall be prepared by a qualified truss manufacture and bear

3. MASONRY
the seal of a registered engineer. Truss manufacturer shall notify Architect of any additional 2earing points
:r:ld m::ri?‘icm:ttr" be done In accordance uith the latest AC| and NCMA recommendations and/or Incressed structural support that may be recuired <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>