
 BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS AGENDA 
December 7, 2022– 7:00 P.M. 

248-449-9902

LOCATION: City of Northville Municipal Building – Council Chambers, 215 W. Main St., Northville, MI 48167 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVE AGENDA

4. APPROVE MEETING MINUTES November 2, 2022

5. CASES TO BE HEARD – BY CASE
A) Case is called
B) Appellant presents case
C) Board asks questions
D) Public comments on the case
E) Board comments and discusses case:  A motion is made and seconded; discussed then

voted upon; Chair announces the results

6. LIST OF CASES    

 CASE # 22-16 
 SHANNON DESANTO 
 916 NOVI ST. 

   CASE # 22-17 
   NASSER BEYDOUN 
   711 N. CENTER ST. 

The variance will be considered for premises zoned R-1B, First Density 
Residential District on property located at 916 Novi St., Northville, 
Michigan, 48167, parcel number 48-22-34-428-018.  The applicant is 
seeking a variance to build a roof over their front porch slab in the front 
yard setback.  The variance needed is approximately 11.0 feet from the 
front yard requirement in Sections 3.04 and 15.01.  Also, the existing house 
is non-conforming per Section 22.01, and the project will require expansion 
of a non-conformity. 

The City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals will hold a public hearing to 
receive public input on a request regarding previous variances from the City of 
Northville Zoning Ordinance granted by the Board on October 6, 2021.  The 
previous variances were conditioned upon the project as illustrated on the 
Engineer Plans dated July 26, 2021, and Architect Plans dated July 27, 2021.  In 
preparing the construction plans, the applicant determined that the plans 
presented to the Board of Zoning Appeals are not ideal, and the addition of a 
retaining wall behind the residential units is needed.  Therefore, the applicant 
is returning to the Board of Zoning Appeals with a request for the same 
variances that were granted in 2021, but with modified plans illustrating these 
requests. 



 
 
 
 
 
7.     PUBLIC COMMENTS  (Limited to two minutes each person, not to exceed twenty minutes total  
                                                      time for all presenters – only on matters NOT on the agenda) 
 
8.     OTHER BUSINESS AND DISCUSSION 
  - Proposed Correction to 10/06/21 Approved Minutes 
        
   
9.    ADJOURNMENT 



   
  

    
CITY OF NORTHVILLE 
215 W. Main Street 

Northville, MI 48167 
Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting Minutes 

Council Chambers 
November 2, 2022 

7:00 PM 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
  
Chair McKindles called the meeting to order at 7:02pm. 
 
2. ROLL CALL: 
 
Members: Present: Michelle Aniol 
    John Callahan 
    Stephen Ott  
    Donna Tinberg 
    Ryan McKindles 
     
  Absent:  Stephen Calkins 
             
  Also present: Planning Consultant Elmiger 
    Building Official Strong 
    Mayor Pro-Tem Moroski-Browne 
    City Council Member Krentz 
              
3.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Motion by Callahan, support by Tinberg, to approve the agenda as published. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:  October 5, 2022 
 
MOTION by Ott, support by Callahan, to approve the October 5, 2022 meeting minutes as published. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
5. CASES TO BE HEARD – BY CASE: 
 

A. Case is called. 
B. Appellant presents case. 
C. Board asks questions. 
D. Public comments on the case. 
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E. Board comments and discusses case: A motion is made and seconded; discussed then 
voted upon; the results are announced by the Chair  
 

6. LIST OF CASES 
 
CASE# 22-15 
THOMAS PROSE 
590 DUBUAR 
 
To interpret Sections 18.09.1(3)(g) and 18.09.1(3)(g)(1) Fences and Walls; 26.02(186) Definitions, Wall; 
and 26.02(70) Definitions, Fence of the Zoning Ordinance in relation to the existing wall and its 
components, located along the north side of Dubuar Street in the front yard of premises zoned R-1B, 
First Density Residential District on property located at 590 Dubuar St., Northville, Michigan, 48167, 
parcel number 48 002 02 0378 000. The applicant is seeking an interpretation that the wall is a 
retaining wall, and not subject to the restrictions contained in Section 18.09.1(3)(g) or 18.09.1(3)(g)(1) 
of the Zoning Ordinance, and that the railing on top of the wall is not a fence and is not subject to the 
restrictions contained in Section 18.09.1(3)(g) or 18.09.1(3)(g)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Member Callahan called the case and reviewed the submission materials. 
 
Kevin Aoun, SK Detroit Law Partners, was present on behalf of Thomas Prose and this request for an 
interpretation that the wall was a retaining wall and that the railing on top of the wall was not a fence, 
at 590 Dubuar St.  

 
Utilizing a PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Aoun provided the following: 
• There appeared to be agreement that the wall was a retaining wall, with a 4’ to 6.5’ drop on the 

street side, but with ground level being retained on the resident’s side.  
• The issue was whether the railing at the top of the retaining wall was a guard or a fence under the 

ordinance.  
• The Michigan Residential Building Code required a guard if there was higher than 3’ drop with a 

walking surface on one side. The purpose of the railing was to protect people from falling. 
• The railing met the definition of a guardrail, which under the Michigan Residential Building Code was 

a “building component or system of building components located near the open sides of elevated 
walking surfaces that minimizes the possibility of a fall from the walking surface to the lower level.” 
Additionally, the guardrail must not be less than 30” tall; the rail in question was approximately 36” 
tall. 

• Northville Ordinance defined a fence as a “marker or barrier, or enclosure intended to screen a land 
use, or restrict access to or egress . . . .” The railing did not screen the property or restrict access to 
or egress from the property. The purpose of the railing was to keep people from falling.  

• This issue was important because of a pending lot split. After the lot split, a fence was not allowed in 
the front yard because there would be less than 200’ of frontage, but a guardrail would be allowed.   

• Northville Ordinance limited the height of a retaining wall to six-inches above the soil embankment, 
and the guardrail was needed because of the significant drop on one side. 

 
Member Ott said the sections referenced by the applicant in the Code mentioned landings, stairways, 
and similar structures. The Residential Code did not mention retaining walls in those sections.  
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Mr. Aoun said the items in the Building Code were given as examples, but the Code also stated that a 
guard was needed anywhere there was an open-sided walking surface.  
 
Member Ott pointed out that the Building Official’s report stated that the fence structure did not 
comply with Residential  Building Code requirements for a guardrail, as the space between the balusters 
was too great.  
 
Mr. Aoun said that the balusters could be changed to meet code.  His concern was whether a guardrail 
was required and whether the railing was a guardrail or a fence.  

 
In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Aoun gave the following further information: 
• The BZA interpretation would help determine how the property would be divided. 
• The applicant wanted to leave the gatehouse in its current location, where it would be connected 

with the main (existing) house via the property lines/driveway configuration as shown. Moving the 
gatehouse would be costly. 

• Mr. Aoun provided a photograph of the metal fence on the other side of the driveway; this was a 
true fence that prevented ingress onto the property.  

 
Chair McKindles opened the meeting to public comment. 

 
Robert Grant, 515 Dubuar Street, said that the entire property was fenced in and was not accessible to 
the public. The railing was fine how it was, and should stay the way it was. 

 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair McKindles closed public comment and 
brought the matter back to the Board for discussion and or a motion. 
 
Member Ott said that while he saw the benefit of having a guardrail on the top of a retaining wall, this 
was not even considered in the zoning ordinance. He was uncertain as to whether provisions in the 
residential code would apply to the structure as was being proposed. 
 
Building Official Strong explained that the Building Code did not define a walking surface. Also, building 
Official Strong did not typically require guards on retaining walls. While adding the balustrade to the top 
of the retaining wall enhanced safety, the City would not have required the railing as part of the 
retaining wall structure. 

 
Member Aniol noted that per the original application in the City’s file, the railing was referred to as a 
fence throughout, including labeling it “alternative to metal fencing.” It appeared that the City had also 
considered the railing a fence. 
 
Mr. Aoun said that it was not clear what definition for fencing was used in the application since the 
property met the 200-feet frontage requirement at the time. However, it could have been considered a 
guardrail at the time of construction. He did not think the issue had ever been discussed, and no 
determination had been made that this was a fence and not a guardrail. 
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Member Aniol said that as the railing was built per plans in the file that labeled it as a fence, in her mind 
it was a fence. Nothing talked about a guard, as far as she could find. Additionally, the plans had been 
submitted by the Prose family; they had considered it a fence. 
 
Mr. Aoun said he could not speak to how the railing was labelled at the time of submission. There had 
not been an interpretation based on analysis as to whether the rail was a fence or a guard. 
 
Member Aniol said that Building Official Strong had asserted the criteria for a fence was the same now 
as it was when the fence was applied for.  

 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said that the railing did not meet the definition of a guard wall. In her 
opinion, the railing created a fence because the railing restricted access or egress from the property.  
 
Mr. Otto agreed that the railing also did not meet the requirements for a guardrail. 

 
Mr. Aoun stated the railing could be modified to meet the requirements for a guard under the 
residential building code. Their position was that the retaining wall was so tall already that the railing did 
not serve the purpose of limiting access or egress, but was there primarily for safety purposes. 
 
In response to a question from Chair McKindles, Mr. Aoun said that if the railing was interpreted as a 
fence, then the applicant would have to reconfigure the lot split or “lop off” the railing, so that it only 
went 6” above the retaining wall in order to meet ordinance requirements. 
 
In response to a further question from Chair McKindles, Mr. Aoun said a small portion of the balustrade 
railing would remain on the other lot being split off from this one.  

 
Member Tinberg referenced Section 18.09.c, saying that to her it was clear that: No partition fence, 
chain link fence, privacy fence or other type of constructed fence or wall may be erected ahead of the 
front building line . . .   Member Tinberg said the existing front yard fence and wall had been constructed 
under the exception in 18.09.c.1., that allowed an exception for a front yard fence or wall for a lot in 
excess of 2 acres and a frontage of over 200’. Tonight the applicant was asking the BZA to say it was not 
a fence or wall. Yet it was built as a fence and a wall and was still a fence and a wall. If the property was 
split, it would no longer meet the criteria for the exception, and the fence and/or wall should be 
removed. Also, given the number of NO TRESPASSING signs that had been posted over the years, 
keeping people off the property was a significant goal for the property owners. Last, the balustrade was 
not constructed to meet safe building standards for a guardrail, which meant it must be a fence.  

 
Mr. Aoun said that the definition of wall did not include retaining walls required for topographic 
transition. 
 
After discussion and amendment, the following motion was offered:  
 
MOTION by Ott, support by Tinberg, regarding BZA Case #22-14, Thomas Prose, 590 Dubuar, Parcel ID 
#48 002 02 0378 000, that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the interpretation provided by the 
Building Official in his memo dated October 25, 2022, that the masonry structure built along the 
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southern property line of 590 Dubuar acts as both a retaining wall and a fence, with the portion above 
grade being a fence.  
 
In support of their deliberations, the BZA had reviewed the building file for 590 Dubuar, including 
records of the application from 2000, which application referred to and considered the structure as a 
fence. The original  application referenced the section from the fence ordinance that exempts properties 
with 200’ of frontage and an excess of 2 acres from the restrictions on front yard fences. The original 
building permit considered the construction a fence.  
 
Roll call vote:   
Aniol     yes 
Callahan  yes 
Ott   yes 
Tinberg  yes 
McKindles  yes 
  
Motion carried 5-0. 
 
7. PUBLIC COMMENTS   
 
None. 
 
8. DISCUSSION 
 
Proposed 2023 Meeting Dates 
 
MOTION by Aniol, support by Callahan, to adopt to the proposed remaining 2023 and partial 2024 
meeting dates with the July 4 meeting to be rescheduled to Thursday, July 13, 2023. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Dan Stedem, 375 Orchard Drive, introduced himself as the newest BZA Board member; he would join the 
Board at the next meeting. 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION by Callahan, support by Aniol, to adjourn the meeting at 7:47pm. 
 
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire, Recording Secretary    



215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan  48167       Tel:  (248) 449-9902                 www.ci.northville.mi.us       (Revised )            

Cashier Validation (Code 105)

Case # ___________ 

  BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
  Variance Application 

NOTE: To apply for a variance, the Building Official must first determine the type and extent of variance needed.  To do this, you must 
first apply for a Building Permit.  The Building Official reviews the plans to determine any needed variances.  DO NOT file this application 
until you have fulfilled this requirement.  BZA applications filed without meeting this requirement are considered to be incomplete and 
are deferred to a future meeting. 

Building Permit Application and Building Official Variance Letter - required 
Building Permit Application submitted on (date) _________________
Copy of Building Official variance determination letter is attached to this application.  

Application Signatures:   
All correspondence and notices regarding the application will be transmitted to the petitioner.  The petitioner is responsible for forwarding 
this information to the property owner or project representative. By signing this application, the petitioner is indicating that all information 
contained in this application is complete and accurate to the best of his/her knowledge, and gives permission for the City of Northville 
officials, staff and consultants to inspect the property for the purpose of verifying information relative to the request.  If the applicant is not 
the property owner, the property owner must also sign this application.   

Petitioner: 
  (Signature / Date) (Print Name) 

Property Owner:
      (Signature / Date) (Print Name)

APPLICATION FEES 
Single Family Residential $250 
 All Other Uses $350 
Fee note:  When a quorum is present and the applicant declines to have the case heard, the applicant shall 
reapply to the BZA.  To do this, the applicant shall pay the fee and provide 15 complete sets by the BZA 
submission deadline. 

PROPERTY ADDRESS FOR REQUEST ZONING DISTRICT PARCEL ID NUMBER 

Petitioner
Name: 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone:                Email: 

Petitioner s interest in property         Owner          Other (specify) 

Property Owner  
Name: 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone:                 Email: 

       Attach proof of ownership of property, consisting of title insurance, or purchase agreement.  If the petitioner is applying on behalf of the 
owner, a notarized letter of authorization from the property owner must also accompany this application as well as proof of ownership. 

Apps that do not meet these 
requirements are considered incomplete 

314-920-7572

48-22-34-428-018916 Novi St., Northville, 48167 R-1B

Shannon Desanto
916 Novi St.

Northville/ MI/ 48167
drea2447@gmail.com

Shannon Desanto
916 Novi St.

Northville/ MI/ 48167
drea2447@gmail.com

Shannon Desanto

Shannon Desanto

314-920-7572

10/07/2022

Type text here

Curr

 and Andrea Markey

/Andrea Markey

10 / 10 / 2022

(Si
10 / 10 / 2022

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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Variance Type(s) Requested

Appeal Building Official decision (section 25.04.a) 
Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance - requires a certified property survey (section 25.04.b) 
Use Variance (section 25.04.c) 
Ordinance or Map Interpretation (section 25.04.d) 
Temporary Use (section 25.04.e) 
Non-Conforming Use - Expand, extend, or enlarge (section 22.01.4) 
Non-Conforming Structure  expand, extend, or enlarge (section 22.01.5)

Property Description 

Area of Lot (acres/square feet) 

Dimensions of Lot 

Building Setbacks From Property Lines 
Existing Proposed 

Front 

Side 

Side 

Rear 

Property Survey/Sketch Requirement for Non-Use (Dimensional) Variances 

       Property survey/sketch attached as required.   See the Submission Information  section on page 7 of this form for a 
complete description of when a survey or sketch is required.  

Structures 
Existing Proposed 

Number of Buildings on Site 

Area and Dimensions of each building 

Area of Other Structures (decks, gazebos, etc.) 

Percentage of Lot Coverage (all buildings & 
structures) 

Height of Structures on Site 

For a Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance  also complete pages 3 and 4 

For a Use Variance  also complete pages 5 and 6 

Zoning Ordinance Sections (for which a variance, exception, or interpretation is requested) 

18.11.8.2

0.219
Frontage: 75 ft/ Depth: 127 ft

2 21 1

26.5 16.5

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

1,470 N/A

Please see arial view

2 story home

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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NON-USE (DIMENSIONAL) VARIANCE  
Must complete this section for a non-use variance request.  Attach additional sheets if needed.

THE PETITIONER MUST DEMONSTRATE THAT ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS EXIST: 

1. Practical Difficulty:  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the property that do
not apply generally to other properties in the same Zoning District or in the general vicinity. Because of these
circumstances or conditions, compliance with the strict letter of the restrictions would create practical difficulties,
unreasonably preventing the use of the property for a permitted purpose or rendering conformity with such restrictions
unnecessarily burdensome. The showing of mere inconvenience is insufficient to justify a variance.

Practical difficulties include one or more of the following: i. The exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a
specific property; ii. The exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or manmade constraints or other
extraordinary situation on the land, building or structure; and iii. The use or development of the property immediately
adjoining the property in question; whereby the literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve
practical difficulties.

2. Substantial Justice:  Granting of a requested variance or appeal would do substantial justice to the applicant as well as to
other property owners in the district; or, as an alternative, granting of lesser variance than requested would give
substantial relief to the owner of the property involved and be more consistent with justice to other property owners.

It is our belief that granting our request for the front setback variance would enhance our 
ability to utilize our front porch.  The current porch is simply a slab of concrete.  We would 
like the roof to be added to the front porch for protection, as well as to enhance the "curb 
appeal" of our property.  The covered front porch, if approved, is more in keeping with 
the community aesthetic for which Northville prides itself. 

The Practical Difficulty in adhering to the current ordiance is as follows-

Our home located at 916 Novi St. was constructed in 1964, as were the homes adjoining
ours in the neighborhood.  There is no practical manner in which the current structure can
be moved to increase the front setback.

The ordiance variance that is acceptable for homes without an attached garage is also a 
Practical Difficulty as we have no means to alter the placement of the garage without 
incurring major expense and additional construction.  We would like the opportunity to 
improve the function and aesthetic of our home in the same manner that is allowed to 
those whose home have a detached garage.

Curr

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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3. Not Self-Created:  The problem and resulting need for the variance did not result from the actions of the applicant
and/or the applicant s predecessor. This criterion may or may not be considered depending upon whether the practical
difficulty would have existed regardless of the action.  Examples of actions that are self-created  (and therefore do not
meet this criterion) include, but are not limited to the following: i. Claiming practical difficulty for a substandard lot when
the owner has sold off portions that would have prevented the practical difficulty; ii. Building during the pendency of an
appeal; iii. Ignorance of the ordinance.

4. Minimum Variance Necessary:  The variance requested is the minimum necessary to permit reasonable use of the land.

5. Impact on Public Safety or Create a Public Nuisance:  The Board of Zoning Appeals may evaluate whether or not the
request would have an impact on public safety or create a public nuisance.

Our property located at 916 Novi St. has been unaltered structurally since it was built in 1964.  
The addition of the front porch covering would simply be adding to the structure, as there is no way
to physically move the existing structure.

The minimum variance necessary would be 8 feet from the front of the house.  The current front 
porch (concrete) is 84 inches.  The added roof covering would need the posts to be on the existing
concrete in order to have the support footings, as the roof would be load bearing.

It is my belief that there would be no negative reprecussions, or public nuisance as a result of the 
approval of the roof cover over the front porch.

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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USE VARIANCE  
Must complete this section for a Use Variance.  Attach additional sheets if needed

THE PETITIONER MUST DEMONSTRATE THAT ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS EXIST: 

1. Unreasonable current zoning designation:  The applicant has demonstrated that the site cannot reasonably be used for
any of the uses allowed within the current zoning district designation. The Board may require submission of
documentation from real estate or market experts, or a certified appraiser, to substantiate this finding.

2. Unique circumstances: The need for the variance is due to unique circumstances peculiar to the property and not
generally applicable in the area or to other properties in the same zoning district. The applicant must prove that there
are certain features or conditions of the land that are not generally applicable throughout the zone and that these
features make it impossible to earn a reasonable return without some adjustment. In those situations where the
difficulty is shared by others, the Board may find that relief should be accomplished by an amendment to the zoning
ordinance, not a variance.

3. Not Self-Created:  The problem and resulting need for the variance has not been self-created by the applicant and/or the
applicant s immediate predecessor.

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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4. Capacity of Roads, Infrastructure, and public services.   The capacity and operations of public streets, utilities, other
facilities and services will not be significantly compromised.

5. Character of Neighborhood. The use variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood nor be of
detriment to adjacent properties.

6. Minimum Variance Necessary:  The variance shall be the minimum necessary to permit reasonable use of the land.

Type text here

Doc ID: 3f48d1f380524949e2dcddf9c63fa56e20258fa1
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Submission Information 
1. The following must be submitted to the Building Department by the submission deadline identified on the application deadline

schedule as posted on the City s website and at the Building Dept. The applicant may also call the Building Department at (248) 449-
9902 for this information.

15 identical packets that include all of the following:
Completed application (on top of each packet).  Folders, binders, bound copies, etc. are not allowed.
Building Official Variance Determination Letter (DO NOT submit to the BZA if you have not 1)applied for a building permit, and 2)
attached the Building Official s determination letter to this application.  Applications without this information are considered 
incomplete. 
Proof of ownership (deed, title, etc.).  
For a Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance request:

Certified property survey.  Mortgage surveys are not accepted. On the survey: 
The proposed building or structure requiring the variance must be drawn, to scale, on the survey.
The survey drawing must also include existing and proposed setback lines and dimensions, and the location of
any other notable site features that impact the need for the variance request, such as easements, floodplains,
water courses, etc.  All information must be accurately drawn, to scale, on the survey. 
For front-yard variance requests on single-family lots, the Building Official may waive the survey requirement if
permanent features (such as a public sidewalk, curb or street) are determined by the Building Official to clearly
indicate the location of the front property line.  If  a survey is not required by the Building Official, a sketch, drawn
to scale, that shows all the information listed above, must be submitted  with the front yard variance request.
Failure to provide a certified survey or sketch meeting these requirements will defer the application to a future
meeting. 

A PDF file of emailed to dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us by the submission deadline. NO THUMB DRIVES OR 
FLASH DRIVES.  

Applicable fee.  Applications filed without the fee are considered incomplete. 

2. The submission deadline is firm.  Incomplete applications are deferred to a future BZA meeting.

Review Process
1. BZA applications are reviewed by the Building Official and the City Planner to determine if they are complete.  Incomplete applications

are returned to the applicant for additional information. Due to statutory publication requirements, applications submitted without
first filing a building permit application and receiving the Building Official s variance determination letter, or applications found to be
incomplete, including due to missing or inaccurate information are deferred to a future BZA meeting.

2. For complete applications, City staff prepares a notice for publication in the newspaper and mails notifications to the applicant and
property owners located within 300 feet of the property in which the request is located.  Complete applications are provided to the
BZA members prior to the meeting.

3. Staff reviews are provided to the petitioner by email prior to the scheduled meeting.

Meeting Information 
All meetings begin at 7:00 pm, unless otherwise noted, and are held at the City of Northville Municipal Building, 215 W. Main Street, 
Northville, Michigan, 48167 unless otherwise noted.  Check the City s website and meeting agenda for up-to-date meeting information.  

Meeting Procedure 
1. The petitioner shall appear on his/her own behalf, or by representation, at the BZA meeting.  Failure to do so will result in the petition

being tabled.  The petitioner is responsible for covering any fees associated with rescheduling the meeting.
2. The meeting format is as follows:

Introduction of the petition by the City
Petitioner presentation
Public hearing
Deliberation, Motion and  Vote

 

3. BZA members shall have the authority to grant a lesser variance than requested upon finding justice shall be served.  In addition, the
BZA may require conditions related to the site, operation and/or use to mitigate the impact of any variance.

Approval and Permits 
1. Approval of Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance is valid for one year, and the application for a building permit or zoning/compliance 

permit must be submitted within this period.
2. Approval of a Use Variance is valid for one year, during which time the use must be established on the subject site or a building permit

obtained.
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 Data provided via the Northville City website 
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*Fence

The en rety of the backyard is fenced. 

7ft

Type text hereCurrent porch dimensions without roof/covering
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COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
ISSUED BY

FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY

NOTICE

IMPORTANT—READ CAREFULLY:  THIS COMMITMENT IS AN OFFER TO ISSUE ONE OR MORE TITLE
INSURANCE POLICIES. ALL CLAIMS OR REMEDIES SOUGHT AGAINST THE COMPANY INVOLVING THE
CONTENT OF THIS COMMITMENT OR THE POLICY MUST BE BASED SOLELY IN CONTRACT.

THIS COMMITMENT IS NOT AN ABSTRACT OF TITLE, REPORT OF THE CONDITION OF TITLE, LEGAL
OPINION, OPINION OF TITLE, OR OTHER REPRESENTATION OF THE STATUS OF TITLE. THE
PROCEDURES USED BY THE COMPANY TO DETERMINE INSURABILITY OF THE TITLE, INCLUDING ANY
SEARCH AND EXAMINATION, ARE PROPRIETARY TO THE COMPANY, WERE PERFORMED SOLELY FOR
THE BENEFIT OF THE COMPANY, AND CREATE NO EXTRACONTRACTUAL LIABILITY TO ANY PERSON,
INCLUDING A PROPOSED INSURED.

THE COMPANY'S OBLIGATION UNDER THIS COMMITMENT IS TO ISSUE A POLICY TO A PROPOSED
INSURED IDENTIFIED IN SCHEDULE A IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS OF THIS
COMMITMENT. THE COMPANY HAS NO LIABILITY OR OBLIGATION INVOLVING THE CONTENT OF THIS
COMMITMENT TO ANY OTHER PERSON.

COMMITMENT TO ISSUE POLICY

Subject to the Notice; Schedule B, Part I—Requirements; Schedule B, Part II—Exceptions; and the Commitment
Conditions, Fidelity National Title Insurance Company, a Michigan Corporation (the "Company"), commits to
issue the Policy according to the terms and provisions of this Commitment. This Commitment is effective as of
the Commitment Date shown in Schedule A for each Policy described in Schedule A, only when the Company
has entered in Schedule A both the specified dollar amount as the Proposed Policy Amount and the name of the
Proposed Insured.

If all of the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements have not been met within 180 Days after the Commitment Date,
this Commitment terminates and the Company's liability and obligation end.
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COMMITMENT CONDITIONS

1. DEFINITIONS
(a) "Knowledge" or "Known":  Actual or imputed knowledge, but not constructive notice imparted by the

Public Records.
(b) "Land": The land described in Schedule A and affixed improvements that by law constitute real property.

The term "Land" does not include any property beyond the lines of the area described in Schedule A, nor
any right, title, interest, estate, or easement in abutting streets, roads, avenues, alleys, lanes, ways, or
waterways, but this does not modify or limit the extent that a right of access to and from the Land is to be
insured by the Policy. 

(c) "Mortgage":  A mortgage, deed of trust, or other security instrument, including one evidenced by
electronic means authorized by law.

(d) "Policy":  Each contract of title insurance, in a form adopted by the American Land Title Association,
issued or to be issued by the Company pursuant to this Commitment.

(e) "Proposed Insured":  Each person identified in Schedule A as the Proposed Insured of each Policy to be
issued pursuant to this Commitment.

(f) "Proposed Policy Amount":  Each dollar amount specified in Schedule A as the Proposed Policy Amount
of each Policy to be issued pursuant to this Commitment.

(g) "Public Records":  Records established under state statutes at the Commitment Date for the purpose of
imparting constructive notice of matters relating to real property to purchasers for value and without
Knowledge.

(h) "Title":  The estate or interest described in Schedule A.

2. If all of the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements have not been met within the time period specified in the
Commitment to Issue Policy, this Commitment terminates and the Company's liability and obligation end.

3. The Company's liability and obligation is limited by and this Commitment is not valid without:
(a) the Notice;
(b) the Commitment to Issue Policy;
(c) the Commitment Conditions;
(d) Schedule A;
(e) Schedule B, Part I—Requirements; and
(f) Schedule B, Part II—Exceptions; and
(g) a counter-signature by the Company or its issuing agent that may be in electronic form.

4. COMPANY'S RIGHT TO AMEND
The Company may amend this Commitment at any time.  If the Company amends this Commitment to add a
defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim, or other matter recorded in the Public Records prior to the
Commitment Date, any liability of the Company is limited by Commitment Condition 5.  The Company shall
not be liable for any other amendment to this Commitment.

5. LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY
(a) The Company's liability under Commitment Condition 4 is limited to the Proposed Insured's actual

expense incurred in the interval between the Company's delivery to the Proposed Insured of the
Commitment and the delivery of the amended Commitment, resulting from the Proposed Insured's good
faith reliance to:
(i) comply with the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements;
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(ii) eliminate, with the Company's written consent, any Schedule B, Part II—Exceptions; or
(iii) acquire the Title or create the Mortgage covered by this Commitment.

(b) The Company shall not be liable under Commitment Condition 5(a) if the Proposed Insured requested
the amendment or had Knowledge of the matter and did not notify the Company about it in writing.

(c) The Company will only have liability under Commitment Condition 4 if the Proposed Insured would not
have incurred the expense had the Commitment included the added matter when the Commitment was
first delivered to the Proposed Insured. 

(d) The Company's liability shall not exceed the lesser of the Proposed Insured's actual expense incurred in
good faith and described in Commitment Conditions 5(a)(i) through 5(a)(iii) or the Proposed Policy
Amount.

(e) The Company shall not be liable for the content of the Transaction Identification Data, if any.
(f) In no event shall the Company be obligated to issue the Policy referred to in this Commitment unless all

of the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements have been met to the satisfaction of the Company.
(g) In any event, the Company's liability is limited by the terms and provisions of the Policy.

6. LIABILITY OF THE COMPANY MUST BE BASED ON THIS COMMITMENT
(a) Only a Proposed Insured identified in Schedule A, and no other person, may make a claim under this

Commitment.
(b) Any claim must be based in contract and must be restricted solely to the terms and provisions of this

Commitment.
(c) Until the Policy is issued, this Commitment, as last revised, is the exclusive and entire agreement

between the parties with respect to the subject matter of this Commitment and supersedes all prior
commitment negotiations, representations, and proposals of any kind, whether written or oral, express or
implied, relating to the subject matter of this Commitment.

(d) The deletion or modification of any Schedule B, Part II—Exception does not constitute an agreement or
obligation to provide coverage beyond the terms and provisions of this Commitment or the Policy.

(e) Any amendment or endorsement to this Commitment must be in writing and authenticated by a person
authorized by the Company.

(f) When the Policy is issued, all liability and obligation under this Commitment will end and the Company's
only liability will be under the Policy.

7. IF THIS COMMITMENT HAS BEEN ISSUED BY AN ISSUING AGENT
The issuing agent is the Company's agent only for the limited purpose of issuing title insurance commitments
and policies.  The issuing agent is not the Company's agent for the purpose of providing closing or
settlement services.

8. PRO-FORMA POLICY
The Company may provide, at the request of a Proposed Insured, a pro-forma policy illustrating the
coverage that the Company may provide.  A pro-forma policy neither reflects the status of Title at the time
that the pro-forma policy is delivered to a Proposed Insured, nor is it a commitment to insure.

9. ARBITRATION
The Policy contains an arbitration clause.  All arbitrable matters when the Proposed Policy Amount is
$2,000,000 or less shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the Proposed Insured as the
exclusive remedy of the parties. A Proposed Insured may review a copy of the arbitration rules at
<http://www.alta.org/arbitration>.
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Transaction Identification Data for reference only:
Issuing Office: Abstract Title Agency
Issuing Office’s ALTA® Registry ID: 1131816
Loan ID No.: 505529291
Commitment No.: 210975
Issuing Office File No.: 210975
Property Address: 916 Novi St, Northville, MI 48167
Printed Date/Time: February 19, 2021 11:30:41 AM

SCHEDULE A

1. Commitment Date: January 27, 2021 at 8:00 AM

2 Policy to be issued:

(a) ALTA® Loan Policy (06/17/06)
Proposed Insured: First Securities Financial Services, Inc., ISAOA/ATIMA
Proposed Policy Amount: $247,500.00

3. The estate or interest in the Land described or referred to in this Commitment is Fee Simple.

4. Title to the Fee Simple estate or interest in the Land is at the Commitment Date vested in:

Shannon L. DeSanto

5. The Land is described as follows:

The Northerly 45 feet of Lot 73 and Lot 74 except the Northerly 30 feet, YERKES ESTATES SUBDIVISION
NO. 3, according to the Plat thereof as recorded in Liber 100 of Plats, Page(s) 40 and 41, Oakland County
Records.

Kevin R. Olinski
Abstract Title Agency
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SCHEDULE B, PART I
Requirements

All of the following Requirements must be met:

1. The Proposed Insured must notify the Company in writing of the name of any party not referred to in this
Commitment who will obtain an interest in the Land or who will make a loan on the Land. The Company
may then make additional Requirements or Exceptions.

2. Pay the agreed amount for the estate or interest to be insured.

3. Pay the premiums, fees, and charges for the Policy to the Company.

4. Documents satisfactory to the Company that convey the Title or create the Mortgage to be insured, or
both, must be properly authorized, executed, delivered, and recorded in the Public Records.

Mortgage from Shannon L DeSanto, a single woman to First Securities Financial Services, Inc.,
ISAOA/ATIMA, securing the principal amount of $247,500.00.

The borrower's spouse, if any, must sign the mortgage to refinance if the property is the couple's
principal residence.

5. Notice: Due to the conflict between federal and state laws concerning the cultivation, distribution,
manufacture or sale of marijuana, the Company is not able to close or insure any transaction involving
Land that is associated with these activities.

6. Pay unpaid taxes and assessments unless shown as paid:

Parcel ID #:48-22-34-428-018 - City of Northville, Oakland County.

State Equalized Value: $148,900.00 - 100% Homestead

2020 Winter Taxes in the base amount of $586.74 PAID

2020 Summer Taxes in the base amount of $4,925.55 PAID

7. Discharge Mortgage from Shannon DeSanto AKA Shannon L. DeSanto, a single woman to MERS, solely
as nominee for, United Wholesale Mortgage, a Division of United Shore Financial Services, LLC, in the
principal amount of $245,580.00, dated December 13, 2019, recorded January 3, 2020 in Liber 53658,
Page 33, Oakland County Records.

NOTE:  The policy to be issued does not insure against unpaid water, sewer, electric or gas charges, if any, that
have not been levied as taxes against these lands. (Meter readings should be obtained and adjusted between
appropriate parties.)
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NOTE:  In the event that the Commitment Jacket is not attached hereto, all of the terms, conditions and
provisions contained in said Jacket are incorporated herein.  The Commitment Jacket is available for inspection
at any Company office.
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SCHEDULE B, PART II
Exceptions

THIS COMMITMENT DOES NOT REPUBLISH ANY COVENANT, CONDITION, RESTRICTION, OR
LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ANY DOCUMENT REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT TO THE EXTENT
THAT THE SPECIFIC COVENANT, CONDITION, RESTRICTION, OR LIMITATION VIOLATES STATE OR
FEDERAL LAW BASED ON RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, SEX, SEXUAL ORIENTATION, GENDER IDENTITY,
HANDICAP, FAMILIAL STATUS, OR NATIONAL ORIGIN.

The Policy will not insure against loss or damage resulting from the terms and provisions of any lease or
easement identified in Schedule A, and will include the following Exceptions unless cleared to the satisfaction of
the Company:

1. Any defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim, or other matter that appears for the first time in the Public
Records or is created, attaches, or is disclosed between the Commitment Date and the date on which all
of the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements are met.

2. Rights or claims of parties in possession not shown by the Public Records.

3. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that
would be disclosed by an accurate and complete survey of the Land.

4. Easements or claims of easements not shown by the Public Records and existing water, mineral, oil and
exploration rights.

5. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, or material, heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by
law and not shown by Public Records.

6. Any and all oil, gas, mineral, mining rights and/or reservations thereof.

7. Taxes or special assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the Public Records.

8. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters, if any, created, first appearing in the
public records or attaching subsequent to the effective date hereof but prior to the date the proposed
insured acquires for value of record the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by this
commitment.

9. Taxes and assessments which become due and payable or which become a lien against the property
subsequent to the interest insured and deferred and/or installment payments of said taxes and
assessments. The Company assumes no liability for tax increases occasioned by retroactive
revaluation, changes in the land usage or loss of any principal residence exemption status for the insured
premises.

10. Rights of the public and of any governmental unit in any part of the land taken, used or deeded for street,
road or highway purposes.

11. Any provisions contained in any instruments of record which provisions pertain to the transfer of divisions
under Section 109(3) of the Subdivision Control Act of 1967, as amended.

12. A Search of the Use Restrictions, Easements, and Mineral Rights was not conducted, therefore a general
exception has been taken to the following:
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a. Covenants, conditions and restrictions, if any, appearing in the Public Records.
b. Any easements or servitudes appearing in the Public Records.
c. Interest of others in oil, gas and mineral rights, if any, recorded in the Public Records.
d. Interest, if any, of the United States, State of Michigan, or any political subdivision thereof,

in the oil, gas and minerals in and under and that may be produced from the captioned Land.
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 1900 W. BIG BEAVER RD, SUITE 201  TROY, MI 48084  PH (248) 643-4500  FX (248) 643-4501 

ABSTRACT TITLE AGENCY PRIVACY POLICY
PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE

Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA) generally prohibits any financial institution, directly or through its
affiliates, from sharing nonpublic personal information about you with a nonaffiliated third party unless the
institution provides you with a notice of its privacy policies and practices, such as the type of information that it
collects about you and the categories of persons or entities to whom it may be disclosed.  In compliance with the
GLBA, we are providing you with this document, which notifies you of the privacy policies and practices of
Abstract Title Agency.

This form is informational purposes only. Abstract Title Agency will not share any non-public personal
information of the clients other than to handle the processing of the transaction, preventing fraud, unauthorized
transaction, to control claims, and as required by law.

Collection of Information:  We may collect nonpublic personal information from the following sources:

- Information we receive from you such as on applications or other forms.

- Information about your transactions we secure from our files, or from our affiliates or others.

- Information found in public records

- Information provided to us by lenders, affiliates, real estate agents, and any other involved parties

No additional nonpublic personal information will be collected about you, unless it is specifically stated otherwise
in an amended Privacy Policy Notice.

We do not use your information for anything other than handling the transaction or as referenced in the first
statement. We do not disclose this information to anyone except as permitted by law or within the transaction.

WE DO NOT DISCLOSE ANY NONPUBLIC PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOU WITH ANYONE FOR
ANY PURPOSE THAT IS NOT SPECIFICALLY PERMITTED BY LAW.

We restrict access to nonpublic personal information about you to those employees who need to know that
information in order to provide products or services to you.  We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural
safeguards in compliance with federal standards to protect your nonpublic personal information.
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All vote totals are unof-
fi�cial until certifi�ed by the
county board of canvass-
ers.

Koleszar wins western
Wayne house seat

Updated 9:52 a.m. Nov.
9, 2022

Plymouth Democrat
Matt Koleszar looks
poised to serve another
term in the state house.
Koleszar beat his oppo-
nent, Northville Republi-
can Cathryn Neracher,
28,064 to 23,669

Koleszar will serve two
years as the District 22
house representative.
The district includes
parts of Livonia, Ply-
mouth and Northville.

-Hometown Life re-
porter Shelby Tankersley

Bayer wins big in 
13th Senate District

Updated 9:10 a.m. Nov.
9, 2022

State Sen. Rosemary
Bayer will return to Lan-
sing in her current role
and in a new district.

Bayer defeated chal-
lenger Jason Rhines to
represent the 13th state
Senate district, garnering
76,196 votes to Rhines’s
57,207 votes. Those totals
include the entire dis-
trict, save for one Wayne
County precinct that had
not yet been counted as
of Wednesday morning.

The 13th Senate Dis-
trict includes Plymouth
Township, Plymouth,
Northville, Northville
Township, Novi Town-
ship, West Bloomfi�eld
Township, Walled Lake,
Keego Harbor, Sylvan
Lake and Orchard Lake as
well as parts of Farming-
ton Hills, Novi and Com-
merce Township.

-Hometown Life re-
porter David Veselenak

Public transit millage
gets OK from Oakland
County voters

Updated 8:40 a.m.
Nov. 9, 2022

It appears Oakland
County residents will pay
more on their property
taxes after the county-
wide transit millage ap-
pears to have been ap-
proved.

With 96% of votes in,
the millage request has
received 330,938 “yes”
votes compared to
247,221 “no” votes. With
an approval, a 0.95 mill
levy to help fund public
transit will be levied
across the county to sup-
port transit services.

-Hometown Life re-
porter David Veselenak

Shink shows lead 
in 14th District 
Senate race 

Updated 8:17 a.m. Nov.
9, 2022

It appears Salem
Township could be repre-
sented by a Democrat in
the state Senate next
year.

Democrat Sue Shink
has the lead over Repub-
lican Tim Golding for the
14th state Senate district
seat, which stretches
from Salem Township
and across western
Washtenaw County and
most of Jackson County.
Most recent results as of
7:55 a.m. show Shink
with 57,544 votes, com-
pared to Golding’s 53,136
votes across both coun-
ties. All precincts are in in
Jackson County, while
about 38% are still being
fully counted in Washte-
naw County.

-Hometown Life re-
porter David Veselenak

District 23 voters
send Morgan 
to Lansing

Updated 9:56 a.m. Nov.
9, 2022

Democrat Jason Mor-
gan won the District 23
state House seat. Mor-
gan, of Ann Arbor, re-
ceived 24,256 votes. His
opponent, Republican
Richard Sharland of Ply-
mouth, earned 13,004.

Morgan will serve a two-
year tern in Lansing. 

The 23rd district in-
cludes most of downtown
Ann Arbor, the City of
South Lyon, Superior
Township, Salem Town-
ship, and parts of Ply-
mouth, Northville, Lyon
and Ann Arbor town-
ships. The district in-
cludes parts of Oakland,
Wayne and Washtenaw
counties. 

-Hometown Life re-
porter Shelby Tankersley

Western Oakland
County sending
Runestad back 
to state Senate

Updated 7:43 a.m. Nov.
9, 2022

It appears state Sen.
Jim Runestad will run his
way back to the state
Capitol come January.

Runestad, a Republi-
can, will continue to
serve in the senate, rep-
resenting the new 23rd
district. That area in-
cludes South Lyon, Lyon
Township, Highland
Township, Milford, White
Lake, Clarkston, Water-
ford Township and Wix-
om. With 88% of pre-
cincts reporting as of 7:40
a.m., Runestad had
73,804 votes, compared
to Democratic challenger
Una Hepburn’s 49,204
votes.

-Hometown Life re-
porter David Veselenak

Three elected 
to Northville 
school board

Updated 7:02 a.m.
Nov. 9, 2022

Northville schools vot-
ers decided to send three
local candidates to serve
on its school board Tues-
day.

Melissa Stuart was the
top vote-getter, receiving
6,480 votes. In second
place was Kim Campbell-
Voytal, who received 6,119
votes. Rounding out the
winners was Carin Meyer,
who received 5,906 votes.
Those three will serve
four-year terms.

Also receiving votes
were Kathleen Schafer

with 4,985 votes, Scott
Morrell with 4,893 votes
and Andrew Augustine
with 4,377 votes.

-Hometown Life re-
porter David Veselenak

Theis earns another
Senate term
representing 
District 22

Updated 1:15 a.m., Nov.
9, 2022

Republican Lana Theis
is easily the winner of the
22nd District state Sen-
ate seat, with 60,353
votes to Democrat Jordan
Genso’s 33,445. Falling
far behind were Libertar-
ian Jon Elgas with 1,742
votes and US Taxpayers
Party Victoria McCasey
with 790. The district
represents Livingston
County, Whitmore Lake,
Fenton and Holly.

- Hometown Life re-
porter Susan Bromley

Conservative
Maddock easily 
wins in state
House District 51

Updated 12:30 a.m.,
Nov. 9, 2022

Republican Matt Mad-
dock retained his seat in
the state legislature in the
51st District, with 27,244
votes to Democrat Sarah
May-Seward’s 19,766. 

The 51st District in-
cludes Highland Town-
ship, Milford Township,
and White Lake Town-
ship as well as parts of
Commerce Township and
Springfi�eld Township.

- Hometown Life re-
porter Susan Bromley

Breen wins second
term in state 
House District 21

Updated 12:30 a.m.,
Nov. 9, 2022

Democrat Kelly Breen
defeated Republican
Dave Staudt to retain a
seat in the state legisla-
ture representing the 21st
District. Breen received
22,669 votes to 16,979 for
Staudt. Libertarian
James Young received 521
votes.

The 21st District repre-
sents Novi, western Far-
mington Hills, and east-
ern Lyon Township.

- Hometown Life re-
porter Susan Bromley

Novi school board
adds two newcomers

Updated 12:15 a.m.,
Nov. 9, 2022

With two seats avail-
able on the Novi Board of
Education, voters elected
Betsy Beaudoin with
6,949 votes and Jason
Michener with 6,047
votes. Missing the cut
was Chris Hollman with
5,558 votes and Latasha
Keller with 4,082 votes.

Both Beaudoin and
Michener are new to the
school board. Current
board members Kathy
Hood and Bobbie Murphy
did not seek reelection.

- Hometown Life re-
porter Susan Bromley

Election updates: School board, House, Senate races

How communities voted

Vote totals �uno�cial� in Hometown Life communities for Proposal 3 to

enshrine reproductive rights in the Michigan Constitution.

Birmingham

Bloom�eld Hills

Bloom�eld Township

Canton

Farmington

Farmington Hills

Garden City

Highland

Lyon

Livonia

Milford

Northville City

Northville Township

Novi

Novi Township

Plymouth City

Plymouth Township

South�eld Township

South Lyon

Westland

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8,680 3,707

16,424 9,033

1,492 1,027

29,262 15,250

3,499 1,670

27,536 12,417

6,909 4,509

5,203 5,468

6,272 5,303

30,382 20,944

5,141 4,487

2,281 1,435

4,043 3,321

18,165 10,189

71 39

3,707 1,786

9,669 6,977

6,602 2,733

3,514 2,624

20,847 10,887

Yes No

From Staff Reports
Hometownlife.com

USA TODAY NETWORK – MICH.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
CITY OF NORTHVILLE

The City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals will hold a public hearing to receive public 
input on the following variance from the City of Northville Zoning Ordinance. The variance 
will be considered for premises zoned R-1B, First Density Residential District on property 
located at 916 Novi St., Northville, Michigan, 48167, parcel number 48-22-34-428-018. The 
applicant is seeking a variance to build a roof over their front porch slab in the front yard 
setback. The variance needed is approximately 11.0 feet from the front yard requirement in 
Sections 3.04 and 15.01. Also, the existing house is non-conforming per Section 22.01, and the 
project will require expansion of a non-conformity.

The public hearing will be held on December 7, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at the City of Northville 
Municipal Building - Council Chambers, 215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan, 48167, 
248-449-9902. The purpose of the public hearing is to receive public comment on the variance 
requests.

The variance application is available for review at the City of Northville Building Department 
during normal business hours of 8am to 4:30pm Monday through Friday, local prevailing time 
or on the City website www.ci.northville.mi.us (Services, Building and Planning, Board of 
Zoning Appeals).

Written comments to the BZA pertaining to the proposed variance request must be submitted 
no later than 4:30pm, December 6, 2022 to the City Clerk at the above address, or using the 
City Hall drop box, or emailed to dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us.

 RYAN MCKINDLES, CHAIRPERSON
 BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

LO-0008790166Publish: November 17, 2022 3x3.5
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CITY OF NORTHVILLE 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 

HEARING DATE:  December 7, 2022 
 

TIME: 7:00 p.m.  
 

MEETING LOCATION: City of Northville Municipal Building – Council Chambers 
 215 W. Main Street, Northville, MI 48167 
 

APPLICANT:   Shannon Desanto and Andrea Markey 
   916 Novi St., Northville, MI 48167 
 

REQUEST LOCATION:  916 Novi St.  
 
 

The City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) will hold a public hearing at the above-stated dated 
and time to receive public input on a request regarding the City of Northville Zoning Ordinance:   

 

The variance will be considered for premises zoned R-1B, First Density Residential District 
on property located at 916 Novi St., Northville, Michigan, 48167, parcel number 48-22-34-
428-018.  The applicant is seeking a variance to build a roof over their front porch slab in 
the front yard setback.  The variance needed is approximately 11.0 feet from the front yard 
requirement in Sections 3.04 and 15.01.  Also, the existing house is non-conforming per 
Section 22.01, and the project will require expansion of a non-conformity. 
 

Application Review and Written Comments 
The application is available for review at www.ci.northville.mi.us (Services, Building and Planning, Board of 
Zoning Appeals).  It is also available at the City of Northville Municipal Building – Building Department, 215 
W. Main Street, Northville, MI 48167, 248-449-9902, Monday–Friday, 8am to 4:30pm, local prevailing time.  
 

Written comments to the BZA pertaining to the variance request must be submitted no later than 4:30pm 
December 6, 2022 to City of Northville Municipal Building, Attention: City Clerk, 215 West Main Street, 
Northville, Michigan, 48167, or use the City Hall drop box, or email to dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us.  
 
This notice is sent as required by the City of Northville Zoning Ordinance to real property owners and 
occupants within 300 feet of the boundary of the applicant’s property.  This public hearing notice may affect 
the occupants of your structure located within 300 feet of the boundary of the property referenced in the 
above public hearing notice.  In the case of a single structure containing more than four dwelling units or 
other distinct spatial areas owned or leased by different individuals, partnerships, businesses, or 
organizations, the manager or owner of the structure is hereby requested to post a copy of this notice at the 
primary entrance to the building.   
 
DATED:  November 17, 2022                         Ryan McKindles, Chairperson            

                  Board of Zoning Appeals 
              215 West Main Street 

                                                      Northville, MI 48167 

http://www.ci.northville.mi.us/
mailto:dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us


GRESS, THERESA 
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LINSTROM, TIMOTHY & KATHERINE 

949 ALLEN 
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APELAND, CHRISTOPHER 
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BUCKLAND, JOHN 
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NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

JENNEY, KELSEY 
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NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

BROCK, JOHN 

972 ALLEN 
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YOUMANS, JAMES J. & DOROTHY 

979 ALLEN 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

DESANTO.SHANNON 

916 NOVI ST 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

IMAGINE FAM, LLC 

19275 GERALD ST 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

KAESTNER, KENNETH A 

941 NOVI ST 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

GREGORY, PATRICIA 

937 ALLEN 
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PETERSON.DEBORAH 
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ADAMS, DOUGLAS & BARBARA 

924 ALLEN 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

EVANOWSKI, KENNETH & TERESA 

960 ALLEN 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

EISELE, LAURA/DHANJAL, RAVJAL 

936 NOVI ST 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

780 CARPENTER LLC 

272 HUTTON 

NORTHVILLE,Ml,48167 

ROWE, J RICHARD & KAY TIEES 

ROWE FAMILY TRUST 

7735 RIDGE RD 

CANTON,Ml,48187 
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PESCI, STEPHANIE & JOHN Ill 
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KELLY, MICHAEL & MELISSA 
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Markey, Andrea/Desanto, Shan
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Northville, MI 48167
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Written 
Comments 
Received 



From: Kathryn Ling
To: Dianne Massa
Subject: 916 Novi Street
Date: Sunday, November 20, 2022 11:19:36 AM

We live at 459 Hill Street and received the notice for variance at 916 Novi Street.  We would
support that the owners would be allowed to build a roof over their front porch.  

Thank you,
Kenneth and Kathryn Ling

mailto:kathrynling69@gmail.com
mailto:dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us


Andrea Markey and Shannon DeSanto 
916 Novi St. 
Northville, MI 48167

November 29, 2022 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter grants our daughter, Arianna Markey, the authority to act as our designated representative.  
Arianna may present and correspond all information, as it pertains to our property located at 916 Novi 
St., Northville, MI 48167. 

If any additional information is required, it will be provided upon request. 

Best regards, 

11 / 29 / 2022

Shannon Desanto

11 / 29 / 2022

Andrea Markey

Doc ID: 22cc0029c93f0fa9b8899b93ad997250283b0012
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VARIANCE ANALYSIS 

City of Northville 
November 8, 2022 

 
APPLICANT INFORMATION 
 
Applicant:  Shannon Desanto and Andrea Markey 
 
Property Address:  916 Novi St., Northville, MI  48167 
 
Property I.D. #:  48-22-34-428-018 

  
Zoning:  R-1B, First Density Residential District  
 

VARIANCE REQUESTED 

The applicant is requesting a front yard variance to construct a roof over an existing front porch stoop.  
The variance needed for the new roof is 10.5-feet from the front yard requirement in Sections 3.04 and 
15.01.  The building change will also be expanding a non-conformity.  The existing front wall of the 
house is already in the front yard setback.  The new roof will extend the house further into the front 
yard setback, thus expanding the non-conformity per Section 22.01.  
 
Summary 

The applicant would like to build a roof over an existing front porch stoop (concrete slab).  The front 
porch stoop was extended across the full front façade of the house in 2022 (as illustrated on the building 
floor plan in the submittal).  The architectural sketch provided with this submittal shows that the 
existing slab is 8-feet deep.  The required front setback is 26.5 feet, and the existing house is located 24 
feet from the front property line.  Therefore: 
1. The existing house is 2.5-feet into the front yard setback. 
2. The leading edge of the existing front porch stoop is 10.5 into the front yard setback.   
 
Therefore, a front yard variance of 10.5-feet is required to expand this non-conforming structure, and 
build a roof over the stoop. 
 
Variance Considerations  

The Zoning Ordinance calls for the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) to use the five (5) criteria listed in 
section 25.04 to evaluate a variance request.  According to this section, no variance shall be granted 
unless a finding of fact is made based upon the evidence presented, and the facts meet all the criteria.   
 
The BZA will use the following five (5) criteria to make a determination regarding this case: 
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1) Practical difficulties:  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to 

the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same Zoning District or in the 
general vicinity.  Because of these circumstances or conditions, compliance with the strict letter of  
the restrictions would create practical difficulties, unreasonably preventing the use of the property 
for a permitted purpose or rendering conformity with such restrictions unnecessarily burdensome. 
The showing of mere inconvenience is insufficient to justify a variance.  Practical difficulties include 
one or more of the following: 

 
i. The exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific property; 
 
ii. The exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or manmade constraints or other 

extraordinary situation on the land, building or structure; and 
 
iii. The use or development of the property immediately adjoining the property in question; whereby 

the literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve practical difficulties. 
 
CWA Comment:  The lot is 75-feet wide and 127-feet deep (9,525 s.f.).  The minimum lot width for 
the R-1B zoning district is 60-feet, with a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.  Therefore, the lot is 
approximately 32% larger in area and 25% wider than the minimum requirements.  The dimensions 
of this lot do not present any practical difficulties.   
 
No information about unusual topography has been provided, and the lot appears to be somewhat 
level.  Therefore, topography on the lot does not present any practical difficulties. 
 
The front facade of the existing home is already in the required front setback, as is the front stoop.  
Given these conditions, there is no alternative location for a front porch.  We consider the existing 
stoop location to constitute a practical difficulty for the porch. 
 
 

2) Substantial justice:  Granting of a requested variance or appeal would do substantial justice to the 
applicant as well as to other property owners in the district; or as an alternative, granting of lesser 
variance than requested would give substantial relief to the owner of the property involved and be 
more consistent with justice to other property owners. 
 
CWA Comment:  The front facades of neighboring homes are setback 25-26 feet from the front 
property line.  The façade of the subject house is currently 24 feet from the front property line.  The 
building façade is just slightly in front of the adjoining homes.  The styles of the adjoining homes 
inset the front door further into the building structure, creating a covered front entryway with the 
second floor above.  The style of this home positions the front door a foot or two within the front 
face of the house, and doesn’t provide for much covering over the front stoop.  
 
The roof structure over the porch will bring the structure visually closer to the street; however, the 
open character of the porch will be less impactful, in our opinion, than a building wall.  Also,  having 
a front porch with a roof is a feature of many homes in Northville.  And, as mentioned above, there 
is no alternative location for a covered front porch on this home.  Therefore, we would consider the 
variance to give substantial relief to the property owner, and be more consistent with justice to 
other property owners.  
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3) Not self-created.  The problem and resulting need for the variance did not result from the actions of 

the applicant and/or the applicant’s predecessor.  This criterion may or may not be considered 
depending upon whether the practical difficulty would have existed regardless of the action.   

 
Examples of actions that are “self-created” (and therefore do not meet this criterion) include, but are 
not limited to the following: 

 
i. Claiming practical difficulty for a substandard lot when the owner has sold off portions that 

would have prevented the practical difficulty 
 

ii. Building during the pendency of an appeal 
 

iii. Ignorance of the ordinance 
 

CWA Comment:  The property owner did not build this house in its present location, nor locate the 
front stoop within the setback.  Therefore, we don’t consider the problem resulting in the need for 
this variance to be self-created. 

 
 
4) Minimum variance necessary.  The variance requested is the minimum necessary to permit 

reasonable use of the land. 
 

CWA Comment:  Regarding the porch roof, the proposal limits the roof over the existing front stoop.  
In our opinion, this would be the minimum variance necessary to have a covered front porch.  The 
roof would also create a usable front porch, with space for chairs and other furnishings. 
 

 
5) The Board of Zoning Appeals may evaluate whether or not the request would have an impact on 

public safety or create a public nuisance.  
 

CWA Comment:  We don’t expect that this variance request will have an impact on public safety.   
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposed roof on the front porch meets the criteria, in our opinion, and we would recommend the 
Board of Zoning Appeals grant the variance.  However, we would recommend that the variance be 
conditioned on the prohibition of enclosing the porch with balustrades, screens, or other barriers in the 
future.  This condition would maintain the open character of the porch, minimizing its impact on the 
street and maintaining harmony with the other homes along the street. 
 

 
 
 



Clear Form 
Cashier Validation (Code 105) 

~ BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
Variance Application 

Office use only 

Case# _ 

Petitioner 

Name: Nasser Beydoun 

Address: 4 Cornell Ct 

City/StatelZip: Dearborn, MI48124 

Phone: Email: nbeydoun82@gmail.com 

Petitioner's interest in property ~Owner oOther (specify) 

Property Owner 

Name: 711 N. Center LLC 

Address: 4 Cornell Ct 

City/State/Zip: Dearborn, MI 48126 

Phone: 3 \.5 -70 z. - ,700 Email: nbeydoun82@gmail.com 

[jJ Attach proof of ownership of property. consisting of title insurance. or purchase agreement. If the petitioner is 
applying on behalf of the owner. a notarized letter of authorization from the property owner must also accompany 
this application as well ds proof of ownersHip. . 

No additional variances are requested with this application. Refer to Item 1 below. 

Application SIgnatures 
All correspondence and notices regarding the application will be transmitted to the petitioner. The petitioner is 
responsible for forwarding this information to the property owner or project representative. By signing this 
application, the petitioner is indicating that all information contained in this application is complete and accurate 
to the best of his/her knowledge. and gives permission for the City of Northville officials. staff and consultants to 
inspect the property for the purpose of verifying information. relative to the request. If the applicant is not the 
property owner. the property ow'?4s0 sign this application. . 

Petitioner: ~ A;A5£~ ,Q ,d e' Y L) 0"'; 1 
~re I Dotel (Print Name) 

Property Owner: AJAs!> c>12 15ey L) cJ v 1.. 
(Signature I Dafe) {Print Name] 

215 W. Main Street. Northville, Michigan 48167 Tel: (248) 449-9902 www.ci.northvillemLus 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of Northvllle 

Variance Type{s) Requested 

D Appeal Building Official-decision (section 25.04.0)
 

oNon-Use (Dimensional) Variance - requires a certified property survey (section 25.04.b)
 

DUse Variance (section 25.04".c)
 

DOrdinance or Map Interpretation (sectio~ 25.04.d)
 

Dremporary Use (section 25.04.e)
 

DNon-Conforming Use - Expand, extend, or enlarge {section 22.0a .4}
 

DNon-Conforming structure - expand, extend, or enlarge (section 22.01.5)
 

oLetter to the BZA explaining the need for the requested variance, interpretation, temporary use, etc. 
is attached. 

Property Description
 

Area of Lot (acres/square feet)
 Refer to attached drawings. 

Refer to attached drawings. Dimensions of Lot 

Building Setbacks From Property lines 
Existing Proposed 

Front Refer to attached drawings. 

Side 
, . 

Refer toatlached' drawings. 

Side Refer to attached drawings. 

Rear Refer to attached drawings. 

Property Survey Requirement for Non-Use (Dimensional) Variances 

fi]Property survey attached. NOTE: A property survey, prepared and sealed by 0 certified surveyor is required 
for all Non-Use (Dimensional) Variances. The survey must show the site features and dimensions that are the subject 
of the variance request. A mortgage survey does not meet this requirement and shall not be accepted. 
A lications that do not have the sealed surve will not be laced on the BZA a enda. 

Structures 

Number of Buildings on Site 

Existing 

Refer to att~ched drawings~ 

Proposed 

Area and Dimensions of each building Refer to attached drawings. 

Area of Other structures (decks, gazebos, 
etc.) 
Percentage of Lot Coverage (all buildings & 
structures) 

Refer to attached drawings. 

Refer to attache~ drawings. 

Height of structures on Site Refer to att~ch.ed drawings. 

For a Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance ~ also"complete pages 3 and 4 N 
OJ 
b.OFor a Use Variance - also complete pages 5 and 6 m 

215 W. Main street, Northville, Michigan 48167 Tel: {248} 449-9902 www.cLnorthviUe.mi.us 

CL 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of Northville 

NON-USE (DIMENSIONAL) VARIANCE 
Must complete this section for a non-use variance request. Attach additional sheets if needed. 

THE PETITIONER MUST DEMONST~ATE THAT ALL OF'THE F.OLLOWING CONDITIONS EXIST: 

1.	 Practical Difficulty: There are ~xceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to 
the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same Zoning District or in the 
general vicinity. Because of these circumstances or conditions, compliance with the strict letter of the 
restrictions would create practical difficulties, unreasonably preventing the use of the property for a 
permitted purpose or rendering conformity with. such restrictions unnecessarily burdensome. The 
showing of mere inconvenience i$ insu'fficient to justify a vqriance. . . 

Practical difficulties include one or more of the fOIlOWi~g: LThe exceptiorial narrowness. shallbwness or 
shape o.f a specific property; ii. The exceptional topographi~ or environmental conditions or 
manmade constraints or other extraordinary situation on the land, building or structure; and iii.. The use 
or development of the property immedfately adjojning the property i.n question; whereby the literal 
enforcement of the requirements of this chapter wou~~ involve practical difficulties. 

No additional variances are requested with this application. Variances for Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and bUilding 
height were previously granted. Rear yard retaining wall shown on the engineering drawings is proposed to 
save trees. The preliminary site plan reviewed by the BZA had a note indicating the the rear yard area would 
be terraced or have a retaining wall. . . . 

2.	 Substantial Justice: Granting of a requested variance or 9Ppeall would do substantial justice to the 
applicant as well as to other property owners in the district; Of, ias an alternative, granting of lesser 
variance than requested would give substantial relief to the owner of the property involved and be 
more consistent with justice -t~ other prop~rty owners. 

Not applicable to this applicatio~ .. 

M 
OJ 
tlO 
ro 

0... 

215 W. Main Street, NorthvIlle, Michigan 48167 Tel~ (248) 449-9902	 www.d.northv/lle.mi.us 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of Northville 

3.	 Not Self-Created: The problem and resulting need for the variance di,d not result from 'the actions of 
the applicant and/or the applican,t's predecessor. This criterion mayor may not be considered 
depending upon whether the practicol difficulty would have existed regardless of the action. 
Examples of actions that are .ttself-creafedtl (and therefore do not n1eet this criterion) include, but are 
not limited to the following: i. .Claiming'practical difficulty for a substandard lot when the owner has 
sold off portions that would have prevented the practical difficulty; ii. Building during the pendency of 
an appeal; iii. Ignorance of the ordinance. 

Not applicable to this application. 

4. Minimum Variance Nece~sary:· The variance requested is tlhe minimum necessary to permit 
reasonable use of the land. 

Not applicable to this application. 

5. Impact on Public Safety or Create a Public Nuisance: The Board of Zon.ing Appeals may evaluate 
whether or not the request would' have an impact on public safety or.create a public nuisance. 

Not applicable to this application. 

215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan 48167 Tel: (248J 449-9902	 www.ci.northville.mi.us 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of Northville 

USE VARIANCE	 . . 
Must com lete this section for a Use Variance. Attach additional sheets if needed
 

THE PETITIONER MUST DEMONSTRATE THAT" ALL OF TH~ FOLLOWING CON~ITIONS EXIST:
 

1.	 Unreasonable current zoning designation:" The applicant has demonstrated that the site cannot 
reasonably be used for any of the uses allowed wi.thin the current zoning district designation. The 
Board may require submission of documentation from real estate or market experts, or a certified 
appraiser, to substantiate this finding. 

2.	 Unique circumstances: The need for the variance is due to unique circumstances peculiar to the 
property and not generally applicable in the area or to other pf!operties in the same zoning district. 
The applicant must prove that there are certain features or conditions of the land that are not 
generally applicable throughout the zone and that these features make it impossible to earn a 
reasonable return without some adjustment. In those situations where the difficulty is shared by others, 
the Board may find that relief should be accomplished by an amendment to the zoning ordinance, 
not a variance. " 

3. Not Self-Created: The problem and resulting need for th~ variance has not been self-created by the 
applicant and/or the applicant's immediate predecessor. 

Lf) 
OJ 
OJ) 

ro 
0.. 

215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan 48167 Tel: (248) .449-9902	 www.ci.northville.mi.us 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of Northville 

4.	 Capacity of Roa~s, Infrastructure, and public services. 1he capacity and operations of public streets, 
utilities, other facilities and services will not be signific9ntly compromised.. 

5. Character of Neighborhood. The use variance will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood nor be of detriment to adjacent properties. 

6. Minimum Variance Necessary: The variance shall be the minimum necessary to permit reasonable use 
of the land. . . . 

215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan 48167 Tel: {248} 449-9902	 www.ci.northville.mi.us 



VARIANCE APPLICATION - City of NorthvIlle 

Submission Information 
1.	 The following items must be submitted to the Bu'ilding Department by the submittal date identified on the BZA
 

meeting and application deadline schedule as posted on t~e City's .websit.e. The applicant may· also call the
 
Building Department at (248)449-9902 for this information.
 

20 identical packets that include: 
•	 Completed application (on top of each packet). Folders:, binders, bo~nd copies, etc. are not allowed. 

Proof of ownership (deed, title, etc.). 
Letter to the Board of Zoning Appeals explaining the need for the requested variance, in1erprelation, 
temporary use, etc. 

•	 Letter from the Building -Official, or other administrative official as applicable, stating the administrative 
decision regarding the need for a variance(s) and the scope of the variance(s). 

•	 For a Non-Use (Dimensional) Variance request: 
• Certified property survey. Mortgage surveys are not accepted. 
• On the survey: 

.•	 The proposed building or structure requiring the variance must be drawn, to scale, on the 
survey. This information may be sketched by t~e applicant .or included on the survey by the 
surveyor. 

•	 The survey drawing must also include existing and proposed setback ·lines and dimensions, and 
the location of any other notable site features that impact the need for the variance request, 
such as easements, floodplains, water courses, etc. All information must be accurately drawn, 
to scale, on the survey. Sketches larger than 11 xl? must also be emailed to 
dmassa@cLnorthville.mLus as a PDF document. 

•	 Failure to provide a certified survey and illustration of feotures requiring a variance will defer 
the application to a future meeting. 

•	 Applicable fee. Applica1·ions filed without -the fee are considered incomplete. 

2.	 The submission deadline is 'firm. Incomplete applications are deferred to a future BZA meeting. 

Review Process 
1.	 BZA applications are reviewed by the Building Official and the City Planner .to determine if they are complete. 

Incomplete applications are returned to the applicant for additional infonmation. 
2.	 Due to statutory publication requirements, inCOrTlplete applications are deferred to a future BZA meeting based 

upon when the necessary information is received. 
3.	 For complete applications, City staff prepares a notice for publication in the newspaper and mails notifications 

to the applicant and property owners located within 300 feet of the property in which the request is located. 
Complete applications are provided to the BZA members prior to the meeting. 

4.	 Staff reviews are provided to the petitioner by email prior to the scheduled meeting. 

Meeting Information 
All meetings begin at 7:00 pm, unless otherwise noted, and are held at City of Northville Municipal Building, 215 W. 
Main Street Northville, Michigan, 48167. 

Meeting Procedure 
1.	 The petitioner shall appear on his/her own be~alf, or by rep~esentation, at the BZA meeting. Failure to do so will 

result in the petition being tabled. The petitioner is responsible for covering any fees associated with 
rescheduling the meeting. . 

2.	 The meeting format is as follows: 
•	 Introduction of the petition by the City 
•	 Petitioner presentation 
•	 Public hearing 
•	 Deliberation 
•	 Motion 
•	 Vote 

3.	 BZA members shall have the authority to grant a lesser variance than requested upon finding justice shall be 
served. In addition, the BZA may req~ire conditions related to the site, operation and/or use to mitigate the 
impact of any vari~nce. .. 

Approval and Permits 
1.	 Approval of Non-Use (Dimensional) Voriance is valid for one year, and the application for a building permit or 

zoning/compliance permit must be submitted within this period. 
2.	 Approval of a Use Variance is valid for one year, during which time the use must be established on the SUbject site 

or a building.permit obtained. 
~ 

OJ 
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VITINS ENGINEERING 

October 26, 2022 

Board of Zoning Appeals 
City of Northville 
215 West Main Street 
Northville, Michigan 48167-1540 

RE:	 Northville Hills Luxury Townhomes 
711 N. Center Street 
City of Northville, Oakland County, Michigan 

Dear BZA Members: 

Enclosed for the City of Northville's review are the following: 

Number	 Description 

20 copies BZA Variance Application 
20 sets (Full Size) Prints dated 9/1/2022 
20 copies Quit Claim Deed (Proof of Ownership) 

Digital copies will be forwarded via electronic mail. 

The owner, 711 N. Center LLC, was granted a variance for the FAR (floor area ratio) for each lot 
and a height variance for the proposed duplex units. The variances were non-use (dimensional). 

A rear yard retaining wall is proposed to save trees. The first Grading & Soil Erosion Control Plan, 
Sheet C-4 has the retaining wall in the rear yard area. The second Grading & Soil Erosion Control 
Plan, Sheet C-4 does not have retaining walls in the rear yard area. Additional trees will be 
removed if the retaining wall is not built. 

Tree replacement calculations on the Topographic Survey & Demolition Plan, Sheet C-1, assume 
that the wall will be built. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to call. 

Very truly yours, 

VITINS ENGloNG 

IW! / 

Uldis G. Vitins, P.E. 
Principal 

Copies:	 711 N. Center LLC 
GAV & Associates, Inc. 
file 







2022 award categories 
and recipients
Karen Brocklehurst Volunteer of the
Year: Anne Grzywacz, Ph.D., CPDT-KA,
CBCC-KA, St. Clair Shores

Community Outreach Program: $3,000
grant: Wishbone Pet Rescue Alliance,
Douglas

Fundraising Program: $2,000 grant:
Paws for Life Rescue, Troy

Elected Official’s Friend of Homeless
Animals Award: Representative Tommy
Brann, Kent County

Best Friend to Dogs Award: Jennifer
Clarkson, Bloomfi�eld

Best Friend to Cats Award: Cheryl
Phillips, Northville

On-Site Cat Training Grants: $1,000
value to each: Little Traverse Bay
Humane Society, Harbor Springs, Upper
Peninsula Animal Welfare Shelter,
Gwinn

Michigan Pet Alliance awarded Che-
ryl Phillips of Northville its Best Friend
to Cats award.

“This annual award honors a nomi-
nated individual (or organization) who
goes above and beyond to save, to pro-
vide care, to fi�nd homes or to advocate
for Michigan’s homeless cats,” said Joe
Dobesh, MPA CEO. “In this award cate-
gory, Cheryl was a standout nomination
for her dedication to TNVR and commu-
nity cats.”

Phillips has spent the last 10 years
providing trap, neuter, vaccinate, return
(TNVR) services to more than 1,150 cats
in Michigan. 

She has been instrumental in helping
communities understand how to help
community cats.

“I am humbled and honored to be the
recipient of the Michigan Pet Alliance
Best Friend to Cats Award. It is a labor of
love, and it takes a village; together,
through TNVR, adoption and humane
education, we are making a diff�erence in
our communities for our fabulous fe-
lines, saving lives and reducing over-
population,” said Phillips. “I am proud to
be a member of MPA, a leader in advo-
cating and making changes to improve
the standards of care for our pets.”

In 2016, Phillips became the founder
and executive director of GG’s Founda-
tion, a nonprofi�t with the mission to re-
duce overpopulation through TNVR and
to fund spay/neuter, vaccinations, and

medical care for homeless, neglected,
abandoned and abused community cats
and to assist others’ eff�orts to care for
and place these rescued animals in suit-
able homes or other appropriate envi-
ronments.

“Education and advocacy are pillars
of our mission, to speak with one voice
to improve lifesaving and standards of
care for our state’s pets,” said Deborah
Schutt, MPA chair. “Cheryl is one of our
members who exemplifi�es these quali-

ties in support of our mission.”
In May 2021, Phillips was named Hu-

mane Hero of the Month by the Humane
Society of Macomb. She is also the au-
thor of “GG’s Journey: From Lost to
Loved,” a book about a rescue dog
named GG and how she overcame sick-
ness and breed discrimination to fi�nd a
loving home.

For more information on the 2022
awards program and recipients, visit
www.michiganpet.org.

“It is a labor of love, and it takes a
village; together ... we are making a
difference in our communities for our
fabulous felines, saving lives and
reducing overpopulation.”

Cheryl Phillips

Northville woman receives Best
Friend to Cats award from pet group
Staff report

Michigan Pet Alliance awarded Cheryl
Phillips of Northville its Best Friend to
Cats award.
COURTESY OF MICHIGAN PET ALLIANCE
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Newsroom Contacts:
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
CITY OF NORTHVILLE

The City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals will hold a public hearing to receive public 
input on a request regarding previous variances from the City of Northville Zoning Ordinance 
granted by the Board on October 6, 2021. The previous variances were conditioned upon the 
project as illustrated on the Engineer Plans dated July 26, 2021, and Architect Plans dated 
July 27, 2021. In preparing the construction plans, the applicant determined that the plans 
presented to the Board of Zoning Appeals are not ideal, and the addition of a retaining wall 
behind the residential units is needed. Therefore, the applicant is returning to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals with a request for the same variances that were granted in 2021, but with 
modified plans illustrating these requests.

The current request is for three variances for three lots zoned R-2, Second Density Residential 
District, located at 711 N. Center St., lot number 48-22-34-377-006 (middle lot - L2), and 
vacant lots 48-22-34-377-007 (southern lot - L1), and 48-22-34-377-005 (northern lot - L3), 
based on Engineer Plans revised on September 1, 2022. The three lots are part of a proposed 
three-lot residential development where the applicant would like to build a duplex building on 
each lot. The applicant is seeking a 0.03 FAR variance for lot L1, a 0.04 FAR variance for Lot 
L2, and a 0.01 FAR variance for Lot L3 from the requirement of Section 15.01 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, which allows for a maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building. They are 
also requesting a building height variance of 3.5-feet for Lots L1 and L2, and 5-feet for Lot L3 
from the 30-foot maximum requirement in Section 15.01.

The public hearing will be held on December 7, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at the City of Northville 
Municipal Building - Council Chambers, 215 W. Main Street, Northville, Michigan, 48167, 
248-449-9902. The purpose of the public hearing is to receive public comment on the variance 
requests.

The variance application is available for review at the City of Northville Building Department 
during normal business hours of 8am to 4:30pm Monday through Friday, local prevailing time 
or on the City website www.ci.northville.mi.us (Services, Building and Planning, Board of 
Zoning Appeals).

Written comments to the BZA pertaining to the proposed variance request must be submitted 
no later than 4:30pm, December 6, 2022 to the City Clerk at the above address, or using the 
City Hall drop box, or emailed to dmassa@ci.northville.mi.us.

 RYAN MCKINDLES, CHAIRPERSON
 BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

Publish: November 17, 2022 3x5LO-0008790174

City of Novi
Public Hearing Notice

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Zoning Board of Appeals for the City of Novi will 
hold a public hearing on December 13th, 2022, at 7:00PM in the Council Chambers of the 
Novi Civic Center, 45175 Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI to consider:

PZ22-0057 (Moiseev,Gordon Associates, Inc) 48735 Grand River Ave - South of 
Grand River, East of Wixom Road, Parcel 50-22-17-101-014. The applicant is requesting 
two variances from the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 3.1.18 and 4.19 to erect an 
accessory structure and generator in the front yard; and for a front yard setback of 30 feet 
(40 feet minimum required, variance of 10 feet). The property is zoned Light Industrial (I-1).

PZ22-0058 (AZD Associates, Inc) 1607 East Lake Drive – North of Thirteen Mile, West 
of Novi Road, Parcel 50-22-02-357-020. The applicant is requesting variances from the City 
of Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 3.1.5 for a front yard setback of 9.17 feet (30 feet minimum 
required, variance of 20.83 feet); a rear yard setback of 10.3 feet (35 feet required, variance of 
24.7 feet); a side yard setback of 3 feet (10 feet minimum required, variance of 7 feet); a side 
yard setback of 2.75 feet (15 feet minimum required, variance of 12.25 feet); an aggregate 
total side yard setback of 5.75 feet (25 feet required, variance of 19.25 feet); and a proposed 
lot coverage of 47.4% (25% maximum allowed, variance of 22.4%). These variances would 
accommodate the building of a new home. This property is zoned Single Family Residential 
(R-4).

PZ22-0060 (Michael Jocz) 45144 Nine Mile Road, East of Taft Road and North of 
Nine Mile Road, Parcel 50-22-27-355-031. The applicant is requesting variance from 
The City of Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 4.19.1.E(i) for 1,688 square feet of garage space 
(maximum of 850 square feet allowed by code, variance of 838 square feet). This variance 
would accommodate the building of a garage addition. This property is zoned Single Family 
Residential (R-3).

PZ22-0061 (Ron Morelli/Benito’s Pizza) 24270 Novi Road, East of Novi Road and 
North of 10 Mile Road, Parcel # 50-22-23-351-064. The applicant is requesting a variance 
from the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance Section 5.2.12 to allow for a reduction of 30 required 
parking spaces for proposed a restaurant expansion in an existing multi-tenant development, 
89 parking spaces are provided, 119 are required. This property is zoned General Business 
(B-3).

LO-0008790178Publish: November 17, 2022 3x5

CITY OF NOVI
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission for the City of Novi will hold 
a public hearing on Wednesday, December 7, 2022, at 7:00 P.M. in the Novi Civic Center, 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI to consider MAKING A RECOMMENDATION TO CITY 
COUNCIL FOR JZ22-27 MOE’S ON TEN ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.738, TO 
REZONE FROM B-1 (LOCAL BUSINESS) TO B-3 (GENERAL BUSINESS). The subject 
property totals approximately 0.9 acres and is located at 39455 Ten Mile Road (Parcel 50-22-
226-010). The subject property is west of Haggerty Road and south of Ten Mile Road (Section 
25). The site is currently used as a restaurant.

Subject Parcel ID: 50-22-25-226-010

All interested persons are invited to attend this in-person meeting. Verbal comments may be 
heard at the hearing and any written comments may be made to the Community Development 
Department, 45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI 48375 during the City’s regular business 
hours, Monday thru Friday, from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., and must be received by 4:00 P.M., 
Wednesday, December 7, 2022

Published on November 17, 2022
Novi Planning Commission
Michael Lynch, Secretary

3X7Publish: November 17, 2022 LO-0008790179

CITY OF NOVI
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission for the City of Novi will hold 
a public hearing on Wednesday, December 7, 2022, at 7:00 P.M. in the Novi Civic Center, 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI to consider JZ22-28 ELM CREEK PRO FOR INITIAL 
CONSIDERATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR A PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY 
(PRO) CONCEPT PLAN ASSOCIATED WITH A ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.737, 
TO REZONE FROM OST (OFFICE SERVICE TECHNOLOGY) AND RM-1 (LOW 
DENSITY MULTIPLE-FAMILY) TO RM-1 (LOW DENSITY MULTIPLE-FAMILY). The 
subject property totals approximately 23.7 acres and is located west of Meadowbrook Road, 
south of Twelve Mile Road (Section 14). The applicant proposes to develop 68 residential units 
in two-story townhouse-style buildings.

Plans are available for review by contacting the Community Development Department at the 
following email address: bmcbeth@cityofnovi.org

Subject Parcel ID: Portion of 50-22-14-200-043

All interested persons are invited to attend this in-person meeting. Verbal comments may be 
heard at the hearing and any written comments may be made to the Community Development 
Department, 45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI 48375 during the City’s regular business 
hours, Monday thru Friday, from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., and must be received by 4:00 P.M., 
Wednesday, December 7, 2022

Published on November 17, 2022
Novi Planning Commission
Michael Lynch, Secretary

3X7.5Publish: November 17, 2022 LO-0008790180
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VARIANCE ANALYSIS 

City of Northville 
November 29, 2022 

 
APPLICANT INFORMATION 
 
Applicant:   Nasser Beydoun 
 
Property Address:  711 N. Center St., Northville, MI  48167 
 
Property I.D. #:   22-34-377-007 (southern lot - L1), 22-34-377-006 (middle lot - L2), and  

22-34-377-005 (northern lot - L3) 
  
Zoning:   R-2 - Second Density Residential District  
 

VARIANCE REQUESTED 

The Board of Zoning Appeals granted the following variances at the October 6, 2021 meeting for this 
project: 
 
1. Variances from the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirement of Section 15.01 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

The ordinance currently allows for a maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building.  The BZA 
granted the following FAR variances:  

 
• 0.03 FAR variance for lot L1, 
• 0.04 FAR variance for Lot L2, and  
• 0.01 FAR variance for lot L3.  

 
2. Height variance from the requirement of Sec. 15.01 for building height above the 30-foot maximum, 

as follows: 

• 3.5-foot height variance for lot L1, 
• 3.5-foot height variance for Lot L2, and  
• 5.0-foot height variance for lot L3.  

 

The previous variances were conditioned on the project design as illustrated on the Engineer Plans 
dated July 26, 2021, and Architect Plans dated July 27, 2021.  In subsequently preparing the construction 
plans, the applicant has determined that the plans presented to the Board of Zoning Appeals are not 
ideal, and the addition of a retaining wall behind the residential units is needed.  Therefore, the 
applicant is returning to the Board of Zoning Appeals with a request for the same variances that were 
granted in 2021, but with modified plans illustrating these requests.  The revised plans are dated as 
follows: 



711 N. Center – FAR Variances Change of Plans 
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• September 1, 2022: Topographic Survey & Demolition Plan (C1), Grading & Soil Erosion Control 
Plan (C4) (without proposed contour lines & retaining walls shown)  

• November 28, 2022: Cover Sheet (T1), Grading & Soil Erosion Control Plan (C4) (with proposed 
contour lines & retaining walls shown), Landscape Plan (L1), and Landscape Details (L2)  

 
SUMMARY 

The applicant would like to construct duplex units on three lots at the above address.  The building 
design places the garages in the basement level, with the garage door facing the front façade of the 
building.  The previous FAR variances were requested, and granted, to preserve trees on the site, which 
required use of a one-car attached garage.  The project could be built with detached garages at the rear 
of the site, but all of the trees on site would be lost.  The previous height variances were requested, and 
granted, to preserve the topography on the site.   

A comparison of tree preservation between the previous set of plans and the most recent plans is shown 
in the table below: 

Tree 
Tag # 

On-
Site/ 
Off-
Site 

Species Size 

Previous Plans Current Plans 

Difference 
Preserved Removed Preserved Removed 

2 On Maple 9” X  X  Grading in root zone 

4 On Black Walnut 22” X  X   

5 On Maple 15”  X X  New Preserved tree 

7 On Smooth 
 

14”  X X  New Preserved tree 

8 On Maple 6/8”  X  X  

9 On Maple 8”  X  X  

10 On Black Walnut 14”  X  X  

11 On Black Walnut 11”  X  X  

12 On Black Walnut 19”  X  X  

13 On Maple 15”  X  X  

14 On Black Walnut 24”  X  X  

15 On Poplar 8”  X  X  

16 On Maple 8”  X  X  

17 On Black Walnut 24” X  X  Grading in root zone 

18 On Black Walnut 17”  X  X  

20 On Black Walnut 26”  X  X  

21 On White Oak 15”  X  X  

22 On Maple 26”  X  X  

23 On Box Elder 22”  X  X  

24 On Maple 14”  X  X  

26 On Black Walnut 14” X  X   

27 On Black Walnut 36” X  X   

28 On Black Walnut 12” X  X   

29 On Black Walnut 17” 
 

X  X  Grading in root zone 
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Tree 
Tag # 

On-
Site/ 
Off-
Site 

Species Size 

Previous Plans Current Plans 

Difference 
Preserved Removed Preserved Removed 

1 Off Basswood 20” X  X   
3 Off Black Walnut 22” X  X   
6 Off Maple 11” X  X   

19 Off Maple 8” X  X  Grading in root zone 
25 Off Black Walnut 16” X  X   
30 Off Black 

 
12” X   X New Removed Tree 

31 Off Boxelder 14” X   X New Removed Tree 
32 Off Black Walnut 14” X   X New Removed Tree 
33 Off Maple 13” X   X New Removed Tree 
34 Off Maple 8”  X  X  

Compared to the previous set of plans provided to the Board of Zoning Appeals (dated 7-26-21), the new 
set of plans shows the following changes, which, in total, will remove six (6) more trees than the 
previous set of plans identified: 

• Two (2) new trees will be preserved (#5 and #7); however, there is some grading proposed 
within the rootzone of #7, 

• Four (4) new off-site trees will be removed (#31 - #33), and  
• Four (4) trees will have either cut or fill within their root zone (#2, #17, #19, and #29).  Note that 

removing soil (cut) from the root zone will kill the tree, as will adding soil (fill).  Therefore, trees 
#2, #17, #19, and #29 should be identified as “removed.” 

 
The “limits of construction and earth disturbance” is indicated to be off site around the entire property, 
impacting Hillside Middle School property to the north and west, the adjacent parcel to the south, and 
the N. Center St. right-of-way.  Any tree removal, grading, or other work on the adjacent property will 
require approval from the other property owners.  The Building Official will ensure permission is granted 
before any site disturbance starts.  

Regarding the retaining walls, the applicant stated at the October, 2021 BZA meeting: 

“The rear of the basement of each unit would act as a retaining wall, giving the 
appearance of 2-story units from the back.” 

This set of plans locates two retaining walls, approximately 4-feet apart, in a scalloped design across the 
rear of the buildings.  The retaining wall that is closest to the rear of the building is located between 7-
feet and 36-feet from the rear of the buildings.  The distances from the rear corners of each building are 
as follows, and create “back yards” for the units:   

• L1:  7-feet from southwest corner; 29-feet from northwest corner. 
• L2:  34-feet from southwest corner; 33-feet from northwest corner. 
• L3:  20-feet from southwest corner; 9-feet from northwest corner.  (Note that the retaining wall 

wraps around the northwest corner of this unit, and the retaining wall is 7-feet from the 
north side of the building.) 

The retaining walls are approximately 3.25-5-feet tall across the rear of the property.  Along the north 
property line, the retaining wall is between 4.25-8-feet in height. 
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VARIANCE CONSIDERATIONS 

The Zoning Ordinance calls for the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) to use the five (5) criteria listed in 
section 25.04 to evaluate a variance request.  According to this section, no variance shall be granted 
unless a finding of fact is made based upon the evidence presented, and the facts meet all the criteria.   
 
The BZA will use the following five (5) criteria to make a determination regarding this case: 
 
1) Practical difficulties:  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to 

the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same Zoning District or in the 
general vicinity.  Because of these circumstances or conditions, compliance with the strict letter of 
the restrictions would create practical difficulties, unreasonably preventing the use of the property 
for a permitted purpose or rendering conformity with such restrictions unnecessarily burdensome.  
The showing of mere inconvenience is insufficient to justify a variance.  Practical difficulties include 
one or more of the following: 

 
i. The exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific property; 
 
ii. The exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or manmade constraints or other 

extraordinary situation on the land, building or structure; and 
 

iii. The use or development of the property immediately adjoining the property in question; whereby 
the literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve practical difficulties. 

 
CWA Comment:  Overall:  The three lots are rectangular in shape, are between 73-78 feet wide, and 
have a net lot area (excluding the private road right-of-way) of over 10,000 square feet.  These 
features are all compliant with the Zoning requirements for the R-2 district, and do not pose any 
practical difficulties. 
 
However, the three lots were created out of a parcel that has considerable topography.  The entire 
site containing all three parcels has (approximately) a 38-foot drop from the northwest corner to the 
southeast corner.  Individually, lot L-1 has a 32-foot drop, lot L-2 has a 24-foot drop, and lot L-3 has a 
22-foot drop (approximately).   
 
During consideration of the previously-granted variances, the applicant provided an alternative 
design with detached garages, which would remove all of the on-site trees.  They stated that the 
reason for the previous variances granted was to preserve trees, and a majority of Board members 
agreed with this approach.  The previous set of plans preserved seven (7) on-site trees, and nine (9) 
off-site trees.  The most recent plans preserve six (6) on-site trees (without grading in rootzone), and 
four (4) off-site trees (without grading in rootzone).  Four (4) trees shown to be preserved have 
grading within their rootzone, which makes their survival uncertain.   
 
The new site design (with retaining walls) doesn’t preserve more trees in total than the previous 
plans.  However, one reason for this may be because the new set of plans has a much more detailed 
grading plan, which clearly shows how each tree will be impacted by grading.  The previous set of 
plans didn’t clearly show the location of grading on the site.  It is possible that the previous plans 
overstated the number of preserved trees (in our opinion) because the applicant’s team was of the 
opinion that it was possible to grade within the rootzone of a tree and not impact the tree’s health.  
We don’t agree, and are therefore considering trees with grading in their root zones the same as a 
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“removed” tree.  We have several suggestions that will eliminate grading from the root zones of 
trees, and eliminate the need to remove off-site trees.  The suggestions are provided under criterion 
#3 below.  

 
FAR Variances:  The applicant is returning with the same FAR variance request as was previously 
granted; however, a different site plan is proposed as a basis for this request.  Per our analysis in 
October, 2021, it was our opinion that the FAR ordinance permitted construction of a reasonably-
sized home on each lot, and that the topography didn’t create a practical difficulty to prevent this, 
or make the ordinance unreasonably burdensome. 
 
Building Height:  During discussion of the previous variance request, the applicant identified the 
reasons why the topography has an impact on the resulting height of the buildings (which supports a 
practical difficulty).  The elevations of the proposed buildings have not changed in the most recent 
set of plans.  In asking the applicant’s engineer, he stated that the addition of the retaining walls will 
not change the need for the granted height variances.   

 
2) Substantial justice:  Granting of a requested variance or appeal would do substantial justice to the 

applicant as well as to other property owners in the district; or as an alternative, granting of lesser 
variance than requested would give substantial relief to the owner of the property involved and be 
more consistent with justice to other property owners. 
 
CWA Comment:   
 
FAR variances: As stated in our previous review, in our opinion, other property owners are held to 
0.36 Floor Area Ratio limit.  The purpose of the ordinance is to better coordinate the mass of a 
building with the lot size.  Note that duplexes are not afforded any additional FAR simply because 
they are duplexes.  The duplex housing style is intended to allow two, smaller units in the same 
building envelope as one single-family structure.  The building size allowed for a duplex is spread 
over both units; the maximums apply to the building, not the unit. 
 
As mentioned above, we consider the proposed living space is reasonable in size without a variance.  
We don’t consider granting a variance to be equitable to other property owners who have worked 
within the FAR limits. 
 
The main reason the applicant gives for modifying the site design with new retaining walls is to 
preserve more trees.  However, comparing the most recent plans with the previous plans, the 
retaining wall is not achieving this goal.  The reason for this may be because the grading was not 
prepared to the same level on the previous plans as the current plans, and therefore grading 
impacts on trees were underrepresented.  
 
Building Height:  The retaining walls do not change the elevation of the building corners.  As 
mentioned in our previous review, we don’t consider the added height to do justice to neighboring 
property owners who have worked within the ordinance standards.      

 
3) Not self-created.  The problem and resulting need for the variance did not result from the actions of 

the applicant and/or the applicant’s predecessor.  This criterion may or may not be considered 
depending upon whether the practical difficulty would have existed regardless of the action.  
Examples of actions that are “self-created” (and therefore do not meet this criterion) include, but are 
not limited to the following: 
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i. Claiming practical difficulty for a substandard lot when the owner has sold off portions that 
would have prevented the practical difficulty 

ii. Building during the pendency of an appeal 
iii. Ignorance of the ordinance 

 
CWA Comment:   
 
FAR Variance:  In our previous review, we considered the building design under the applicant’s 
control, and given that they could (and did) reduce the size of the units indicates to us that the need 
for the FAR variances is self-created.   
 
Incorporating a retaining wall as shown on the more detailed grading plan will not improve tree 
preservation.  However, if the BZA members consider the retaining wall supports the FAR variance, 
we have the following recommendations to limit tree impacts: 
 
a. Move the berm at the west property line further to the east to eliminate adding soil to the root 

zones of the trees in this vicinity.  This will benefit trees #1 - #3. 
b. Move the retaining wall to the east so that the lower wall is seven (7) feet from the rear of the 

buildings.  This change will reduce the amount of disturbance at the west of the site, keeping the 
growing conditions for trees #4, #5, #7, #26, #27, #28 and #29 as close to their original condition 
as possible. 

c. Build retaining walls at the dripline of trees #17 and #19 (located on south property line) to 
eliminate grading within their rootzone.   

d. Move the swale on Hillside Middle School property (north property line) further north to 
eliminate the need to remove the trees along this boundary (#30, #31, #32, and #33). 

 
Building Height:  As explained in our previous review, it was our opinion, that building height was a 
design decision and not a need created by unique aspects of the property. 

 
4) Minimum variance necessary.  The variance requested is the minimum necessary to permit 

reasonable use of the land. 
 

CWA Comment:   
 
FAR Variance:  During consideration of the granted FAR variances in 2021, the Board members 
discussed the requested FAR variances with the applicant, and they worked together to reduce the 
FAR variances granted.  If tree preservation is the reason for requesting the same variances with a 
different site design, we recommend that the site design changes listed in criterion #3 be 
implemented to improve long-term tree preservation.  
 
Building Height:  The Board and applicant also discussed the granted height variances, and came to 
an agreement with smaller variances for two of the three units.   

 
5) The Board of Zoning Appeals may evaluate whether or not the request would have an impact on 

public safety or create a public nuisance.  
 

CWA Comment:  We don’t believe that granting any of the variances would cause a public safety or 
public nuisance.     
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CONCLUSION 
 
In summary, the site plans presented today for the requested variances are more refined and detailed 
than the set of plans used by the Board members in 2021.  The more detailed plans raise issues that 
were not discernable previously.  It is possible that tree preservation was overrepresented in 2021 
because a detailed grading plan had not been worked out.  It is also possible that the applicant’s team 
considers grading within the rootzone of trees not harmful to the tree, where we do not. 
 
We didn’t recommend granting the FAR or height variances in 2021; however, the majority of Board 
members didn’t agree with that assessment, and granted lesser variances worked out during the 
meeting.  The finding of facts given by the Board to support granting the lesser variances in 2021 are as 
follows: 
 

Practical difficulties:  There are extraordinary topographic challenges associated with the 
lot, making the building height, shape, and design difficult. 
 
Substantial justice:  There are no other projects like this that have been considered and 
treated differently.  The duplexes are reasonably sized. 
 
Not self-created.  The topography was not created by the applicant. 
 
Minimum variance necessary.  The applicant agreed to reduce the length of the 
structures by at least 1 foot, reducing the percentage of FAR variance requested. 
 
Impact on public safety or create a public nuisance.  It is not expected that granting 
these variances will cause any safety concerns.  By avoiding alternative plans that would 
remove all or almost all trees, public welfare is enhanced. 
 

The retaining walls will not change the FAR or height variances; however, they could potentially change 
the reason (tree preservation) that was used to support the variances.  If the Board considers the same 
findings to support the new site design (with retaining walls), we recommend that the variances be 
granted; however, we also recommend that the site design be changed as outlined in this review to 
reduce the number of trees removed, and to lessen the impact on trees-to-remain by eliminating 
grading/filling  within their root zones and better preserving the existing growing conditions on site.   
 
  

 



  
   

    
CITY OF NORTHVILLE 

 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting Minutes  
March 3, 2021 

VIRTUAL MEETING 
7:00 PM 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
  
Chair Silvestri called the City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting to order at 7:00 pm via 
Zoom video conference meeting, in compliance with the Open Meetings Act, MCL 15.261, ET SEQ., 
AS AMENDED. Members of the public body and members of the public participating 
electronically were considered present at the meeting and could participate as if physically 
present. Board of Zoning Appeal members identified their location during roll call, as required. 
 
Chair Silvestri noted that the chat feature had been enabled for Member Aniol only, and her 
comments would be read aloud verbatim by the Zoom meeting host, Joe Blair, from Carlisle 
Wortman. 
 
2. ROLL CALL: 
 
Members:  Present:  Michelle Aniol, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI  

Stephen Calkins, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI  
John Callahan, City of Northville, Oakland County, MI 
David Marold, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI   
Ryan McKindles, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI 
Dominic Silvestri, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI 
Donna Tinberg, City of Northville, Wayne County, MI  
    

Absent:  None 
          

   Also present: Sally Elmiger, Planning Consultant 
     Brent Strong, Building Official 
     Brian Turnbull, Mayor 

Barbara Moroski-Browne, City Council 
     Patrick Giesa, City Council 
 
     Approximately 64 audience 
             
3.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Motion by Callahan, support by McKindles, to approve the agenda as published. 
 

Aniol    yes     
Calkins    yes 
Callahan   yes       
Marold    yes 
McKindles   yes   
Tinberg    yes 



   
  

 
City of Northville – Board of Zoning Appeals     2                                                        March 3, 2021 
 

Silvestri   yes 
 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:  January 6, 2021 
 
MOTION by Marold, support by McKindles, that the January 6, 2021 meeting minutes be 
approved with the following correction: 
 

Aniol    yes     
Calkins    yes 
Callahan    yes       
Marold    yes 
McKindles    yes   
Tinberg    yes 
Silvestri    yes 

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
5. CASES TO BE HEARD – BY CASE: 
 

A. Case is called. 
B. Appellant presents case. 
C. Board asks questions. 
D. Public comments on the case. 
E. Board comments and discusses case: A motion is made and seconded; discussed 

then voted upon; the results are announced by the Chair  

6. LIST OF CASES 
 
CASE #20-04 
NASSAR BEYDOUN 
4 CORNELL ST 
DEARBORN, MI 48124 
 
A variance request for the floor area ratio (FAR) ordinance for three lots zoned R-2, Second 
Density Residential District, located at 711 N. Center St., lot numbers 48-22-34-377-007 
(southern lot - L1), 48- 22-34-377-006 (middle lot - L2), and 48-22-34-377-005 (northern lot - 
L3) The three lots are part of a proposed three-lot residential development where the 
applicant would like to build a duplex building on each lot. The applicant is seeking a 0.24 
FAR variance for lot L1, a 0.28 FAR variance for Lot L2, and 0.23 FAR variance for lot L3 
from the requirement of Section 15.01 of the Zoning Ordinance, which allows for a 
maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building.  
 
Case is called 
Member McKindles called the case, and reviewed the application materials in the Members’ packets, 
as well as letters received from the public regarding this case, as follows: 
Letters opposing the variance request 
• Ken Koslowski and Nancy Chiri  
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• Jennifer and Tim Luikart 
• Bill and Carol Jean Stockhausen 
• Bill Poulos, Citizens for Northville 
• George and Joelle Sarkozy 
• Leanie Bayly 
• Jacqueline Dobson 
 
The Board also received a copy of a letter to the Planning Commission urging support of continued 
R-1B zoning and 0.36 FAR, from Jeff and Terry Snyder 
 
Additionally, Planning Consultant Elmiger had provided a timeline beginning February 17, 2017 
when the applicant purchased the property, through various events ending with the rezoning of the 
property by City Council to R-2 on December 21, 2020. 
 
Appellant presents case 
Nassar Beydoun was present this evening on behalf of this application, as was Uldis Vitins, Vitins 
Engineering, and Ali Saad, also representing this development. 
 
Mr. Beydoun and Mr. Vitins gave the following information: 
 
Description of the development and site 
• The proposal is for a duplex (townhomes) to be built on each of the 3 lots, with parking in a 

garage located in the basement. 
• The topography on this site is difficult, with a drop of 30-plus feet across the site. 
• As part of the previous land division, the applicants dedicated an additional 10 feet of right-of-

way, and agreed to move the sidewalk away from the street for the safety of children walking 
to Amerman School and other pedestrians. This reduced the net area of the site. 

• The required private road also created difficulties. A typical development of this size would 
have 3 curb cuts going out to the main road. In this case the area required for the private road 
had to be excluded from the gross lot area, creating a smaller building envelope. 

• A benefit of the private road is that it allows for a single access onto North Center Street, 
enhancing traffic safety there.  

• Previously, before Mr. Beydoun got involved in this project, the developers had looked at 
constructing an access road at the rear of the properties, but this was not feasible. 

• Therefore the proposed townhomes include basement garages. Because the garages are 
attached to the home, they had to be included in the FAR calculation. If the garages were not 
in the basement and the basement contained only living space, the basement would not be 
included in the calculation.  
 

Mitigating circumstances 
• The FAR ordinance is new, and does not allow for any difference between the R-1 and R-2 

districts, or between single family and duplex homes. The slightly more intensive use for a 
duplex is a mitigating circumstance. 

• There was a shortage of parking downtown. The proposed basement garages will allow 2 cars 
to be parked per unit, plus there will be guest parking on each site. The duplex/townhouse 
structure cannot be narrower than the 2-car garages. 
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• Because of the topography of the site, a fairly substantial terraced retaining wall will be 
constructed across the frontage, adding significantly to the cost. The project needs to make 
economic sense. 

• Originally balconies were part of the unit design, with the balconies covering a patio beneath. 
Because the balconies would be counted in FAR, they were eliminated from the plans. 

 
Request 
• The variance request was as stated, with a request for a variance for the floor area ratio (FAR) 

ordinance for each of the 3 lots, with a request for a .24 FAR variance for lot L1, a 0.28 FAR 
variance for Lot L2, and a 0.23 FAR variance for Lot L3 from the requirement of Section 
15.01, which allows a maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building. 

• The applicants were also requesting that if possible, the gross area of the lot, including the 
private road, be used to calculate the Floor Area Ratio.  

• The applicants were also requesting that, if possible, the basement garage not be counted in the 
FAR calculation. 

 
Board asks questions. 
Chair Silvestri confirmed that the applicants were seeking a variance to exceed the FAR for all 3 
lots. 
 
Mr. Vitins said that was correct. When the applicant started on the project the FAR ordinance had 
not yet been passed, and by the time it was passed significant effort had already been invested in 
developing architectural plans, layout, etc. 
 
Mr. Beydoun added that they had designed the project to minimize lot coverage and maximize 
green space, and maintain most of the older trees on the site. They were also relocating the 
retaining wall in order to push the sidewalk back away from the street. The Townhomes 
themselves were not large: approximately 2400 square feet of living space each. The lot was 
isolated, sitting by itself with a school behind it. This was a high-end project with elevators, 
targeting those who need a work/home environment, and seniors who want to downsize. The 
townhomes needed to be a certain size in order to be economically viable. 
 
Mr. Beydoun added that the townhome design could be changed to a more traditional appearance. 
 
Chair Silvestri pointed out that the variance requests were for significant increases in FAR, in 
some cases nearly double. Regarding the private road, the property was granted a variance at the 
request of the applicants in 2017 in order to allow a road to be put in. Would removing the road 
allow the development to comply with the FAR ordinance? 
 
Mr. Beydoun said that removing the private road would allow the variance request to be reduced. 
However, having 3 curb cuts on Center Street was not feasible because the driveways would be 
too steep.  Mr. Vitins added that this was a rare situation where the private road paralleled the 
public road, and both the private road area and the public road area had to be excluded from the 
FAR calculation. 
 
Chair Silvestri reiterated that the private road was requested by the predecessor of this project. Mr. 
Vitins said the private road was necessary in order to accommodate the necessary driveways on the 
site.   
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Referring to the document 711 N. Center St. – Event Timeline, Planning Consultant Elmiger 
explained that lots splits were approved with 3 separate driveways on Sept. 5, 2017. At that time 
Mr. Bazzi and Mr. Miller decided that 1 curb cut would be safer and they thought they had enough 
land to accommodate 3 lots with a private road. At the time the plan was to build single family 
homes, and they sought and received a variance for slightly smaller lots in December 2017. The 
variances were conditioned on the sidewalk being moved away from N. Center Street by 5 feet. 
Mr. Bazzi was still involved in this project. 
 
Mr. Beydoun pointed out that in 2017 there was no FAR ordinance. 
 
Chair Silvestri commented that while FAR had not been passed in 2017, at that time the property 
was going to be utilized for 3 single family homes, and a variance had been given for smaller lot 
sizes conditioned on moving the sidewalk. Tonight the applicants were back before the BZA 
asking for further variances in order to further expand the building footprints on lots that were 
already smaller than normal because of the 2017 variance approval. The private road was there 
because the applicants requested it and sought a variance for it. Now the applicants were saying 
they needed further variances because it was the only way they could utilize the property. Yet the 
applicants understood the topography before they purchased the property. 
 
Mr. Beydoun said if there was no FAR ordinance, they would be able to build the units without 
asking for a variance. Mr. Vitins added that if the private road area and the basement garage and 
deck balcony area were not part of the calculation, the units could be built as proposed, with Lot 
L1 having a FAR of .38, and the two northerly lots having a FAR about .41. 
 
Member Calkins asked who owned the LLC. Mr. Beydoun said it was owned by himself, Mr. 
Bazzi, and Mr. Saad. 
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that Mr. Beydoun had approached her and said the single 
family homes were not economically feasible, and they wanted to do something else. The FAR 
ordinance was adopted in August 2020 by City Council, after many months of discussion and 
public hearings. In October 2020 the applicants requested the site be rezoned to R-2; this request 
went through appropriate processes, and was approved by City Council in December 2020.  
The lots could have been developed as single family homes; they could still be developed as single 
family homes under the R-2 zoning. 
 
Member Tinberg reiterated that FAR had passed before the rezoning was requested. Planning 
Consultant Elmiger said that was correct, although the applicants had been planning for a 
development on the site since 2017.  
 
Mr. Beydoun explained that Mr. Bazzi’s original partner had been the victim of a tragic accident, 
which caused this project to be on hold. Mr. Beydoun was brought to the project in 2019. 
 
Member Tinberg said that certain variance requests to exceed the FAR had been noticed for 
tonight’s meeting. The applicants were now talking about using the gross area rather than net for 
this variance request, but that had not been part of the noticed request. Could this even be 
discussed this evening? 
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Planning Consultant Elmiger said that this could be discussed, since the lot area had not been part 
of the request. If the Board wanted to consider the calculation under the gross lot area, the variance 
request would be reduced, but a variance would still be necessary. 
  
Member Marold asked for clarification regarding the distance the sidewalk was pushed back from 
the street. The variance condition in 2017 was to move the sidewalk back 5 feet, but Mr. Vitins 
had referenced 10 feet.  
 
Mr. Vitins said that 10 feet of right-of-way had been donated. The sidewalk wasn’t right to the 
right-of-way line; there would be a greenbelt buffer between the sidewalk and the right-of way. 
Previously the right-of-way was 33 feet; it is now 44 feet. 
 
Member Tinberg pointed out that the sidewalk was moved as a condition for a variance. It was not 
a donation. Planning Consultant Elmiger added that the shift in right of way was part of the 
recording of the lot split with the County. 
 
Referencing photographs shown on the ZOOM screen that he had taken today, Member Marold 
asked for more elaboration regarding how the private road would access Center Street. The 
existing access was a curve across from Baseline Road. There was a retaining wall which made it 
difficult to see when leaving the road to enter Center Street. Now the applicants were suggesting 
12 cars from 6 homes would be using that exit. 
 
Mr. Vitins said they would use the same exit, but it would be widened from 12 feet to 24 feet. The 
retaining wall would be moved north. The cut-out at the street would also be widened. 
 
Member Aniol asked if the condition of the variance was because the City had a planned right-of-
way. Planning Consultant Elmiger said that was not the case; the right-of-way was not changing. 
 
Chair Silvestri said in 2017 the applicants wanted the private road because of the grade elevation 
change. The driveways would be too steep if they were left as individual driveways coming out to 
Center Street. Planning Consultant Elmiger further explained the applicants had needed the private 
road not just because the driveways would be steep without it, but there would also have to be tall 
retaining walls on each side of each driveway to accommodate the slope of the driveways, making 
it very difficult to see when a driver was backing out.  
 
Chair Silvestri said that in 2017 it made sense to grant the variance for smaller lots, because single 
family homes which would be serviced by a private driveway were planned on the site. 
 
Member Calkins said that several of the letters received regarding tonight’s request firmly urged 
the BZA to deny the variance request because the 3rd criterion was not met: The problem and 
resulting need for the variance has not been self-created by the applicant and/or the applicant’s 
immediate predecessor. The letters argue that the need is based on the applicant’s history with the 
property, dividing the lots, asking for a variance for the private road, and meeting conditions of 
that variance. How did the applicants respond to these comments? 
 
Mr. Beydoun said that development projects evolve. The project needs to make financial sense. 
They were trying to create a project that would work with the City and be financially feasible. 
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Chair Silvestri asked if single family homes were not feasible. Mr. Beydoun said the site had costs 
associated with it, including a requirement for underground retention along with the retaining 
walls. They would not be able to recoup their investment constructing single family homes. 
 
Chair Silvestri asked when the applicant had determined that single family homes were not 
economically feasible. Mr. Beydoun said he got involved with the project in 2019; that was when 
the decision was made to develop duplexes on the site. 
 
Member Aniol asked for clarification regarding the requirement for underground storm water 
management on this site. Mr. Vitins explained that per Northville ordinance, 3 lots on a private 
road triggered a requirement for underground detention.  
 
Member Aniol reiterated that the private road was necessary for the 3 lots. Mr. Vitins said the 
private road was necessary because of the topography on the site. 
 
Member Tinberg said the 2017 variance was provided to accommodate the applicant’s request for 
a private road. Tonight the applicants were asking the BZA not to count the private road – which 
they had requested –  for purposes of the FAR calculation. 
 
In response to a question from Member Aniol, Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that the 
FAR ordinance is calculated on lot area, as lot area is defined in the Zoning Ordinance: The 
horizontal area within the lot lines of the lot excluding public road right of way or private road 
right of way.   
 
Member Aniol asked if allowing gross lot area would require another public notice for an added 
variance. Planning Consultant Elmiger thought this issue could be considered this evening, and 
would not require re-noticing, as the notice did not reference calculation method, and the request 
would be reduced. 
 
Mr. Beydoun asked if the Board would be able to consider the garage as a basement this evening. 
If that were removed from the FAR calculation, and if the Board were to say that the building has 
to conform to FAR based on gross lot area, they would be required to reduce the building size 
slightly, but not substantially. 
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said that regardless of the size of the variance request, the variance 
needed to meet the criteria for granting it.  
 
Chair Silvestri asked what the ordinance said regarding garages in basements. Planning Consultant 
Elmiger said the Planning Commission had been asked to weigh in on this question, and the 
Planning Commission had determined that it is irrelevant if the garage is in a basement; it is an 
attached garage and counted toward FAR. Clarifying language regarding this determination is 
moving through the approval process. However, the Zoning Ordinance states that if there are two 
provisions that are in conflict with one another, the stricter shall prevail. The 2 provisions in 
conflict tonight are: 1) the garage is in a basement and basements don’t count toward FAR, and 2) 
Attached garages do count toward FAR.  
 
As explained, the Planning Commission had determined that the garage was an attached garage, so 
that is the ordinance that applies, and that is why the applicants are here this evening. 
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Member McKindles asked the applicant to address the 5 criteria for granting a variance. 
 
Mr. Vitins reviewed the comments in the application document that responded to the 5 criteria, as 
follows: 

1. Practical difficulty. Detached garages can’t be considered due to steep topography/steep 
slopes. Applicant had previously investigated running a road in backyard area, but this is 
not feasible. Because of topography the slopes are too steep for individual driveways, and 
high retaining walls would be required on both sides, providing a hazard as drivers could 
not see coming out on the street. 
 
A private road is proposed to provide access to the 3 parcels. An existing curb cut at N. 
Central street and baseline will be utilized for the private road. 
 
The garages will be located on the lower level of the proposed duplex units. The garage 
area would not be included in FAR calculation if it was used as living space since it would 
be considered part of the basement.  

2. Substantial justice: Increasing the allowable FAR would help mitigate the hardships to 
construct the duplex units on this site. The steep slopes limit the development options. 
 
Also, during the land division process right-of-way was dedicated to the City of Northville 
to allow for relocation of an existing sidewalk. The sidewalk relocation will be part of the 
proposed site development. Bigger units could be built if this right-of-way had not been 
donated. 

3. Not self-created: The existing site topography makes this a challenging site to build on and 
is not a self-created problem. 

4. Minimum variance necessary. The garage that is included in the FAR calculation cannot 
be made smaller. Also, the width of the unit is set by the 2-car garage. As previously 
noted, the garage is on the lower/basement level, and required parking for the units will be 
accommodated in the garage. There will be additional parking outside of the unit for 
visitors. 

5. Impact on public safety or create a public nuisance. Variance will not impact public safety 
or create a public nuisance and the proposed private road will limit curb cuts on N. Center 
Street. Minimizing curb cuts increases public safety. 

 
Member McKindles said that he did not feel the applicants met criterion 4: Minimum variance 
necessary. There were opportunities to make the footprint of the buildings smaller. While this may 
not be economically feasible from the developer’s standpoint, that is not something the Board 
takes into consideration. The property was purchased and Mr. Beydoun was brought into the 
project with “eyes wide open.” Why couldn’t the footprint be made smaller? 
 
Mr. Beydoun said this product was being geared toward a higher end user. Even if the garages 
were reduced to single car size, perhaps with tandem parking, the garage would still be considered 
as part of the FAR calculations. Most people have 2 cars, and not providing a 2 car garage reduces 
the value of the townhomes. A 2-car garage is more aesthetically pleasing and a better value for 
buyers.  
 
Member McKindles asked if any consideration had been given to constructing 2500 square foot 
single family homes.  
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Mr. Beydoun reiterated that they would not be able to recoup their investment on this property 
with single family homes.  
 
Member Aniol said the plan showed a retaining wall along the east, north and west boundaries of 
the whole property. Was that accurate? Mr. Beydoun said that was accurate. 
 
Member Tinberg noted that the plan being shown this evening had not been through site plan 
approval. 
 
Member Aniol asked the applicant to explain why a detached garage can’t be placed on the 
property but a principal structure can be constructed. Mr. Beydoun said the garage would need to 
be built behind the building with no way to access it, or the building would have to be moved back 
and the garage placed in front of it.   
 
Mr. Beydoun said that FAR was a new ordinance and while the ordinance had been created for 
altruistic reasons, it also had to make sense. If the basement was used for living space, it would not 
be included in FAR, but it would have the same footprint. 
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that the Planning Commission was trying to encourage 
detached garages; that was one of the points of the FAR ordinance.  
 
Mr. Beydoun said the trend for the last 50 years had been attached garages.  
 
Chair Silvestri explained that the City of Northville is deliberately trying to promote more front 
porches and friendly neighborhood environments, which translated into rear garages.  
 
Mr. Beydoun said while he was a fan of walkable communities, this site is not conducive to that. 
Most of the people driving down the street will not be able to see the property. 
 
Member Aniol commented that Northville is an urban city, not a suburban city.  
 
Public comments on the case. 
Chair Silvestri opened the Public Hearing.  
 
Chris McRae, 741 Grace, said that prior to moving to their home, they had tried to purchase one of 
the 3 lots for a single family home. At that time at least 2 out of the 3 properties had viable offers. 
For the applicants to claim the 3 properties are not viable as single family homes was a falsitude. 
Additionally, the 3 lots were being sold in spring 2020 as single family properties; this did not 
correspond to the information being given by the applicant this evening. Regarding the statement 
that no one would see this development, he and his neighbors on the hill on Grace will see it out of 
their rear windows, and to say the property is isolated is another falsehood. Regarding FAR 
coverage, this seemed like a self-created problem. He opposed granting the variances, which 
would result in an overbuild for this lot. 
 
Leanie Bayly, resident, asked if the one-year requirement period for a variance meant that the 2017 
variance was no longer valid. Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that the variance had been 
acted upon, the lots were split and the land division was recorded with the County. 
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Ms. Bayly continued that she opposed this variance request. The project should be developed 
without further variances. The proposal was not the correct application or fit for this particular 
property. 
 
Amy Luebke, 421 Horton Street, opposed the variance request. The topography was known to the 
developer before purchasing the property. She was concerned that granting the variance would set 
a precedent for other developments in the City. FAR was implemented in large part based on 
resident input and support. Granting this variance would erode public faith in the Board’s ability to 
enforce it.  
 
Suzette Husted Heathcote, 539 Grace and 549 Grace, opposed this variance request.  She could see 
this property out of her 2nd story window. She also felt the hardship was self-imposed.   
 
Kevin Clark, 777 Spring, opposed the variance request. He had also considered purchasing a 
property on one of the 3 sites in 2017/2018, to build a single family home. The proposal 
represented an overbuild for this site, and read as a 3-story building. 
 
Dr. Ryan Cooper, 43785 Dorisa Court, supported the variance request. He was in favor of 
amending the FAR ordinance in order to increase the allowed size for these homes. 
 
Joanne Bandoni, 483 Grace Street, opposed the variance request as a self-created situation.  
 
Nickki Oleksinski, 638 N. Center, opposed the variance request. Citizens fought hard for the .36 
FAR ordinance, which prevents structures from overpowering the lots on which they are built and 
exceeding neighborhood norms. The applicants knew the topography when they purchased the 
property. If after receiving prior variances and zoning changes the applicant still cannot build what 
they want without further variances, they need to change what they want. The moved sidewalk was 
not a donation but a condition of a variance. The requested variance would not provide substantial 
justice to the neighbors. 
 
Michelle Boschert, 723 Grace Street, opposed the variance request. He  She could see this property 
from his  her bedroom window. The project was too large.  
 
Dave and Nancy VanDerworp, 524 Carpenter, opposed the variance request, and supported the 
FAR ordinance. 
 
Scott Lowery, 321 N. Center, opposed the variance request. The project was oversized. 
 
William Stockhausen, resident, opposed the variance request. Allowing the variance would set a 
negative precedent. Northville was a historic town, and he opposed allowing this too large 
development at the prominent north entrance to the downtown area  
 
Township Planner Planning Consultant Elmiger noted that every property owner has a right to 
request a variance regardless of how new or old an ordinance is. Also, no precedents are set by any 
variance decision. 
 
Susan Walsh, 512 Baseline, opposed the variance request. 
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Luci Klinkhamer, 430 Lake Street, opposed the variance request. The City worked hard to develop 
the FAR ordinance, and this development is an example of why the ordinance was necessary. 
 
In response to a question from Ms. Klinkhamer, Planning Consultant Elmiger said that under the 
ordinance, the basement would qualify as a basement, if not used as a garage. 
 
Juliet Culp, 37 Lake Street, opposed granting the variance. The hardship was self-created.   
 
Drew Bennett, 626 Grace Street, opposed granting the variance. The topography was known by 
the developer. The hardship was self-created.  
 
Laura Tillman, 429 Lake Street, opposed granting the variance. The developer’s finances are not a 
reason to grant the variance. She agreed with others’ comments. 
 
Tommy Good, 401 Yerkes, was in favor of the variance. He felt development needed to be 
encouraged to avoid stagnation in the City.  
 
Greg Swanson 542 Carpenter, opposed granting the variance, for reasons stated by others. 
 
Lenore Lewandowski, 119 Randolph, opposed granting the variance. She urged the developer to 
build to the lot they bought, not the lot they wished they had bought. 
 
Nancy Crenshaw and Doug Bird. 111 Baseline road, opposed granting the variance. The 
topography had not changed and was known to the developer at point of purchase. 
 
Susan Klimek, 333 Yerkes, was not in favor of the look or size of this proposed development. 
 
Board comments and discusses case: A motion is made and seconded; discussed then voted 
upon; the results are announced by the Chair. 
 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Silvestri closed the public 
hearing and brought the matter back to the Board. 
 
Chair Silvestri said he felt the request for a variance was based on a self-created hardship, 
especially in light of the variances given in 2017.  
 
Member Calkins did not think the variance had met the criteria for practical difficulty, substantial 
justice, or self-created hardship.  The property could be used for its intended purpose without 
variances.  
 
Member Marold said he also did not believe the request was for the minimum variance necessary, 
and there was some safety concern with having 12 cars use the entrance on Center Street. 
 
Member Tinberg said the decrease to the smaller lot sizes was at the request of the applicant. The 
private road was similarly at the request of the applicant, as was the rezoning that would allow 2-
family units. The fact that the applicant failed to account for or perhaps ignored the impact of 
those requests on the ability to build larger luxury townhomes is clearly a self-created difficulty. 
Smaller lots trigger proportionally smaller homes which may not equate to the luxury homes that 
the applicant wants to build. The practical difficulty criterion is not met since the property is still 
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useable for more modest residential purposes. The problem is self-created. If this was an unwise 
investment, this does not justify granting variances. The FAR ordinance predates the applicant’s 
request to rezone. By going ahead the applicant is bound to meet the FAR ordinance, absent 
meeting the criteria for a variance. In a small town such as Northville folks need to build for the lot 
they bought, not the lot they wished they’d purchased, or in this case that they created. If the 
current lots are too small to support the size unit this applicant would prefer to build, perhaps the 
applicant should not have requested a split to 3 lots, a private road, a reduced useable square 
footage or rezoning to 2-family purposes. Perhaps the current 3 lots could be recombined to 2 lots, 
thereby allowing more flexibility that would allow the property to be used for its intended 
purposes. The BZA’s job is not to maximize a property owner’s return on investment, but rather to 
ensure the owner can reasonably use the property for its intended purpose, which  can be 
accomplished with somewhat more modest but still comfortably sized homes.  
 
Member Tinberg continued that she had previously expressed concern about how this development 
will create a fortress-like façade at a significant entrance to the City, and the sketches which were 
presented tonight, while not a site plan, and not within the authority of the BZA to review, attest to 
that fact. Such a fortress on the hill does not exude the welcoming small town historical charm that 
Northville is known for and will significantly impact the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood as well as the gateway image for Northville as a whole. Granting a variance that 
would facilitate this type of structure will not provide substantial justice to the neighbors or the 
rest of the community. In fact this fortress like structure is antithetical to the cozy traditional 
charm that is Northville and in direct opposition to the spirit and intent of the FAR ordinance. 
Based on her reading of the ordinance, this project offered the very definition of a self-created 
difficulty and the variance would result in substantial injustice to the rest of the community. There 
was no compelling reason to grant it. 
 
Member Aniol offered the following motion: 
 
MOTION by Aniol, support by McKindles, in the matter of Case #20-04, to permit a FAR 
variance of an additional 0.10, for a total FAR of 0.46 permitted on each lot, as recommended in 
the  CWA (Carlisle Wortman Associates) review letter dated February 15, 2021, and based on the 
two criteria listed in that same letter. 
 

Callahan  yes 
Marold    no 
McKindles  no 
Tinberg   no 
Aniol    yes 
Calkins   no 
Silvestri  no 

 
Motion to grant a lesser variance failed 2-5. 
 
Motion by Tinberg, support by Calkins, in the matter of Case #20-04, a variance request for 
three lots zoned R-2, Second Density Residential District, located at 711 N. Center St., lot 
numbers 48-22-34-377-007 (southern lot - L1), 48- 22-34-377-006 (middle lot - L2), and 48-22-
34-377-005 (northern lot - L3), the request being for a 0.24 FAR variance for lot L1, a 0.28 FAR 
variance for Lot L2, and 0.23 FAR variance for lot L3 from the requirement of Section 15.01 of 
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the Zoning Ordinance, which allows for a maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building, be 
DENIED, based on the following findings of fact:  
• Practical difficulty. This piece of property does have some unusual topographical features, but 

those features do not preclude use of the property for its intended purposes.  Any practical 
difficulties that exist are addressed under the self-created issue, below. 

• Substantial justice. Granting the variance would not provide substantial justice for neighbors 
who would be subject to looking out at an extremely over-large piece of construction within a 
residential neighborhood. 

• Not self-created.  By virtue of actions of the applicants relative to splitting the lots, obtaining a 
variance for a  private road, and requesting rezoning for multiple family 2-family duplexes, 
this problem is self-created. 

• Minimum variance necessary. The Board does not believe this is the minimum variance 
necessary. A smaller variance might have achieved a more satisfactory result but the smaller 
variance had also been rejected by the BZA in the motion above. 

• Impact on public safety or create a public nuisance. Concerns have been expressed about the 
amount of traffic that would be dumping from the subject site into Center Street, increasing 
12-fold over what it is currently.  

 
Aniol  no 
Calkins  yes 
Callahan yes 
Marold  yes  
McKindles yes 
Tinberg  yes 
Silvestri yes 

 
Motion to DENY carried 6-1.   
 
In response to a question from Mr. Beydoun, Planning Consultant Elmiger said the Board had not 
been asked and did not make a separate interpretation as to whether the garage being in the 
basement should count in the FAR calculation. The motion to allow a .10 FAR variance would 
have removed the garage from the calculation, but that motion did not pass. 
    
7. PUBLIC COMMENTS   
 
None. 
 
8. DISCUSSION   
 
Variance Checklist Revision 
 
The Board discussed the checklist revision as presented this evening.  Board reaction toward the 
checklist was generally favorable, and Board members felt the checklist would help them base 
their decisions on precise findings, based on the variance criteria. 
 
However, the Board was also concerned that with each Board member filling out the checklist, 
signing it, and then giving it to the clerk, that individual Board members might give inconsistent 
reasons for denying a variance, which could weaken the City’s position during litigation. When 
the findings of fact are listed in the official record (the minutes) and voted on by the Board, 
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consistency is maintained. Perhaps the checklist should be for private use only, and not made a 
part of the permanent record of the case. 
 
The Board asked Planning Consultant Elmiger to discuss this question with the City Attorney. 
Specifically, could handing in a written checklist with individual findings of fact inadvertently do 
more harm than good? 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION by Calkins, support by McKindles, to adjourn the meeting at 9:39 pm. 
 

Aniol    yes 
Calkins    yes  
Callahan   yes      
Marold    yes   
McKindles   yes 
Tinberg    yes 
Silvestri   yes 
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire, Recording Secretary    Approved as amended 04-07-2021 
 
 
 
 
 



  
   

    
CITY OF NORTHVILLE 

 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting Minutes 
 October 6, 2021  

VIRTUAL MEETING 
7:00 PM 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
  
Chair Silvestri called the City of Northville Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting to order at 7:09 pm 
via Zoom video conference platform, due to the COVID-19 pandemic and in compliance with the 
Open Meetings Act. Members of the public body and members of the public participating 
electronically were considered present at the meeting and could participate as if physically 
present. Board of Zoning Appeals members identified their location during roll call, as required. 
 
2. ROLL CALL: 
 
Members: Present:  Michelle Aniol, City of Northville, Wayne County MI 
    Leanie Bayly (alternate), City of Northville, Wayne County MI 

Stephen Calkins, City of Northville, Wayne County MI 
Joe Corriveau (alternate), City of Northville, Wayne County MI 
David Marold, City of Northville, Wayne County MI 
Donna Tinberg, City of Northville, Wayne County MI 
Dominic Silvestri, City of Northville, Wayne County MI 

    
Absent:  John Callahan (excused) 

Ryan McKindles (excused) 
          

  Also present: Sally Elmiger, Planning Consultant 
    Brent Strong, Building Official 
    Patrick Giesa, City Council 
    Barbara Moroski-Browne, City Council 
 
    8 audience 
             
3.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Motion by Calkins, support by Marold, to approve the agenda as published. 
 

Aniol    yes 
Bayly    yes     
Calkins    yes 
Corriveau   yes       
Marold    yes  
Tinberg    yes    
Silvestri   yes 

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
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4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:  September 1, 2021 
 
MOTION by Aniol, support by Tinberg, that the September 1, 2021 meeting minutes be approved 
as published. 
 
 Aniol    yes 
 Bayly    abstain     

Calkins    yes 
Corriveau    yes       
Marold    yes  
Tinberg    yes    
Silvestri    yes 
 

Motion carried 6-0-1. 
 
5. CASES TO BE HEARD – BY CASE: 
 

A. Case is called. 
B. Appellant presents case. 
C. Board asks questions. 
D. Public comments on the case. 
E. Board comments and discusses case: A motion is made and seconded; discussed 

then voted upon; the results are announced by the Chair  
 

6. LIST OF CASES 
 
CASE #21-15 
NASSER BEYDOUN  
711 N. CENTER 
 
To consider three variance requests for three lots zoned R-2, Second Density Residential District, 
located at 711 N. Center St., lot numbers 48-22-34-377-007 (southern lot - L1), 48-22-34-377-006 
(middle lot - L2), and 48-22-34-377-005 (northern lot - L3).  The three lots are part of a proposed 
three-lot residential development where the applicant would like to build a duplex building on 
each lot.  The applicant is seeking a 0.04 FAR variance for lot L1, a 0.06 FAR variance for Lot L2, 
and a 0.03 FAR variance for Lot L3 from the requirement of Section 15.01 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, which allows for a maximum 0.36 FAR on a lot with a duplex building.  They are also 
requesting a 7% variance from Section 15.01, Footnote 26 Paved Surface Limitations, which 
requires 65% of front open space to be free from pavement.  Lastly, they are requesting a height 
variance of 5-feet from the 30-foot maximum requirement in Section 15.01. 
 
Case is called 
Member Tinberg called the case and listed the items in the submittal packet, including an 8-19-2021 
email from David Doolin, 729 Grace Street, opposing the variance request. 
 
Building Official Strong advised that the request for a 7% variance from Section 15.01, Footnote 26 
Paved Surface Limitations, which requires 65% of front open space to be free from pavement, was 
not needed, as that requirement only applies to single family homes.  
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Building Official Strong also addressed the applicant’s reference in the submittal documents to a 
request. . .  to allow for parking in the front yard area . . . , if needed. A variance for parking in the 
front driveway was also not needed. 
 
Appellant presents case 
Members of the development team present this evening included: 
Nasser Beydoun, 4 Cornell Ct., Dearborn MI  
Uldis Vitins, Vitins Engineering, Canton MI 
Ghasan Abdelnour, Architect, GAV & Associates, 24001 Orchard Lake Road, Farmington MI 
 
The applicants gave the following information: 
• The last time they were before the Board of Zoning Appeals (March 3, 2021), they heard what 

the residents said, and were returning this evening with modified and much smaller variance 
requests, including greatly reduced FAR variance requests, and a modified plan that reflected 
the feedback they received in March. The development was redesigned with reduced size 
traditional brownstone buildings. 

• They had developed a parallel site plan that would offer detached garages with roof-top patios 
in the rear, and which did not need any variances. This plan would allow the basements to be 
walkout basements, and increase the amount of useable living space in the basement. 
However, this plan would also require the removal of almost all – if not all –  the trees on site, 
including a healthy 36” black walnut on L3, and would require extra retaining walls and 
pavement. A lot of the steep slopes would be gone and they would have to build a retaining 
wall along the entire Center Street frontage.  

• While they could develop this parallel plan under the current ordinance, they preferred to save 
as many trees as possible by putting the garages in the basements. This would not increase the 
footprint of the structures, but would require that the garage be calculated in with the floor 
area ratio, putting them above the allowed FAR for each of the 3 sites. A small height variance 
would also be required. 

• The rear of the basement of each unit would act as a retaining wall, giving the appearance of 
2-story units from the back. In the front, the basement would be open in order to function as a 
garage.  

• The most northerly lot (L3) had the greatest grading issues. All the basements were 9’ tall in 
order to provide an 8’ garage door and the garage door mechanics above that. However, Lot 3 
may have to have a 10’ basement because of the grading needs on the lot, and they were 
asking for a 5’ height variance for that unit. The other lots will also need height variances but 
not as great – probably 3.5’–4’. They would like some flexibility regarding those heights, as 
the final height would not be known until the grading was complete.  

• Previously they had requested side yard variances; the need for these had been eliminated by 
reducing the 2 car garages to 1 car.  

• They were requesting variances to either exclude the basement garage from being included in 
the FAR calculation, or receive specific variances as advertised. 

• Most of the residential properties in Northville had garages. While they would prefer to build 
detached garages, they could only do this at the expense of the loss of trees on the site, and the 
addition of paved areas. Allowing them to put single car garages in the basements would 
provide substantial justice to the owner. 

• As part of the previously granted lot split the applicants had requested a private road, so that 
there would only be one curb cut on Center Street, at the intersection of Baseline and N. 
Center, thereby enhancing the safety of the site. Also as part of the lot split, the right-of-way 
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was dedicated to the City, so that a 5’ landscape buffer was being created between the back of 
curb and the proposed sidewalk, further enhancing the safety of the area. 

• Hardship on this site was created by its topography, specifically the two slopes – one from 
back to front, and the other for the private driveway going to the street.  

• The framing of the 1st story had to be 8” above grade. The garages were all at different heights 
at grade level because of the slopes on the site. 

• The roof lines were kept low.  
• The 1st and 2nd stories had 9’ ceilings.  
• Again, they had tried to minimize the variances requested, including minimizing the building 

footprint. They were not asking for the garage in the basements to add square footage; the 
basement garages actually reduced useable square footage of living space. They were trying to 
save the trees on the site.  

• Last, as requested by Planning Consultant Elmiger, they could include pervious materials on 
the parking spots adjacent to the driveway; this would be shown at the site plan review stage. 

 
Board asks questions  
 
Chair Silvestri asked the applicants to address practical difficulty. Was the practical difficulty a 
result of the circumstances of the site, or the desire to have a duplex on each site? The topography 
existed when the applicants purchased the site and was a known factor at that time. 
 
Mr. Beydoun said that because of the topography of the site, even with single family homes 
basement garages would still be needed, requiring similar variances. When they had purchased the 
property, there had not been a FAR ordinance.     
 
In response to further questions from Chair Silvestri, the applicants gave the following 
information: 
• Again, the reason for the requested variances was to preserve trees on this site. The project 

could be built to conform to the ordinance, but all trees would be lost. 
• The width of the homes was already at the minimum size, with enough room to allow a car to 

enter the garage, to provide a pedestrian door, and to provide room for the stairs to the upper 
floor. 

• The depth of the house needed to include room for the stairway and for an elevator. The 
elevator was included so that seniors would feel comfortable purchasing one of these homes. 
The depth was 45’ or slightly less, providing space on the 1st level for a kitchen, eating area, 
and sitting area. The 2nd floor included 2 bedrooms. The home was small in terms of today’s 
market.  

• While they could provide 8’ ceilings, the vast majority of the market included ceiling heights 
of 9’ or higher. Even if the ceilings were lowered, they would need a height variance because 
of the way the property sloped. It would be very difficult to market new units that only had 8’ 
ceilings, which were considered obsolete. 

• The 5’ height variance was only needed for Lot 3. They could accommodate a smaller height 
variance for the other 2 lots. The issue was that they did not yet have the final grades and these 
would impact the final height measurements. They would not build the units taller than they 
needed to be. However, they would like enough flexibility so they did not have to return to the 
BZA for further height variances. It was difficult to move forward with the project and go into 
final engineering design, when it was uncertain whether a final variance would be granted.   
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Member Aniol noted that area totals provided by the applicant were 928 square feet each for the 1st 
and 2nd floors, and 291 square feet for  the garage, for a total of 2147 square feet per unit, or a total 
of 4294 square feet for the entire duplex structure.  
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said the FAR limitation for this district was .36 of the lot area, and 
the lot sizes were as follows, not including the area of the lot in the private road: 
L-1 10,635 
L-2 10,329 
L-3 11,134 
 
Member Marold noted that if the ceiling were decreased to 8’ high, the height variance could also 
be decreased.  
 
Member Marold said that one criterion for granting a variance was the determination that the 
minimum variance necessary was requested. While the applicant decreased the FAR variance 
requested for Lot 1, for example, to .04, that was still an 11% variance, and in total the variances 
requested ran from 8.3% to 16.7%, which was still a significant increase. Wasn’t it possible to 
decrease the size of the requested FAR variances or perhaps not need a FAR variance at all by 
reducing the width and/or depth of buildings? 
 
Mr. Beydoun said the width could not be decreased further, as already described. They had already 
made the width as narrow as possible by constructing a single car garage. The stairs had to wind 
up to the 1st and 2nd floors with the width as it was. They looked at every aspect of this 
construction; the variance requests were necessary because they chose to put the garage in the 
basement, which then meant the garage had to be counted in the FAR calculations. 
 
Member Marold said that in March a resident had appeared before the Board stating he had tried to 
purchase one of the lots in 2020 in order to purchase a single family home. At that point there were 
3 single family home lots for sale. The decision to build duplexes made this a self-created 
situation. 
 
Mr. Beydoun said they had never marketed these sites as single family homes. They were trying to 
look at the need in Northville for small townhouse type living close to downtown; they believed 
the City was pushing to maximize density in this area. 
 
Chair Silvestri noted that when the variance request for a private road came before the Board, the 
site was being marketed as 3 lots with a single family home on each lot.  
 
Mr. Beydoun said they did not own the property at that time. 
 
Chair Silvestri pointed out that the property with its attached conditions was assumed through the 
applicant’s entity. Mr. Beydoun’s former partner came to the Board with his architect/developer 
(Mr. Miller), and presented a variance request under the claim that there would be 3 single family 
homes on the site and the variance was approved with that understanding. 
 
Mr. Beydoun said that his understanding was that was an easement on the property shrunk the lots. 
They had since discovered the easement was no longer there off of Baseline, and subsequently 
were able to widen the lots and go to a higher density,  which is desirable in the downtown area. 
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Member Tinberg said she sat on the Planning Commission, and there was no general desire to 
increase the density downtown. In fact, density is a high priority for City residents in that they 
often voice their opposition to too much density.  
 
Member Tinberg said that all the arguments around practical difficulty in this case are based on the 
assumption duplexes must be built. Why couldn’t single family homes be built, which would have 
far fewer challenges? Again, the road was approved with the assumption that there would be three 
single family homes on this site. 
 
Mr. Beydoun explained that single family homes would actually not offer fewer challenges. 
People did not want multi-story houses. Also, the topographical situation with the slopes would 
still be in place, and a detached garage would create the same issues regarding removing trees. 
Because of its topography, the site required significant site work, including underground sewers. 
They were able to offer buyers a more affordable product by spreading the site work expense over 
6 units instead of 3 homes.  
 
Member Tinberg asked if the applicants were seeking variances in order to increase their return on 
investment. Was the reason single family homes could not be built that they would be too 
expensive on these parcels? 
 
Mr. Beydoun said they were building homes that could be sold in that area; they did not want to 
price themselves out of the market.  
 
Mr. Vitins explained that the duplex had a similar footprint to a single family home, and single 
family homes would retain all the issues being discussed this evening. There would still be FAR 
issues unless the garage was built in back, which would still necessitate removing all the trees. 
With basement garages, there would still be issues with height. 
 
Member Tinberg asked why single family homes were originally requested, but not now. The 
applicants requested the lot split and picked the size of lots they thought would work for single 
family homes, but now the Board was being asked to accept the assumption that only duplexes can 
be built on this site. 
 
Mr. Vitins said the single family homes had constructability issues, and originally would each 
have a curb cut to Center Street. The private road reduced the lot sizes, and there was never any 
interest regarding building single family homes on the resultant parcels. 
 
Member Tinberg suggested that the applicants had not performed due diligence at the outset 
regarding the constructability and marketability of single family homes on the resultant lot sizes. 
 
In response to a question from Member Aniol, Mr. Vitins reiterated that their parallel plan, with 
detached garages in the rear would be FAR compliant. They would also not need height variances 
because the basements could be pushed further into the ground.  
 
Member Aniol referenced the uses that were allowed within the R-2 district. If the City wanted 
this parcel to be only single family, it would be zoned R-1.  
 
Member Tinberg pointed out that the change from R-1 to R-2 had been at the request of the 
applicant. 
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Member Aniol agreed, but also noted that when the zoning change was granted, it was known that 
the applicants could change to duplex units. 
 
Member Marold pointed out that single family homes would be viable on these lots, as they would 
not need 2 laundry rooms, 2 kitchens, and could have 2-3 bathrooms, instead of 4. Two single-car 
garages would be combined into one 2-car garage. With single family homes FAR requirements 
could be met. 
 
Mr. Abdelnour said that they were before the Board tonight in order to meet the requirements for 
duplexes. Again, they could complete this project within ordinance requirements and be FAR-
compliant, but they were attempting to save trees and the natural topography of the site. The plan 
presented was a smaller footprint and would add additional landscaping. The variance requests 
would only impact the front of the buildings, and would not be seen from the front. The actual 
height of the 1st and 2nd floors, including the low-pitched roof, was 1.5’ below height requirements. 
The height variance was a result of the basement garage. They wanted to work with the City, and 
in order to preserve the features of the site they were asking to have the basement garages. 
 
Mr. Abdelnour said it might be possible to take 1’-1.5’ from the depth of the units.  
 
Member Calkins said that although the proposal was more appealing than the one presented earlier 
in the year, he was required to apply the ordinance criteria against what was proposed. He asked 
Planning Consultant Elmiger for clarification regarding the height variance request, and why the 
slope impacted that need. 
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said that the basement ceilings have to be a certain height in order to 
accommodate the garages, with the rear basement wall being built into the slope as a retaining 
wall. 
 
Building Official Strong explained that height was measured two ways: 1) to the midpoint of the 
roof, halfway between ridge and top of building, and 2) the average grade plan from the 4 corners, 
which in this case takes into account the lowest grade at the garage level. If a walkout basement 
were provided, the lowest point would likely be at the rear of the property, where the walkout 
feature would occur. This project did have more challenges regarding height than normal. 
 
Member Calkins asked if the applicants could obviate the need for a height variance, if they went 
from 9’ to 8’ ceilings for the 1st and 2nd floors, as suggested in the Planner’s review letter.  
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said this would be difficult to know without a final grading plan, as 
right now they didn’t know precisely what the spot elevations would be for the four corners. The 
only way to change the height variance was to dig the basements deeper and put them further into 
the ground, which might create engineering and building issues along the private road, including 
stormwater running down into the garage. 

 
Regarding lowering the ceilings, a few inches could be saved on the top of each floor if the 
ceilings were lowered. 
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Building Official Strong said that 9’ basements are common, but more importantly, the first floor 
needs to be above grade because that is a wood structure. Typically a first floor will have 9’ 
ceilings, and a 2nd floor could have 8’ ceilings. 
 
Member Calkins asked if there was any way to narrow the structure further.  
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger said the parking width was 12’1.75”, which was what was needed to 
open car doors on both sides.  
 
Regarding the dimensions for the stairwell, Building Official Strong agreed the space for the stairs 
was likely at a minimum. He did not think the building could be narrowed. 
 
Member Calkins concluded that the only reasonable and possible change would be to the depth of 
the building. Planning Consultant agreed. For instance, the basement room at the back of the 
garage was 17’ long by 19.5 feet wide. Shortening the depth by about 6’10” would result in a room 
10’ deep and 19.5 wide, and would be FAR-compliant. 
 
Mr. Abdelnour said they could not remove 6-7 feet from the depth of the structure; they were 
already at minimum dimensions to provide 2 bedrooms on the 2nd floor and the kitchen/eating 
area/living space on the 1st floor. They could remove 1’-1.5’ from the depth, but no more. 
 
In response to a question from Member Tinberg, Mr. Abdelnour said that the stairs could not be 
moved to the far end of the garage because the stairs were part of the front area entrance for the 
duplex homes. 
 
Public comments on the case 
 
Chair Silvestri opened the meeting to public comment.  
 
Lenore Lewandowski, 119 Randolph Street, said that she would prefer the walnut tree not be 
removed. If this property were only 2 lots, with a duplex on each lot, would that give the 
possibility of larger duplex homes and also eliminate the need for any variances? 
 
Luci Klinkhamer, 430 Lake Street had no problems with the request for a height variance. She 
wanted to remind everyone that this parcel had always been an R-1 lot, with one house and one 
garage, for over 100 years. Residents were not asking for increased density. The FAR ordinance 
was in place because the community objected to the density resulting from overdevelopment. She 
felt the problem was created by the developer who was trying to fit a square peg in a round hole, 
and was too dense for the site. She would like the ordinances to be followed, and for the site to be 
developed with less density. 
 
Amy Luebke, 421 Horton Street, also had no issue with the request for a  height variance. Her 
issue was preserving green space. Noting that Cabbagetown has major flooding issues, she said 
that taking more green space away from a currently bad situation would make the flooding even 
worse. She supported FAR, which was put in place because of community concerns regarding 
bigfoot houses. She encouraged the developer to honor the FAR ordinance. 
 
Seeing that no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Silvestri closed the public 
comment portion and brought the matter back to the Board. 
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Board comments and discusses case: A motion is made and seconded; discussed then voted 
upon; the results are announced by the Chair  
 
Member Aniol said that duplexes had the same FAR ratio as a single family  dwelling, yet 
multifamily, which has a minimum of 3 units per building, has a FAR ratio of .50. Why did a 2-
family unit have the same FAR constraints as a single family unit?  
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger explained that a 2-family lot size and other bulk requirements are the 
same as for a single family lot. The implication was that  2-family dwellings would have the same 
mass and lot coverage as a single family home, divided into two smaller units. The purpose of the 
2-family option was not to equal 2 single family homes on one lot. 
 
Member Calkins said while he was sympathetic with what the applicants wanted to do, the 
proposal needed to be evaluated against the recently enacted FAR ordinance. He could see an 
argument that if the buildings were smaller, or if these were single family homes, or if there were 
two lots instead of three, a variance would not be needed. 
 
Chair Silvestri felt that the criteria for granting a variance had not been met. He felt this request 
was more about impacting the bottom line and recouping investment than meeting ordinance 
requirements. When the applicant was before the BZA in March, Chair Silvestri had asked  why 
single family homes as first contemplated would not work on the sites. At that meeting, the 
applicant had indicated they would not recoup their investment with single family homes, and 
Chair Silvestri was left with the impression that the practical difficulty was being driven by design 
wants and not needs, and the attempt to recoup this investment. At the same time, he was 
struggling with the idea that the applicant could build compliant structures, but would need to 
remove all the trees on the site and add additional pavement to do so, increasing the water runoff 
on this steeply sloped property. He was not inclined to vote to grant the variance, but understood 
the alternative was not much better. 
 
Member Marold agreed. He was also not inclined not approve the variance to the FAR ratios.  
 
Member Tinberg was frustrated regarding the choice before the Board, which seemed like an 
ultimatum: grant the request, or all the trees will be cut down.  
 
Member Tinberg did not support granting a 5’ height variance for all 3 sites, knowing that 2 of the 
sites were unlikely to need 5’.  
 
Member Calkins suggested granting lesser variances for height, where appropriate.  
 
Member Tinberg asked about splitting the vote on the two variance requests: height, and FAR. 
 
Planning Consultant Elmiger supported splitting the two variances. If one was granted and the 
other was not, the applicant would have time to think about how to rework the plan to 
accommodate the situation. However, the decision as to whether to split the variances for purposes 
of a vote would be up to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Abdelnour said that: 
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• Regarding the height variances, L-3 will need a 5’ variance. The other buildings will need 
3.5’-4’. However, the overall height could potentially be lowered by1’-1.5’.  

• To do the project, both variances were needed; they did not want to split them up.  
• They had worked with the City and its consultants, and had done multiple layouts for this site.  
 
Mr. Abdelnour reiterated that they were trying to do a better project than that which could be 
accomplished without the variances.  
 
Mr. Beydoun agreed, emphasizing that without the basement garage, the garage would be fully 
useable as living space, resulting in close to 3000 square feet of living space, but which would 
decimate the site. They were trying to develop a beautiful project with a hidden driveway, and 
which preserved old trees. 
 
The Board discussed how much the FAR variance would be reduced if the length of the buildings 
were reduced by 1.5’. (Removing 1’ also resulted in basically the same FAR percentage). The 
FAR variances would then be: 
 
L1  - .03 variance vs. current request for .04 
L2  - .04 variance, vs. current request for .06 
L3  - .01 variance vs. current request for .03 
 
Mr. Abdelnour said that after looking at the plans, they could reduce the length by 1’, but he was 
not sure 1.5’ would be possible. Especially on the 2nd floor this change would affect the viability 
of the bathrooms. 
 
Member Tinberg asked if the applicants would consider building on only 2 lots instead of 3, 
resulting in 4 units instead of 6. 
 
Mr. Beydoun said the same site work would need to be done for 4 units as for 6. The cost of the 
site work would be divided 4 ways, instead of 6, making the 4 units financially unfeasible. 
 
After discussion of standards for the different single family and two-family zoning districts, 
Member Calkins indicated he was ready to offer a motion. 
 
Member Tinberg noted that Mr. Vintin’s letter asked for one option of a variance to exclude the 
basement from FAR. Any motion to grant should be clear this was not being granted, but rather a 
numeric variance of the FAR requirement was being considered. Also, the motion should clearly 
state the variances were granted specifically for the plans presented this evening, including 
basement garages, and the preservation of the trees, as stated. This applicant or any future 
applicant could not come back with new plans based on the variances received. 
 
The applicants agreed with this assessment. 
 
MOTION by Calkins, support by Aniol, in the matter of CASE #21-15, Nasser Beydoun, 711 
N. Center, that based on the presentation heard tonight that a basement garage is necessary given 
the topography of the site, and the desire for substantial preservation of trees on the site, the Board 
of Zoning Appeals grants variances from FAR of 0.3 for Lot 1, .04 for Lot 2, and .01 for Lot 3, as 
discussed this evening, and a height variance of 5 feet for Lot 3, and 3.5 feet for Lots 1 and 2, 
based on the following findings of fact: 
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Practical difficulties: There are extraordinary topographic challenges associated with the lot, 
making the building height, shape, and design difficult.  
 
Substantial Justice: There are no other projects like this that have been considered and treated 
differently.  The duplexes are reasonably sized.  
 
Not self-created. The topography was not created by the applicant.  
 
Minimum Variance Necessary: The applicant agreed to reduce the length of the structures by at 
least 1 foot, reducing the percentage of FAR variance requests.  
 
Impact on public safety or create a public nuisance. It is not expected that granting these variances 
will cause any safety concerns. By avoiding alternative plans that would remove all or almost all 
trees, public welfare is enhanced.  
 
And with the following condition: 
These variances are applied specifically to the proposed building designs, and no other, that were 
submitted to the BZA and included in the packet for tonight’s meeting,  and as amended during 
tonight’s discussion. (Engineering Plans dated July 26, 2021, and Architect Plans dated July 27, 
2021). 
 
Chair Silvestri called the vote. 
 
 Aniol    yes 
 Bayly    no   

Calkins    yes 
Corriveau    no       
Marold    yes  
Tinberg    yes    
Silvestri    no 
 

Motion carried 4-3. 
 
 
7. PUBLIC COMMENTS   
 
None. 
 
8. DISCUSSION   
 
Tips for BZA applicants 
 
Member Marold and Planning Consultant Elmiger reviewed the work they had done so far regarding 
providing a document to BZA applicants regarding BZA process. The goal was not to increase the 
amount of approvals but to increase the applicant’s understanding, so that they can better decide 
whether or not to file a BZA request, and to understand how to better communicate that request.  
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Chair Silvestri asked Member Marold and Planning Consultant Elmiger to include draft(s) of the 
proposed document in next month’s packet for further discussion. 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION by Calkins, support by Aniol, to adjourn the meeting at 9:55 pm. 
 Aniol    yes 
 Bayly    yes   

Calkins    yes 
Corriveau    yes       
Marold    yes  
Tinberg    yes    
Silvestri    yes 
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cheryl McGuire, Recording Secretary    Approved as submitted 12-01-2021 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Northville Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sally M. Elmiger, AICP  

DATE: November 18, 2022 
 
RE: Meeting Minute Correction – 711 N. Center St. 
 
In reviewing the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) meeting minutes for the October 6, 2021 meeting, we 
noticed that there was a typographical error in the motion regarding the Floor Area Ratio variances 
granted to 711. N. Center St.  The body of the minutes clearly identifies that the approved Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) variance for building L-1 as 0.03.  However, the motion itself shows this variance as 0.3.   
 
A board may correct previously-approved meeting minutes at a later date.  Guidance on parliamentary 
procedure from Michigan State University Extension states the following: 
 

Can minutes be corrected even after they have been adopted? 
Minutes can be corrected even after approval for an unlimited time. To be corrected after 
they have been accepted requires a motion to amend minutes previously adopted. This 
requires a two-thirds vote or a majority vote with proper prior notification to the 
membership that corrections were going to be presented. 
https://www.canr.msu.edu/news/parliamentary_procedure_frequently_asked_questions  

 
The approved meeting minutes are attached to this memo, with the typographical error highlighted.  
   

 
 
Cc: Patrick Sullivan 

Dianne Massa 
 
 

https://www.canr.msu.edu/news/parliamentary_procedure_frequently_asked_questions
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Regarding the height variances, L-3 will need a 5’ variance. The other buildings will need 
3.5’-4’. However, the overall height could potentially be lowered by1’-1.5’. 
To do the project, both variances were needed; they did not want to split them up. 
They had worked with the City and its consultants, and had done multiple layouts for this site. 

Mr. Abdelnour reiterated that they were trying to do a better project than that which could be 
accomplished without the variances. 

Mr. Beydoun agreed, emphasizing that without the basement garage, the garage would be fully 
useable as living space, resulting in close to 3000 square feet of living space, but which would 
decimate the site. They were trying to develop a beautiful project with a hidden driveway, and 
which preserved old trees.

The Board discussed how much the FAR variance would be reduced if the length of the buildings 
were reduced by 1.5’. (Removing 1’ also resulted in basically the same FAR percentage). The 
FAR variances would then be:

L1 - .03 variance vs. current request for .04
L2 - .04 variance, vs. current request for .06
L3 - .01 variance vs. current request for .03

Mr. Abdelnour said that after looking at the plans, they could reduce the length by 1’, but he was 
not sure 1.5’ would be possible. Especially on the 2nd floor this change would affect the viability 
of the bathrooms.

Member Tinberg asked if the applicants would consider building on only 2 lots instead of 3, 
resulting in 4 units instead of 6.

Mr. Beydoun said the same site work would need to be done for 4 units as for 6. The cost of the 
site work would be divided 4 ways, instead of 6, making the 4 units financially unfeasible.

After discussion of standards for the different single family and two-family zoning districts, 
Member Calkins indicated he was ready to offer a motion.

Member Tinberg noted that Mr. Vintin’s letter asked for one option of a variance to exclude the 
basement from FAR. Any motion to grant should be clear this was not being granted, but rather a 
numeric variance of the FAR requirement was being considered. Also, the motion should clearly 
state the variances were granted specifically for the plans presented this evening, including 
basement garages, and the preservation of the trees, as stated. This applicant or any future 
applicant could not come back with new plans based on the variances received.

The applicants agreed with this assessment.

MOTION by Calkins, support by Aniol, in the matter of CASE #21-15, Nasser Beydoun, 711 
N. Center, that based on the presentation heard tonight that a basement garage is necessary given 
the topography of the site, and the desire for substantial preservation of trees on the site, the Board 
of Zoning Appeals grants variances from FAR of 0.3 for Lot 1, .04 for Lot 2, and .01 for Lot 3, as
discussed this evening, and a height variance of 5 feet for Lot 3, and 3.5 feet for Lots 1 and 2, 
based on the following findings of fact:

selmiger
Highlight

selmiger
Highlight


	916 Novi St App.pdf
	Owner Labels 916 Novi St (002).pdf
	Owner Labels_1_2
	Owner Labels_2_2

	BZA Appeal Notice - 916 Novi St Dec 2022.pdf
	CITY OF NORTHVILLE
	BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS


	711 N Center St App.pdf
	Owner Labels 711 N Center.pdf
	Owner Labels_1_2
	Owner Labels_2_2

	Northville Hills (11-28-22) BZA.pdf
	Northville Hills Condominium A Cover T1.pdf
	Northville Hills Condominium C1 Topographic Survey
	Northville Hills Condominium C4 Grading (BZA1)
	Northville Hills Condominium C4 Grading (BZA2)
	Northville Hills Condominium L1 Landscape
	Northville Hills Condominium L2 Details





