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CITY OF LUDINGTON
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

Minutes —January 15, 2002
A regular meeting of the Ludington Board of Zoning Appeals was held on January 15, 2002 at the Ludington
Municipal Building, 400 S Harrison St., Ludington, MI, and was called to order by Tom Tyron, Chairperson at
5:30 p.m.
PRESENT: Tom Tyron, Kaye Holman, Ken Vanderbilt, John Markov, Kathy Saxton and Val Gorzynski
ABSENT: Bonnie Vaught (excused), Leon Vandawater (excused), Brian Purtee
ALSO PRESENT: Building Inspector, John Healy and Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote
ROLL CALL: The roll call gave the above results.

Chairman Tyron welcomed the new members of the Board.

AGENDA APPROVAL: A motion was made by Kaye Holman to approve the agenda, seconded by Ken
Vanderbilt. Motion carried unanimously.

MINUTES: A motion was made by Ken Vanderbilt to approve the minutes of September 18, 2001, seconded
by Kaye Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING:

To consider a request from Mr. and Mrs. James E. Shorts for a 20 ft. front yard setback variance in order to
construct a garage on a through lot at the following described property: QUEVILLON'S ADDITION LOT 5
BLOCK 15, also known as 709 N. Rath Ave.

Mr. Shorts addressed the Board and explained that he needed this variance in order to build a garage due to the
fact that he has a through lot. When all the setbacks were considered he would not have the room.

Kaye Holman asked if he, in effect, had two front yards. Mr. Shorts explained that a through lot does not have
a rear yard. He also said that the barn that was there now would be removed.

Chairman Tyron said that it was a unique lot because it did not have an alley.

Mr. Shorts said that he put on an addition and a deck. If he were to meet the setbacks, the garage would be
against his deck.

Chairman Tyron asked how large the lot was. John Healy told him it was 60 X 145.

John Healy explained through lots to the Board. He said that the way the Ordinance states, it has two fronting
streets. John Markov said that it was confusing to have two fronting streets. It was very unusual.

Close Public Hearing

Chairman Tyron read the Standards:

A. Practical difficulties: Ken Vanderbilt agreed that there were practical difficulties because the lot
was unigue. John Markov, Kaye Holman and Kathy Saxton said that there were practical
difficulties.

B. Detrimental to adjacent properties or surrounding neighborhood: Kaye Holman and Kathy Saxton

both said that no, it would not be detrimental. Chairman Tyron said that he saw a little problem
with the neighbors backing out, but not major.
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C. In Harmony with the Intent of the Ordinance: Kathy Saxton asked, what is the purpose of the
ordinance setback? Tom Tyron said there were practical difficulties.
D. Hardships: Kaye Holman said that it was a personal inconvenience. Ken Vanderbilt said that it

did not involve more than a personal inconvenience.

Kaye Holman made a motion to deny the variance, because it did not involve more than a personal
inconvenience, seconded by Kathy Saxton.

John Markov said that he felt that each one has to be taken individually. Tom Tyron said the property was
unigue. Ken Vanderbilt said that he was having a problem with number six. He has three front yards, and you
have to take that into consideration. Kathy Saxton agreed.

Motion to deny the variance was opposed unanimously.

Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to grant the variance due to the uniqueness of the property, having three front
yards, and not being able to use it like everyone else, seconded by John Markov. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from Leo Goulet for a 1 ¥ foot side yard setback variance and a variance for an accessory
building with no principal dwelling in order to construct a singe family residence with an attached garage at the
following described property: FOREST HILLS ADDITION LOT 17 AND THE W 10 FT OF LOT 16, also
known as 905 Manitou Lane.

Mr. Goulet explained to the Board that he needed this variance in order to attach a residential building to the
existing garage. He said that he probably would not be in this situation if he would have pinched three inches
off 903 (Manitou Lane). He said that it was a structure that could be used comfortably with the size of the lot,
beside the 18 inches that it crowds on the west side. It would be beneficial to do that, rather than move the
structure or tear it down. I’m trying to get a fair market value for the lot also. That would factor into it.

Tom Tyron stated that he had a unique parcel of land, also. Kathy Saxton wanted to know if the garage was with
that parcel. Mr. Goulet explained that the garage was built 13 years ago. Ken Vanderbilt asked if it went with
the lot behind it. Mr. Goulet said that it went with 906 Seminole. He said that if things went right, he would
split that parcel.

John Healy stated that the garage was still with the 906 Seminole parcel. They had not done the split yet. The
reason for the appeal is so the building can stand-alone in order to make a property split. It is still a part of the
parent parcel, 906 Seminole.

Ken Vanderbilt asked when he intended to build. Mr. Goulet said that hopefully he would start in the spring
when the weather broke.

The Recording Secretary reported that thirty notices were sent with two responses in favor. It was also reported
that forty-two notices were sent out for the previous issue with no response.

Variance for building:
A: Practical Difficulties: The board agreed that there were practical difficulties.
B. Detrimental to adjacent property and neighborhood: Kaye Holman stated that it would be good for
the neighborhood. Kathy Saxton said not it would not be detrimental.
C. In Harmony with Ordinance: Ken Vanderbilt, said that it would be.
D. Hardships: Chairman Tyron said that it made sense what he was doing. Ken Vanderbilt said that it
sure didn’t make sense to tear down a garage to put up another.
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Kathy Saxton made a motion to support both variances requested, seconded by Kaye Holman.

Val Gorzynski ski said that he would like a time limit on the building of the house so they would not end up with a
garage and no house.

Kaye Holman made a motion to amend the previous motion to include a time limit that the house must be started
within seven months, seconded by Kathy Saxton.

Val Gorzynski said that he would like to go a year.

Kaye Holman made a motion to amend the previous amendment to change the time limit that the house must be
started to one year, seconded by Kathy Saxton.

Kaye Holman made motion to add to the previous amendment that if the house is not started in one year, the
existing building must be removed or razed, seconded by Tom Tyron.

The motion to grant both requested variances with the condition that the building of the house be started within one
year carried unanimously.

The motion to the amendment that if the house was not started in one year, the existing building must be moved or
razed carried unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS:

Election of Officers:

John Markov made a motion to keep Tom Tyron as Chairman and Kaye Holman as Vice-Chair, seconded by Ken
Vanderbilt. Motion carried unanimously.

Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to hold the meetings on the third Tuesday of the month, 5:30 p.m. at the Ludington
Municipal Building, seconded by Tom Tyron. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

ADJOURNMENT:
Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:20 p.m., seconded by Kaye Holman. Motion carried
unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol Ann Foote, Recording Secretary






CITY OF LUDINGTON
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Minutes —April 16, 2002

A regular meeting of the Ludington Board of Zoning Appeals was held on April 16, 2002 at the Ludington
Municipal Building, 400 S Harrison St., Ludington, MI, and was called to order by Tom Tyron, Chairperson at
5:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Tom Tyron, Kaye Holman, Ken Vanderbilt, John Markov, Kathy Saxton, Bonnie Vaught, Brian
Purtee and Leon Vandawater

ABSENT: Val Gorzynski
ALSO PRESENT: Building Inspector, John Healy and Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote
ROLL CALL: The roll call gave the above results.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: A motion was made by Bonnie Vaught to approve the agenda, seconded by Kaye
Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

MINUTES: A motion was made by Ken Vanderbilt to approve the minutes of January 15, 2002, seconded by
Kaye Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING:
None

NEW BUSINESS:

Sweikhardt Appeal:

Bonnie Vaught made a motion to go into closed session at 5:40 p.m., seconded by Ken Vanderbilt. Motion
carried unanimously.

Brian Purtee made a motion to go back into open session at 6:10 p.m., seconded by Kaye Holman. Motion
carried unanimously.

Tom Tyron made a motion to accept the proposed settlement with conditions, seconded by Kaye Holman.

Bonnie Vaught asked about the exact line of the property split. She stated that the line had been moved from
the original request. Attorney Anderson said that the line had been moved at Larry Nix’s and his request
trying to maintain a 7-%2-side setback on each parcel. However, there is only eleven feet between structures,
and moving the line would gain nothing.

Tom Tyron asked if anyone had problems with condition number 2 besides him. Kaye Holman said that she
thought that having an owner occupied dwelling on each proposed lot would be to their advantage. Attorney
Anderson said that they needed to decide if the proposed settlement was worse that it is today.

Bonnie Vaught was concerned about a neighbor that had opposed the original variance request. In reading the
original letter, they learned that the neighbor wanted a split like that in the proposed settlement.

John Markov said that he wanted to make sure that all the conditions were buttoned down. Brian Purtee stated
that if the land was ever sold that someone would likely check on the split. Bonnie Vaught said that the
conditions would show up in a title search.

The Board voted, unanimously, to accept the proposed settlement, copy attached to official minutes (on file),
with the five conditions.
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Alternate, Leon Vandawater, sustained abstained from discussion and voting due to a full Board.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

ADJOURNMENT:
Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:25 p.m., seconded by Brian Purtee. Motion carried
unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol Ann Foote, Recording Secretary






CITY OF LUDINGTON
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Minutes —July 16, 2002

A regular meeting of the Ludington Board of Zoning Appeals was held on July 16, 2002 at the Ludington
Municipal Building, 400 S Harrison St., Ludington, MI, and was called to order by Tom Tyron, Chairperson at
5:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Tom Tyron, Kaye Holman, Ken Vanderbilt, John Markov, Bonnie Vaught, Brian Purtee and Leon
Vandawater

ABSENT: Val Gorzynski and Kathy Saxton
ALSO PRESENT: Building Inspector, John Healy and Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote
ROLL CALL: The roll call gave the above results.

AGENDA APPROVAL: A motion was made by Ken Vanderbilt to approve the agenda, seconded by Kaye
Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

MINUTES: A motion was made by Bonnie Vaught to approve the minutes of April 16, 2002, with the
following corrections: “The Board voted unanimously to accept the proposed settlement, copy attached to the
official minutes (on file), with the five conditions, and change “sustained” to “abstained” seconded by John
Markov. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING:
To consider a request from Sherman Oaks Manor for a six-foot rear yard setback variance in order to

construct an uncovered deck at the following described property:

PART OF NW 1/4 NE 1/4 SEC. 14 T18N R18W,COM AT N 1/4 CORNER OF SAID SEC 14, TH EALONG N SEC
LINE 1244.38 FT, TH S 00 DEG 28 MIN 10 SEC W ALONG W'LY R.O.W. LINEOF NELSON RD 332.20 FEET, TH
SE'LY ALONGTHE ARC OF CURVE TO THE LEFT 101.22 FT,RADIUS 584.7, DELTA 9 DEG 55 MIN 06 SEC,
CHORD BEARS S 04 DEG 29 MIN 23 SEC EAST101.09 FEET TO PT OF BEG, TH SE'LY ALONGARC OF CURVE
TO LEFT 57.78 FEET, RADIUS584.70, DELTA 5 DEG 39 MIN 44 SEC, CHORD BEARS S 12 DEG 16 MIN 48 SEC
E 57.76 FT,TH SE'LY ALONG ARC OF CURVE TO THE RIGHT137.24 FEET, RADIUS 504.70, DELTA 15 DEG34
MIN 49 SEC, CHORD BEARS S 07 DEG 19 MIN 15 SEC E 136.82 FEET, TH S 00 DEG 28MIN 10 SEC W 251.83
FT, TH S 90 DEG WEST454.85 FEET, TH N 00 DEG 41 MIN 38 SEC E444.0 FEET, TH N 90 DEG E 421.82 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 4.575 ACRES M/L, ALSO KNOWN AS 601 NELSON RD.

The recording secretary reported that twenty-six notices were sent, with no response.

Melissa Thompson, 1424 N lvanhoe, presented pictures of the proposed site to the Board. She explained that
they would not be taking out any trees or bushes. They were using a space that was open. She pointed out the
different views from the deck site. She said that the average age of their residents was 75-92. They would like
to have a place to gather outside. The deck would extend from the dining room. It would enhance the look of
the back area. Mr. Rodriguez, maintenance supervisor, would be building the deck.

John Markov asked how many residents would be involved. Ms. Thompson said that they had forty-six
apartments and about sixty residents. Mr. Markov asked how much above land the deck would be. Mr.
Rodriguez said that it would be straight out from the dining room.

Bonnie Vaught asked where the deck would be in conjunction with the rock that was there. Mr. Rodriguez
said that it would be about two feet from the rock. She asked if that rock was already there or was it placed
there purposely. Mr. Rodriguez said that the rock was left over from the original construction. She asked if
the dining facility or deck could be used privately. Ms. Thompson told her that it was a common area and
could not be reserved.
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Tom Tyron wanted to know if they could take eight feet off the deck and comply. John Healy told him that
they could take off six feet leaving a ten-foot set back. Mr. Tyron asked if there had been any consideration to
go wider. Ms. Thompson said that you would not want to do that because of wheel chairs and access. She
said that with the slope, they did not want to infringe on anyone’s patio.

Brian Purtee asked Ms. Thompson why the written description said that it would go all the way to Safe Harbor
Credit Union’s property, but the drawing states a four-foot set back. Ms. Thompson said that they originally
thought they would have to go all the way, but they were able to come back four feet. Mr. Purtee asked if 16
X 40 would comply with the ordinance. Ms. Thompson said it would. Kaye Holman asked what was wrong
with going 16 X 40. Ms. Thompson explained that if you restrict it too much, all the residents would not be
able to go out there. Most of our residents are in wheel chairs or walkers. We really want the area to put
bench seats around and to put tables and chairs where they can get around. If it were too narrow, you would
have a disaster. We need the space. Mr. Tyron said that the deck seemed big, but he had never thought about
those aspects of it.

Brian Purtee told Ms. Thompson that they would like her to prove a practical difficulty. Tell them why they
could not build a deck that would conform to the ordinance. Ms. Thompson said that if you were to come see
how many wheel chairs and how much space was needed, maybe during a dinnertime. If you have it too
narrow you would not have the ability to get people in and out and move around.

Bonnie Vaught asked how much space was required for a handicapped person. Kaye Holman told her that it
was a six-foot circle.

Tom Tyron closed the public hearing.

Standards:

1. Practical difficulty: Kaye Holman said yes, there were practical difficulties. With the older
generation, with wheelchairs, etc. more space was needed. John Markov agreed that when you get
older, you needed more space to get around.

2. Detrimental to surrounding property: Tom Tyron said that according to the letter they received from
the Credit Union, they had no problems with the deck.

3. General Intent of the Ordinance: Bonnie Vaught said that it did meet the general intent of the
ordinance. Tom Tyron said that they had special circumstances.

4. Inconvenience/Financial gain: Tom Tyron and Kaye Holman said that there was no personal
inconvenience or financial gain involved.

John Markov made a motion to approve the request from Sherman Oaks for a rear yard set back variance as
submitted in order to construct a 40 X 22 ft. deck, seconded by Kaye Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS:
None

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

ADJOURNMENT:
Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:20 p.m., seconded by Brian Purtee. Motion carried
unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol Ann Foote, Recording Secretary






CITY OF LUDINGTON
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Minutes —August 20, 2002
A regular meeting of the Ludington Board of Zoning Appeals was held on August 20, 2002 at the Ludington
Municipal Building, 400 S Harrison St., Ludington, MI, and was called to order by Tom Tyron, Chairperson at
5:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Tom Tyron, Ken Vanderbilt, John Markov, Bonnie Vaught, Brian Purtee, Kathy Saxton and Leon
Vandawater

Val Gorzynski, alternate, was also present. Since there was a full board, he took a seat in the audience.
ABSENT: Kaye Holman

ALSO PRESENT: Building Inspector, John Healy and Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote

ROLL CALL: The roll call gave the above results.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: A motion was made by John Markov to approve the agenda, seconded by Kathy
Saxton. Motion carried unanimously.

MINUTES: A motion was made by Bonnie Vaught to approve the minutes of July 16, 2002, as written,
seconded by Ken Vanderbilt. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING:

To consider a request from Michael C. Sobanski to allow the construction of a 34" X 52’ garage
(1,768 sq. ft.). The maximum allowed by Zoning Ordinance 23-00, Article 500.4, is 816 sq. ft.
VILLAGE OF PERE MARQUETTE LOT 15 BLOCK 5 EXCEPT N 33 FT FOR ST. PURPOSES,
also known as 813 E Melendy.

Michael C. Sobanski, 813 E. Melendy, told the Board that he wanted to construct the 34’ X 52’ garage for
storage of his equipment, boats and toys to keep them out of the line of sight and secure. He showed the Board
a sketch of what was on his property and how he would like to fit everything in. He said times were changing
and everyone has more stuff, toys than a few years ago.

Tom Tyron told Mr. Sobanski that he needed to prove practical difficulties and hardships. A reason why we
should grant you this. Not that you just need more storage. Do you have a compelling reason why you need a
bigger garage, other than storage?

Mr. Sobanski told him that he would like to keep his things secure and safe. He said he knew the crime rate
was going up. Mr. Tyron asked him if he had problems in the neighborhood with things coming up missing.
He said that he sees people are walking around more at night. He just had a buddy whose car was stolen in a
period of an hour and a half. He said that the longevity of his boat and camper would be better inside.

Tom Tyron asked if he planned to run a commercial venture out of this. Mr. Sobanski said not at all.
Brian Purtee asked if there were any other accessory buildings. Mr. Sobanski said there was one currently that

would be demolished. He said he knew the current size seemed excessive, but that is why he bought where he
bought. So he would have room. The total area was only 6.71%of the backyard.
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Bonnie Vaught said the in that area, not including the lots on Ludington Ave., there are 50 lots in that area that
far exceed what was considered a normal lot size. She said she drove around the area and saw only homes
with garages with 2 or 3-car size. It doesn’t appear that others had built over-sized accessory buildings.

Are you aware of anything else within the City Limits? Mr. Sobanski said maybe one on Pine St.

Leon Vandawater said that according to the floor plan it looks like that there would be space for a small
fishing boat and a canoe. Is there any reason you could not make the garage smaller and have that on top of
something or maybe hang them up? Mr. Sobanski said that, yes, he could hang them up, but he also does a lot
of woodworking on the side, for his enjoyment. Mr. Vandawater stated that it looked like he had enough
space for every piece of equipment that he had. Is this much space really required? Mr. Sobanski said that he
felt that it was what he would like.

Tom Tyron asked if he built a garage, hooked to the house, could he have another one. John Healy said that he
could have two accessory structures up to 1,200 sq. ft.

Kathy Saxton asked Mr. Sobanski if he had considered a garage attached to his house with an upstairs? Mr.
Sobanski said that he wanted to keep his house separate from his garage.

Tom Tyron stated that it was a very large lot and it was frustrating that he could only go by size by ordinance,
but the Board was bound by ordinance, not matter what the size of the lot. Unless you can prove to us that you
have some practical difficulties here that you need this, frankly storage is not enough, in my opinion.

Chuck Sobanski stated that in the public interest of all people, the standard 24 X 24 is not adequate anymore.
He said he had a 24 X 24 garage. He has a truck that takes almost the full length of the garage. Houses are
getting bigger and bigger. The normal is no longer the norm.

Tom Tyron said that that was probably correct, terms of the ordinance, but they only enforce the ordinance.
He said that they should take this, depending on the outcome, to the Planning Commission. People are getting
more stuff; maybe we should take a look at it.

Public Hearing was closed.
The recording secretary reported 34 notices were sent with no written response.

Ken Vanderbilt said that you could almost say it was a practical difficulty because of the size of the lot.
He has a unique situation, different than most of the City.

Brian Purtee said that one of the standards was to serve the purpose and intent of the ordinance. When you
read the ordinance, it states that accessory buildings shall not exceed 25% of the rear yard. 25% of his rear
yard is bigger than my entire lot. | think we should give it consideration under the intent standard.

Bonnie Vaught said that there were at least 50 lots in that area that were large, and | think that takes away the
uniqueness of his property. Brian Purtee said to have a lot that size and to say that we are going to hold him to
the same standards and to utilize so much of this lot, from that stand point I think we need to give this some
consideration.

Kathy Saxton asked if the area of lot coverage could be interpreted in two different ways. Brian Purtee said
that the ordinance is written to cover everybody and it is written in a general way. \We someone comes to us
with something unusual, if there is something different about their property, not their fault. Ken Vanderbilt
said that the size of the lot was one part of the consideration. Tom Tyron said that there was no doubt that the
lot was adequate for that size of building, just specifically what the ordinance says. He said that they should
consider that this is special circumstance because of the lot size.
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Bonnie Vaught stated that if you looked at the overall appearance of the area, if this was granted, her concern
is that the accessory building would far exceed in square footage the house itself. She checked the records and
the footprint of the house itself is 1,340 sq. ft. You have 420 sq. ft. more in the accessory building than the
house itself, and I think there is a serious imbalance there. She felt like there would be concern with the
Planning Commission that the accessory building not be larger than the primary residence.

Tom Tyron said that if this was granted, and he decides to sell, someone might want to come in a run a
business out of it. So when you are granting a variance like this, it goes with the property forever.

Ken Vanderbilt stated that even if you proved practical difficulty, it is still there for personal convenience.
Personal convenience is not a practical difficulty.

Leon Vandawater said that you would also be setting precedence. People wanting to store more things.
Variance Standards:

Practical Difficulties:
Brian Purtee said that it was a disadvantage. Applying the same standards of the ordinance to this lot.

Detrimental to Neighboring Properties/Surrounding Neighborhood:
Ken Vanderbilt, no. Bonnie Vaught, no.

In Harmony with and serves intent of Ordinance:

Kathy Saxton said that the Ordinance might be conflicting because of the size of the lot. Tom Tyron said that
in terms of percentage of lot this more than meets it, but in terms of square feet it doesn’t. Kathy Saxton stated
that it could be interpreted either way.

Hardships include more than personal inconvenience/financial hardships:

Bonnie Vaught, no. Kathy Saxton said there might be if there was evidence of increased crime. She lives on
the same side of Ludington Ave. and her daughters vehicle was broken into and a $1,500 stereo system taken.
Ken Vanderbilt said that there were other options. When he had a boat, he paid for storage. Kathy Saxton
said that would be a financial hardship. Brian Purtee said that a garage is almost always to overcome a
personal inconvenience.

Tom Tyron said that from a common sense point of view, | would be all for it in the terms of the size of the
lot. But from a variance point of view | am torn. | also know that once we grant it, the whole neighborhood is
opened up to it.

Kathy Saxton said it was evident with thirty-four notices going out, the neighbors were not paying attention or
they did not care.

Mike Sobanski presented five letters in favor from his surrounding neighbors.

Brian Purtee made a motion to grant the variance for the construction of a 34 X 52’ garage (1,768
sg. ft.). at 813 E Melendy, seconded by John Markov. The motion carried with the following vote:

L Vandawater, no J Markov, yes K Vanderbilt, no B Purtee, yes Tom Tyron, yes K Saxton, yes B
Vaught, no

NEW BUSINESS:
None






Board of Zoning Appeals
Meeting Minutes
08/20/02

PUBLIC COMMENT:
Mike Sobanski asked the Board what would happen to the ordinance now. Tom Tyron told him it would be
the same. It would be up the Planning Commission to change it.

ADJOURNMENT:
Ken Vanderbilt made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:15 p.m., seconded by Kathy Saxton. Motion
carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol Ann Foote, Recording Secretary






