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1. Requested Variances
(a) Waive 2.2% of the maximum allowable total lot coverage of 30%.

2. Purpose
To permit a 190 sq. ft. rear covered, unenclosed porch at the southwest corner of the
dwelling.

3. Site Photograph
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4.   Variances to Chapter 770 Zoning 
ARTICLE IV Zone Regulations & General Provisions 
§ 770-34 One-Family Residential – (D) Area and bulk regulations: 
(8) Lot coverage.…On lots equal to or larger than 6,000 square feet, the lot coverage of all buildings shall not 
exceed 30% of the site. 
 

5. Petitioner & Owner 
Michael VanOverbeke, petitioner & owner 

 

6.   Findings 
The subject property is located on the south side of Berkshire Rd., east of Greenfield Rd. 
within the One-Family Residential zoning district. The property is 60 ft. in width and has a 
depth of 130 ft. The total lot area is 7,800 sq. ft. The site is improved with a recently 
constructed two-story single-family dwelling with a front entry, attached garage / accessory 
structure.  
 
A rear yard uncovered concrete patio is located at the southwest corner of the dwelling.  
The proposal extends a new roofline over the rear concrete patio. The proposed 190 sq. ft. 
rear covered, unenclosed porch retains the same footprint of the existing concrete patio.  
 
Based on the lot size, Zoning Ordinance provisions allow a maximum lot coverage of 30% / 
2,340 sq. ft. The site maintains a conforming total lot coverage of 29.8% (2,327 sq. ft.). The 
proposal increases the total lot coverage by 2.4% (190 sq. ft.). The resulting total lot 
coverage is 32.2%. Thus, the petitioner is seeking a variance to waive 2.2% (172 sq. ft.) of 
the maximum allowable total lot coverage of 30%.  
 

7. Decision 
Per § 770-124 (E) of the Zoning Ordinance: Upon an appeal, the Board is authorized to 
grant a variance from the strict provisions of this chapter, whereby unique, extraordinary or 
exceptional conditions of such property, the strict application of the regulations enacted 
would result in peculiar or exceptional practical difficulties to, or exceptional undue hardship 
upon the owner of such property, provided such relief may be granted without substantial 
detriment to the public good and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of 
this chapter. In granting a variance, the Board may attach thereto such conditions regarding 
the location, character and other features of the proposed uses as it may deem reasonable 
in furtherance of the purpose of this chapter. Further, in granting a variance, the Board shall 
state the grounds upon which it justifies the granting of a variance as outline below. When 
granting any variance, the Board must ensure that the spirit of this chapter is observed, 
public safety secured, and natural resources protected. The Board shall determine that the 
variance approval, either as proposed by the applicant or as otherwise determined by the 
Board based upon the record, is the minimum relief necessary in order to achieve 
substantial justice. The Board shall not have the power to consider an appeal of any 
decision concerning a special land use or planned unit development, unless specifically 
authorized to do so by the Planning Commission. 
 

Nonuse variances. The applicant must present evidence to show that if this chapter 
is applied strictly, practical difficulties will result to the applicant and that all four of 
the following requirements are met: 

a. That this chapter’s restrictions unreasonably prevent the owner from using 
the property for a permitted purpose; 
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b. That the variance would do substantial justice to the applicant as well as to 
other property owners in the district, and a lesser relaxation than that 
requested would not give substantial relief to the owner of the property or be 
more consistent with justice to other property owners; 

c. That the plight of the landowner is due to the unique circumstances of the 
property; and 

d. That the alleged hardship has not been created by any person presently 
having an interest in the property. 

 
Nonuse Variances require 5 affirmative votes for approval. 

 
cc: Michael VanOverbeke, 4433 Berkshire Rd., Royal Oak, MI 48073 




















