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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
Regular Meeting Agenda  

Wednesday August 5, 2026  
6:30 P.M.  

 
If you need any assistance due to a disability, please contact the Planning Department 

at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting at planning.info@ypsitownship.org  
or 734-544-4000 ext. 1. 

 
1. Call Meeting to Order 

2. Roll Call – Determination of a quorum  

3. Approval of Agenda 

4. Approval of the June 3rd, 2026 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting Minutes 

5. Public Hearing 

6. New Business 

7. Old Business 

Applicant: Brian Burkett – Aspire Architecture (Douglass Lampe) 
Location: 1680 Grove Road, Ypsilanti, MI 48198 

   Parcel ID: K-11-14-300-006 
   Case Number: PZA26-0001 

           Request:  Articles 4, 14, and 16 for the following five (5) variances; 
1. Height Variance (29.4’) – Approved by ZBA 5/6/2026 
2. Number of stories (3) 
3. Expansion of a nonconformity (principal structure within 100’ of 

Ford Lake/Natural Feature Setback) 
4. New Accessory structure building within 100’ of Ford 

Lake/Natural Feature Setback 
5. Grading into the 50’ no disturbance setback (plans for patio 

expansion and encroachment into 100’ Lake/Natural Feature 
Setback have been removed) 

 
8. Open discussion for issues not on the agenda 

a. Planning Department report  

b. Correspondence received 

c. Zoning Board of Appeals members 

d. Members of the audience and public 

9. Any other business that may come before the Zoning Board of Appeals 

10. Adjournment – Next scheduled meeting is September 2nd, 2026 

mailto:planning.info@ypsitownship.org
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF YPSILANTI 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Wednesday, June 3, 2026 

6:30 pm 

 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT 

Elizabeth El-Assadi 

David Marshall 

Stan Eldridge, Township Treasurer 

Edward Burnett, Park Commissioner/Board At-Large 

 

STAFF AND CONSULTANTS 

Mark Yandrick, Planning Director 

 

• CALL TO ORDER/ESTABLISH QUORUM 

    Ms. El-Assadi called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. 

 

• APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

   MOTION: Mr. Eldridge MOVED to approve the agenda as presented. The 

   MOTION was SECONDED by Mr. Marshall and PASSED by unanimous consent. 

 

• APPROVAL OF THE MAY 6, 2026, REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

    MOTION: Mr. Marshall MOVED to approve the May 6, 2026, regular meeting 

     minutes. The MOTION was SECONDED by Mr. Eldridge and PASSED by 

     unanimous consent. 
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• PUBLIC HEARING 

    Item A: 

Applicant: 136 Group LLC (Camelot Apartments)  

Location: 2982 Washtenaw Avenue, Ypsilanti, MI 48197 

  Parcel ID: K-11-06-325-003 

 Case Number: PZA26 -0002 

  Request: Article 15 – Sec. 1506.A.1, Request for Ground Sign on a parcel less  

               than 50’ in width. 

Planning Director Mark Yandrick described the variance request as a simple matter to 
allow/not allow the installation of a sign. He noted that Camelot Apartments were built in 
the late 1960s and an existing sign is in poor condition. The variance will allow for a 
(smaller) ground sign in the same location as the old sign (which will be removed). This new 
sign will not block vision for vehicular traffic as well as for pedestrians. Everything else 
about the request is up to code.  

Mr. Yandrick underscored that the sign is necessary for finding the apartment complex.   

A representative of the owner-operators of the Camelot complex reiterated that the existing 
sign is outdated and the installation of a new one, along with landscaping improvements, 
will enhance the appearance of the property. It will also provide greater visibility of the 
complex, not only for residents and visitors, but for emergency response vehicles. 

Public Discussion: 

Public discussion began at 6:40 p.m. With no one coming forward, public 
discussion was closed at 6:41 p.m. 
 

MOTION: Mr. Eldridge MOVED to APPROVE the variance request to permit a sign, as 
presented this evening, on a lot with insufficient lot width of 40.23 feet while Sec. 1500.6, 
Permitted Signs in Form-Based Districts, of the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum lot 
width of 50-feet. The property is located in the RC, Regional Corridor District at 2982 
Washtenaw Ave. (K-11-6-325-003), and the proposal meets all the criteria, as the following 
practical difficulties have been noted: 
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1. The property has an unusual shape, containing a very long and narrow entry drive 
from Washtenaw Ave. as its only means of vehicular access. These conditions do 
not apply generally to other properties in this zoning district. 

2. Adequate signage is needed to allow residents and visitors to safely access the 
driveway, particularly since the buildings are so far from Washtenaw Ave. Signage is 
a feature of all multi-family developments, and granting the variance will extend this 
to Camelot Apartments.  

3. Authorizing of the requested variance will not be a substantial detriment to adjacent 
property, as the new sign is replacing an existing, larger sign. 

4. The new site shape and building location was not created by the applicant. 
5. The new sign is in the same location as the old sign, and is smaller, making this the 

minimum variance necessary to have any signage at the appropriate location on this 
property. 

The MOTION was SECONDED by Mr. Marshall and PASSED by unanimous consent. 

• OPEN DISCUSSIONS FOR ISSUES NOT ON AGENDA 

a. Planning Department Report  
 
Mr. Yandrick said that he has no updates on a matter that was tabled at the May 
meeting regarding 1680 Grove Rd.  
 
Mr. Yandrick underscored the need for people to participate in board meetings and 
ensure that quorum is met. If members cannot attend a meeting it is important that 
they make this known ahead of time. 
 

b. Correspondence Received 
 
There is no official correspondence to report. 
 

c. Zoning Board of Appeals Members 

There was nothing to report. 

d. Members of the Audience/Public  

No one stepped forward to speak. 
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• OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE ZONING BOARD 

Ms. El-Assadi pointed out that a chairperson and vice chair need to be elected, and the 
issue should be added to the agenda for the next meeting. 

• ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: Mr. Marshall MOVED to adjourn. It was SECONDED by Mr. Eldridge and 
approved unanimously. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:46 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted by Minutes Services. 
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Date:  May 1, 2026 
  Updated July 30, 2026 
 

Variance/ZBA Review (ZBA26-0001) 
For 

Ypsilanti Township, Michigan 
 
 

 
Applicant:  Brian Burkett, Aspire Architecture 
 
Property Owner: Doug Lampe 
 
Address: 1680 Grove Road, Ypsilanti, MI 48197 
 
Parcel: K-11-14-300-006  
 
Proposal: House Addition/Remodel 
  
Application Date: February 4, 2026 
 
ZBA Public Hearing May 6, 2026  

  
Zoning: R-3, One-Family Residential 
    
Action Requested: Five (5) Variance Requests: 

1. Height Variance – 29.4’ (Approved 5/6) 
2. # of Stories (3) – Postponed, Still Pending 
3. Expansion of a nonconformity (principal structure within 100' Ford 

Lake setback) – Postponed, Still Pending 
4. New Pool Building within the 100' lake setback, Postponed, 

withdrawn as applicant’s resubmittal no longer requires variance 
5. Patio Expansion into the 50’ no disturbance setback and 100' from 

natural feature building setback. Postponed, 50’ setback still 
needed for retaining walls although patio expansion no longer 
included 

  
 
PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

 The applicant originally proposed to remodel, redesign and expand the home and adjacent pool area.   
This includes expanding the garage, expanding the third story of the house and construction of a new deck 
and 2-story pool house attached to the principal building.  In the submittal from July 9, 2026, the applicant 
revised the plans to increase the 3rd floor building expansion, while removing the 2-story pool house and 
deck expansion. 
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This house is located on Grove Road and along Ford Lake. The home was constructed in the 1966 and is 
located adjacent to a former Henry Ford property and home, which is on the property to east of this 
location.   
 
The homeowner shared they have lived here since 2003 and improvements have been made throughout 
the years to the property, with the most substantial being between 2010-2015.    
 
Figure 1: Subject Site 

 
Source: MapWashtenaw (Captured March 2024) 
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Figure 2: Subject Site (Zoomed In) 

 
Source: MapWashtenaw (Captured March 2024) 
 

Figure 3: Historical View of Subject Site (Prior to Improvements under Previous Code) 

 
Source: MapWashtenaw (Captured March 2010) 
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Figure 4: Zoning Map 

 
 

Figure 5.  View from Front of House (See Applicant’s Submission for More Property Photos) 

 
Source: Staff Photo, April 17, 2026 
 

 

Subject Site 
 

R-3 RM-LD

RM-HD

R-5
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Figure 6A & B:   Top (Existing) and Bottom (Proposed) 
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Figure 7: View of Property Across Ford Lake 

 
Source: Staff Photo, April 30, 2026 

 
Size of Subject Site:  2.53 acres 
Current Use of Subject Site: Single-Family Residential 
 
Table 1: Adjacent Zoning and Existing Land Uses 

Direction Zoning Use 

North R-3, One-Family Single-Family Home 

South No Zoning Ford Lake 

East R-3, One-Family Single-Family Home 

West R-3, One-Family Single-Family Home 

 
Variance Requests  Requirement  Code  Request 

1. Height   25’    Zoning 406 29.4’  (Approved) 
 

2. # of Stories  2   Zoning 406 3   
3. Expansion of a nonconformity (principal structure within 100' Ford Lake setback) 

100’ of Ford Lake Zoning 1404 88.53’ 
4. New Pool Building within the 100' Ford Lake/Natural Feature Setback 

100’ of Ford Lake Zoning 1404 59.19’ 
5. A fifty (50) foot non-disturbance setback ( See Note Next Page) 

50’ of Ford Lake  Zoning 1404 11.35’ 
 
 

Subject Property 
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Note about Variance #5: 
The proposal does not include built infrastructure within the 50’ setback, however there is a 
proposal to fix and add a retaining wall within this no disturbance setback, which will cause 
some regrading.  Additionally, with the construction of the new retaining wall, and patio, 
while both are approximately 51’ away may require a construction, digging and/staging area 
or regrading within the 50’ no disturbance setback.   Staff had a conversation with the 
applicant and they will be prepared to address this at the ZBA meeting, and how far into the 
no-disturbance setback do they need to complete construction, if and only if required 
variances are approved.   
 
Note about zoning code updates with previous improvements to the site:  
The zoning code has not changed for this property for maximum height, number stories or 
50 foot undisturbed open space, however the requirements in the new zoning code 
adopted in 2022 restricts buildings and construction within 100’ of natural features (Ford 
Lake in this case), which are variances #3 and #4  

 
 

Variance Standards 

 
The standards for a Dimensional Variance request come from Section 1704 (D) of the Township 
Zoning Code. 
 
D. Findings. The Zoning Board of Appeals may grant a dimensional or non-use variance only upon 
a finding that compliance with the strict letter of the restrictions governing area, setbacks, 
frontage, height, bulk, density, or other dimensional provisions would create a practical difficulty 
and unreasonably prevent the use of the property. A finding of practical difficulty shall require 
demonstration that all the following conditions are met: 
 

(1) That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to 
the property in question that do not apply generally to other properties or classes of uses 
in the same zoning district. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 
include but may not be limited to: 

a. exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific property; 
b. exceptional topographic conditions; 
c. any other physical situation on the land, building or structure deemed by the 
Zoning Board of Appeals to be extraordinary; or, 
d. development characteristics of land immediately adjoining the property in 
question that creates an exceptional constraint. 
 
Variance #1 (Height): The proposed modification to a pitched roof as opposed to 
the current flat roof may be seen as necessary to maintain the structural integrity 
of the home with heavy snow and rains. 
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Variance #2 (# of Stories): The existing nonconformity remains, but staff 
concludes there’s no exceptional circumstance with the property that restricts the 
home from keeping to the zoning code requirement. 
Variance #3 (Expanding House within 100’ of setback): Staff concludes that the 
existing home’s location, which at one time was conforming to the zoning code, 
could not be expanded without encroaching into the setback. 
Variance #4 (Pool/Accessory Building within 100’ of setback) Staff concludes that 
the existing pool and building location, which at one time was conforming to the 
zoning code, could not be added without encroaching into the setback. 
Variance #5 (50’ No Disturbance Setback) While the new request is to only replace 
and create a retaining wall, there is an approximate 20’ difference in elevation, 
which may be considered the need for a retaining wall. 
 

(2) That a variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right possessed by other properties in the same zoning district and in the vicinity; 
 

Variance #1 (Height): The proposed modification to a pitched roof as opposed to 
the current flat roof may be seen as necessary to maintain the structural integrity 
of the home with heavy snow and rains.  This pitched roof is typical for most 
homes in the Township. 
Variance #2 (# of Stories): The existing nonconformity remains, but staff 
concludes there’s not a necessity to expand the third story for the preservation 
and enjoy of a substantial property right by properties in the R-3 district.   
Variance #3 (Expanding House within 100’ of setback): Staff concludes that the 
existing home’s location, which at one time was conforming to the zoning code, 
could not be expanded without encroaching into the setback. 
Variance #4 (Pool/Accessory Building within 100’ of setback) Staff concludes that 
the existing pool and building location, which at one time was conforming to the 
zoning code, could not be added without encroaching into the setback. 
Variance #5 (50’ No Disturbance Setback): Staff notes that some of the grading in 
this requested variance is required by the steep slope between the pool area (and 
proposed patio) and the lake-bed below, which is approximately 20’ in elevation 
that may seen to meet this criteria.   

 
(3) That the authorizing of such variance will not be a substantial detriment to adjacent 
property, will not be harmful to or alter the essential character of the area, and will not 
materially impair the purposes of this ordinance or the public interest; 

Regarding all five (5) requested variances, this house cannot be viewed by Grove 
Road.  When staff looked at Ford Lake from Ford Lake Park (across the lake from 
the subject property), the view is flanked by multi-family residential complexes 
that are denser in dwelling units and taller building heights than this property, 
including Oakwood Park Apartments and The Lakeshore Apartments.  This 
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expansion would unlikely modify or significantly disturb the surrounding area more 
than the existing developments. 

 
(4) The problem and resulting need for the variance has not been self-created by any 
action of the applicant or the applicant's predecessors; and 

Variance #1 (Height): The proposed modification to a pitched roof as opposed to 
the current flat roof may be seen as necessary to maintain the structural integrity 
of the home with heavy snow and rains rather than a self-creation. 
Variances #2 - #3: There are not unique circumstances with this property where 
the resulting need is not self-created. 
 
Variance #5: (50’ No Disturbance Setback): While the existing retaining wall may 
have been self-created by previous property owners, the need to replace it may 
be considered justified and necessary to prevent erosion as the property and  

 
 

(5) The proposed variance will be the minimum necessary and no variance shall be granted 
where a different solution not requiring a variance would be possible. 

Variance #1 (Height): The proposed modification to a pitched roof as opposed to 
the current flat roof may be seen as the minimum necessary to fix any potential 
issue with snow and rain collecting on the roof and affecting the long term 
condition of the roof and structure. 
Variance #2 - #5:  Staff concludes the applicant has revised the plans to include 
more expansion within the principal building and less around Ford Lake and Fofrd 
Lake setbacks to mitigate the setback variance requests.  The Zoning Board of 
Appeals should evaluate if these variance requests are the minimum necessary as 
building expansions outside of the setbacks and requirements could be achieved 
for reasonable use of the property. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Variance 
 
The following suggested motions and conditions are provided to assist the Zoning Board of 
Appeals in making a complete and appropriate motion for this application. The ZBA may utilize, 
add, or reject any portion of the suggested motion or any conditions suggested herein, as 
deemed appropriate.  
 
 
 
 

SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
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For The Three (3) Remaining Variance Requests (#1 was approved and #4 is withdrawn): 

 
Variance #2: # of Stories (3) 
Postpone: 
“I move to postpone the variance request to permit three (3) stories in height in order 
for/to _____________________.” 
 
Approve: 
“I move to approve the variance request to permit three (3) stories on a lot while Sec. 406, 
Dimensional Requirements of the Zoning Ordinance requires a maximum of two (2) 
stories. The property is located in the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-
006), and the proposal meets all the criteria, as the following practical difficulties have 
been noted: 
1. The proposed modification to expand the third story is consistent with the existing 

number of stories on other parts of the building. 
2. The third story is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right possessed by other properties in the same zoning district and in the 
vicinity; 

3. Authorizing of the requested variance will not be a substantial detriment to adjacent 
properties., given that the existing nearby multi-family residential developments are 
taller than the proposed residence. 

4. The site shape and building location was not created by the applicant or previous property 
owners. 

5. The proposed modification to extend the third story to other parts of the building is the 
minimum variance necessary  

 
Denial: 
“I move to deny the variance request to permit three (3) stories on a lot while Sec. 406, 
Dimensional Requirements of the Zoning Ordinance requires a maximum of two stories.  
The property is located in the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-006), 
and the proposal does not meet all the criteria, due to the following reason(s): 

1.    
 

2. ____________________________________________________________________” 
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Variance #3: Expansion of a nonconformity (principal structure within 100' 
Ford Lake setback) 
 

Postpone: 
“I move to postpone the variance request to permit the principal building to be expanded 
into the 100’ natural features setback in order for _____________________.” 
 
Approve: 
“I move to approve the variance request to permit expansion of the principal building to 
88.53’ feet from Ford Lake, where Sec. 1404, Natural Features Setback of the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a maximum building setback of 100 feet. The property is located in 
the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-006), and the proposal meets all 
the criteria, as the following practical difficulties have been noted: 

1. Because of the 2022 Zoning Code change, the existing principal structure/home is 
already within the 100’ Ford Lake (Natural Feature) setback, which is an 
extenuating circumstance of any modification to the existing building would 
encroach into the required setback or expand the nonconformity. 

2. The principal building expansion within the setback is necessary for the 
preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right possessed by other 
properties in the same zoning district and in the vicinity; 

3. Authorizing of the requested variance will not be a substantial detriment to 
adjacent properties. 

4. The building location was not created by the applicant or previous property owners. 
5. The proposed modification to build the principle building extension within the 

100’ setback is the minimum variance necessary. 
 
Denial: 
“I move to deny the variance request to permit expansion of the principal building to 
88.53’ feet from Ford Lake where, where Sec. 1404, Natural Features Setback of the 
Zoning Ordinance requires a 100’ minimum setback for buildings and structures.  The 
property is located in the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-006), and 
the proposal does not meet all the criteria, due to the following reason(s): 

1.    
 

2.   
 
 
 

Variance #5: Retaining wall replacement including regrading and construction 
will encroach in the 50’ no disturbance setback  
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Postpone: 
“I move to postpone the variance request to permit retaining wall replacement and 
construction and grading in the 50’ no disturbance setback along Ford Lake in order for 
_____________________.” 
 
Approve: 
“I move to approve the variance request to permit retaining wall replacement and 
construction , as well as grading in the 50’ non-disturbance setback along Ford Lake while 
Sec. 1404, Natural Features Setback of the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum of 50’ 
no disturbance in this area, which includes anything built or graded. The property is 
located in the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-006), and the proposal 
meets all the criteria, as the following practical difficulties have been noted: 

1. The proposed modification to expand the patio, replace the retaining wall, and 
grade within the setback is consistent with the extenuating stories of the property. 

2. The patio expansion, retaining wall replacement and grading within the setback is 
necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right 
possessed by other properties in the same zoning district and in the vicinity; 

3. Authorizing of the requested variance will not be a substantial detriment to 
adjacent properties. 

4. The site shape, location of the patio retaining wall, and topography  was not created 
by the applicant or previous property owners. 

5. The proposed location of the patio, retaining wall and grading within the 50’ 
setback is the minimum variance necessary. 

 
Denial: 
“I move to deny the variance request to permit the retaining wall replacement and 
construction, as well as grading within the 50’ non-disturbance setback along Ford Lake 
while Sec. 1404, Natural Features Setback of the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum of 
50’ no disturbance, which includes anything built or graded. The property is located in 
the R-3 Zoning District at 1680 Grove Rd (K -11-14-300-006), and the proposal does not 
meet all the criteria, due to the following reason(s): 

1.    
 

2.   
 
 
Mark Yandrick, AICP, GISP 
Planning Director 
Ypsilanti Charter Township 



































Outlook

Fw: Aspire Architecture: 1680 Grove Road - revised

From Mark Yandrick <myandrick@ypsitownship.org>
Date Thu 7/30/2026 4:37 PM
To Lauren Doppke <ldoppke@ypsitownship.org>

Mark Yandrick, AICP, GISP
Planning Director
734.544.3678
7200 S. Huron River Dr.
ypsitownship.org

Where Your Future Grows

From: Brian Burkett <bburkett@aspirearch.com>
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2026 12:28 PM
To: Mark Yandrick <myandrick@ypsitownship.org>; Doug Lampe <doug.lampe@gmail.com>
Subject: Aspire Architecture: 1680 Grove Road - revised
 
Hello Mark,  

I hope you've had a great start to the Summer. 

In light of our recent ZBA meeting and its results, we are submitting the attached drawings for your
review.

Our previous application requested five variances.  We'll discuss each of those and how the revised
project scope addresses them.  
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Variance Request #1: Building Height Variance: Granted at the last meeting.  
This has not been modified in the new design.  
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Variance Request #2:  Third Floor expansion.  

As it seemed unlikely to pass, we have backed away from our ambitions about using this as livable
space.  The third floor's existing footprint will be reconstructed in its current location.  The floor
framing at the top of the stairs will be raised so that all these spaces have a consistent floor
elevation, and a new roof will be constructed over it in accordance with the approved Variance.

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fypsitownship.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cldoppke%40ypsitownship.org%7C4db519c8374241b412ee08deee7a60d9%7Cbcea4bedcdf14447a5fd5657048b80c1%7C0%7C0%7C639210406581222153%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VpHyOMYQhYSGlewlQek%2BQnFh7TCNZLqy7B0H%2BjJSgs8%3D&reserved=0


The space originally designated as the Third Floor expansion will serve as a storage and mechanical
attic.  Despite its substantial size, the home has no basement, and storage and mechanical space is
at a premium, so this will provide an opportunity for that.  Doors will be installed to access and
service the various remaining balconies and roofs.

The ceiling height throughout this new attic space will be 7'-5".  Per the Zoning Ordinance
Definitions, no ceiling height requirement is listed for a story to be considered a full story, but a
half-story is defined as:

Story, Half: An uppermost story lying under a sloping roof having an area of at least two hundred (200)
square feet in area with a clear height of seven (7) feet six (6) inches. For the purposes of this
ordinance, the usable floor area is only that area having at least four (4) feet clear height between floor
and ceiling.

By staying under that ceiling height, this space should not be considered part of the Third story
livable area, so a Variance should no longer be required for this portion of the project.  ---------------
-------------------------------------------------------
Variance Request #3:  Expansion of a Nonconforming Structure.

Our interpretation of the feedback from the ZBA was that the Pool-House Retreat addtion was
unlikely to be approved, so we have currently removed it from the proposed scope of work.  As the
new work on the third floor does not add livable floor area and this addition has been removed, the
need for this Variance request should also be eliminated.
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Variance Request #4:  Proposed addition in 100' Natural Feature Setback. 

With the elimination of this addition, the need for this Variance request should also be eliminated.
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Variance Request #5:  Proposed retaining wall work in 50' Natural Feature Setback. 

Even though the addition in this area is not being pursued, the existing retaining walls are still
failing and will require maintenance.  

This proposal has changed somewhat in this regard.  We are now proposing the removal of two
existing retaining walls, and replacing them with a single concrete retaining wall aligned with the
existing retaining wall that forms the South edge of the swimming pool patio.  This altogether
removes a problematic retaining wall that is closer to the waters' edge. 

To better access that lower area for maintenance we are also proposing the construction of a
concrete access stair near the Western edge of the property.  

This variance request will remain, with a few modifications as they've been explained.  
----------------------------------------------------------------------
These modifications should require us to submit a new Variance request form, Letter of Intent,
submission packet, and slides for another meeting. 

Please reach out once you've had the opportunity to review this to make sure we are all on the
same page about what this step means and the next ones we are to take.  



Thanks so much, I hope you have a fantastic weekend.  

Best regards,

Brian Burkett 
NCARB, AIA, CPHC

Aspire Architecture, LLC
aspirearch.com
734-904-9830

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Faspirearch.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cldoppke%40ypsitownship.org%7C4db519c8374241b412ee08deee7a60d9%7Cbcea4bedcdf14447a5fd5657048b80c1%7C0%7C0%7C639210406581249787%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2F3bjEmh4sylm3gYPm6i5ZCxuK9ve1XqSgO5fvwvRFMc%3D&reserved=0
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Letter of Intent - 1680 Grove Road, Ypsilanti MI 48198 
 
The proposal seeks relief from the maximum height & 3rd level ordinance, and the 100’ setback 
from watercourse (Ford Lake) ordinance.  
 
The proposal has three parts:   

1. 3rd level & Sloped Roof-Expand existing 3rd level and transition from flat roofs to sloped 
roofs to create space that: 

a. Replaces existing flat roof & its internal drains, with sloped roof capable of solar 
panel installation. 

b. Mechanical space for HVAC and solar, 
c. Bunk-sleepover room, 
d. Game-play room, 

2. Pool & Spa New Structure–Create a new structure, attached to the existing structure, 
that has: 

a. Support space for existing swimming pool and hot tub, 
b. Luxury space for spa-like features, 
c. Exercise gym in lower-level (walkout). 

3. Garage & Living Space Expansion-Expand existing garage and expand existing living 
space above garage, and transition from flat to sloped roofs, that has:  

a. Two garage bays, and a mud room with separate entry to an expanded living 
space above the garage, 

i. Relocates existing stairs from existing garage into new space, and adds 
elevator 

b. “Multigenerational” 2-bedroom living space that is ADA-complaint, 
i. Preserves the existing connection to existing home 

c. Flex garage for RV, boat, wood shop, etc  
 
3rd level & Sloped Roof 
 
The existing home has a flat EPDM roof with internal drains.  The EPDM roof and internal drains 
have failed twice in the past, creating 1’-0” deep standing water which caused property damage, 
and could have been catastrophic if the homeowner had not been home and heard water 
dripping and urgently responded by going to the roof top with water pumps.  The long-term 
security and value of the home depend on these proactive improvements that ensure a better 
water-management design and the proposal accomplishes that with the proposed new 3rd floor 
area and new sloped roof structure.  Adding these structural systems will raise the height of the 
structure 2.65’, from the existing height of 26.75’ to a height of 29.4’.   Per Section 406 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, the height of the home is limited to 25’. 
 
The owner proposes that a variance from the strict application of the maximum height ordinance 
is warranted because the exceptional conditions of the property, involving a flat roof with internal 
drains, creates peculiar or exceptional practical difficulties, or exceptional undue hardship, upon 
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the owner of such property.  A flat roof is itself exceptional in our community; as less than 1% of 
existing Township homes have flat roofs over the entire primary residence and fewer still with 
internal drains.  Flat roofs, particularly those that do not drain over the wall, create risk for the 
long-term security of the building.  Indeed, this risk has manifested repeatedly at 1680 Grove 
Road.  When the owner purchased the home in 2003, it had disclosed leaks from 6 locations.  
While the owner has since replaced that flat roof with another membrane, small leaks have 
continued, including from a drain pipe in the living area (the drain pipes are now 58 years old).  
Worse, because the flat roof has a parapet, which varies in height (up to 1’-6” tall in places), 
water does not quickly drain over the walls if the drains are clogged.  Instead, if a drain is 
clogged, the water pools until it can overflow the parapet.  On two occasions, the water depth 
got to roughly 1’-0” deep before the homeowner noticed the ceilings sagging and leaking, and 
had to urgently respond with roof-top pumps.  Such conditions risk the long-term stability of the 
structure.   
 
In addition, a portion of the existing home has a 3rd level, which was permitted and built in a 
2015 renovation.  Expanding the existing 3rd level is challenged by Section 406 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, which limits buildings to 2 levels. 
 
The current proposal is to extend the existing 3rd level across the remaining portion of the main 
home, not including the area above the conservatory or above the garage.  This proposed 
addition would then also be under a new/sloped roof and designed to integrate with the 
proposed sloped roof over the existing 3rd level.   
 
Placing a sloped roof only on the existing 3rd level while not expanding the 3rd level to match 
the height of the existing 3rd level would create water drainage challenges (from the sloped roof 
of the 3rd level) due to lack of integrated design and wall heights.   
   
The home also suffers from “racking” in wind–the house is very loud in windy conditions and the 
windows flex, with the door walls unsealing.  The retained structural engineer has indicated that 
this structural condition can be largely remedied with an engineered 3rd level that has sheer 
mitigation built into the design.  Such sheer mitigation cannot be added without the 3rd level 
addition. In other words, the home needs a stiff box that resists “matchboxing” from wind-sheer, 
placed on top of the lower levels to keep the house from racking. 
 
The owner proposes that relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good 
and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of this ordinance.  The building height 
variance would not create a detriment to the public good because the portion of the building that 
would have a height variance is far from neighbors and would neither cast a shadow on 
neighboring homes nor inhibit their views of the natural amenities of the neighborhood.  The 
home is not visible from the road (it is located off a private drive) and a 3rd level would not 
create a “fit” problem for neighboring homes or otherwise be a substantial detriment to adjacent 
property, or be harmful to or alter the essential character of the area.  A variance would enable 
the homeowner to make lasting durable improvements to the property and mitigate risk of major 
water and wind damage.  
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The homeowner submits that the authorization of such a variance will not materially impair the 
purposes of this ordinance or the public interest.  Indeed, by making structural changes that 
mitigate against property impairment, the variance will enhance public interest by preventing 
deterioration and maintaining value. 

The homeowner submits that the problem and resulting need for the variance was created by 
established water drainage challenges and near-catastrophic water damage, and has not been 
self-created by any action of the applicant or the applicant's predecessors who built in the style 
and materials of the day under proper permitting. 

Pool & Spa New Structure 
 
This proposed addition would serve three functions:  support the existing pool with an indoor-
outdoor living space with kitchenette, bathroom and changing room, add luxury spa features 
including steam & sauna, and a home gym in the lower level.  This structure would be located 
within 100’ of the watercourse (Ford Lake) and is challenged by Sections 1404.4 (b) & (c) of the 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The owner proposes that a variance from the strict application of this ordinance is warranted 
because of the exceptional shape of the property, and the exceptional topographic conditions, 
would result in peculiar or exceptional practical difficulties to the owner.  Much of the footprint of 
the existing 1967 home is within the 100’ setback, as is the entire existing in-ground swimming 
pool (permitted in 2013).  The footprint of this proposed swimming pool “support” addition is 
likewise, and necessarily, within the 100’ setback.  The 100’ setback from watercourse 
ordinance did not exist when the home was built in 1967, and so the location of the home is not 
a self-created problem (or a problem created by a predecessor owner).   
 
Further, the shape of the property is exceptional in that the lake shoreline is not a straight line 
across the property, but has a 90-degree turn inland, where the existing boathouse is located 
(permitted in 2010, constructed in 2011).  A structure that is designed to support the swimming 
pool must be located adjacent to the pool, or it is not useful.  It would therefore be an undue 
hardship to locate the structure outside the 100’ setback because it would not be adjacent to the 
pool.  Further, the structure cannot be moved back even 5’ without interfering with the drip-line 
and roots of a majestic “statement” tree.  This tree has extraordinary structure and is cherished 
by both the homeowner, and the neighbors who see it from their kitchen window.  Additional 
photographs and an artistic drawing are available upon request. 
 
The homeowner submits that authorizing this variance will not be a substantial detriment to 
adjacent property and is in fact supported by the owners of the adjacent property.  Both agree 
that the structure will provide privacy from the submitting homeowners pool from the neighbors’ 
patio, decks and pool.  Both want the structure located where it is designed to provide that 
privacy and to preserve the “statement” tree.  Locating the structure in the proposed location 
has no negative public interest and indeed is not visible from the road or any other neighbor.  
Locating the structure as proposed, and the associated need for a variance, is not the result of 
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self-created problems, because the home and swimming pool were properly located and 
permitted.  This is not a “we got away with it last time, so change the rules for us” situation.  The 
prior development was proper and permitted.  
 
Section 1404(b), which is the “non disturbance” 50’ setback from watercourse, is implicated by 
removal of an existing retaining wall, which varies in height from 1’ to 5’.  This removal is 
required by the changes to the grading as required by the nature of the proposed addition to 
achieve proper grading and runoff from the proposed structure.  However, this removal will not 
interfere with shoreline or water quality because there are two more retaining walls downhill. 
Furthermore, the wall to be removed will otherwise fail soon–it is 30 years old, wood, and 
leaning. Indeed, the removal of this wall–either by machine or natural failure, is inevitable if the 
new structure is not created.  The new structure, however, obviates the need for the retaining 
wall because the basement wall would be the slope-change replacement.  In that sense, the 
structure enhances protection of Ford Lake from the alternative. 
 
Additionally, the protection of Ford Lake is and will continue to be of utmost importance in the 
execution of the project.  This is not currently virgin lake frontage, but has been developed 
already to protect the shoreline from erosion through the addition of the seawall and 
landscaping.  All necessary protections and precautions will be taken during construction and 
beyond.   
 
Garage & Living Space Expansion 
 
The third part of this proposal does not appear to require a Variance to the Zoning Ordinance.  
However, it is included in this submission to ensure alignment and awareness of the entire 
scope of the proposal.   
 
 
Please reach out with any further questions; we are happy to help in any way we can.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
Douglass Lampe 
Homeowner, 1680 Grove Road 
 
 
 
 
Brian Burkett 
Aspire Architecture, llc 











I understand that the proposed extension of the existing 3rd level, and converting the
existing flat roofs to pitched roofs, will require a variance from both the max height
and 3rd level ordinance.  Granting these variances will not be a detriment to my
property--the distance between the section of the home seeking variances is far from
the property line so there is no impact on my property resulting from sun-
blocking/shading.  I believe the proposed plans will enhance the character of the area
because they will improve the appearance of 1680, and the sloped roofs will reduce
the risk of a substantial impairment to 1680. 

With Best Regards,
Subbaiah Malladi Ph.D.
 




