APPROVED MINUTES OF REGULAR SESSION OF
THE BUILDING BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR

NOVEMBER 8, 2006 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
100 N. FIFTH AVENUE, ANN ARBOR, M| 48104

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER —1:35 p.m.

ROLL CALL
Members Present: (5) Kenneth Winters, Samuel Callan,
Paul Darling, Roger Reik and Robert Hart
Members Absent: (0) None.
Staff Present: (3)  Anthony Savoni, Kathleen Chamberlain

and Brenda Acquaviva

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Regular Session of October 11, 2006

Corrections — Line 270 (Strike “Winters” and insert “Darling); Lines 360 and 361 (Strike
“October” and insert “the November”)

Moved by P. Darling, Seconded by S. Callan “that the minutes of the November 8,
2006 Regular Session be accepted as amended.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - UNANIMOUS

APPEALS & ACTION - UNFINISHED

1. 2006-B-32 - 3413 Strand Court
(Appeal Originally heard on 9/13/06) - * Submitted Revised Drawings

Derrick Szepiela, representative for the owners of 3413 Strand Court, is requesting to
permanently install a 3-foot by 3 foot by 8-inch tall platform on the floor under the egress
window to bring the window up to code. Petitioner has moved the platform from a
window in the unfinished storage to a window in the finished space.

Mr. Szepiela was present to speak on behalf of the appeal. Revised drawing were
submitted to the BBA and show where to platform had been moved.

Staff Comments

A. Savoni — The code specifically states that the bottom of the opening must be a
maximum of 44 inches from the finished floor and doesn’t allow for any provisions or
exceptions for a platform; however, the board did previously state that if he moved the
platform to the finished area that the appeal would probably be approved.
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K. Chamberlain — The Fire Department would prefer not supporting this but if it is
allowed, we would want the platform to be ‘fixed’ and not portable.

Questions from the Board

K. Winters — Did we previously state that there would be inter-connected smoke
detectors throughout? (Yes, when the ceiling height was approved).

P. Darling — Is there any kind of signage on this platform — with the purpose so that no
one will remove it in the future? (The Board felt this was a good suggestion — either on
the platform or on the sill).

Mr. Szepiela — If you look at the drawings showing the windows, if we attach something
to the portion of the window sill with an arrow pointing down showing that this is the
egress exit, would that work?

(The Board concluded that any sign permanently affixed stating that the platform cannot
be removed would be acceptable).

MOTION

Moved by R. Reik, Seconded by S. Callan, “that the variance appeal for 2006-B-32a,
3413 Strand Court (amended from 9/13/06) be granted an appeal regarding Section
R310.1 of the Michigan 2003 Residential Code to allow installation of a platform below
an egress window in the basement as shown on the submitted drawings, provided that
the platform is permanently fixed and signage indicating that this should not be
removed. Hardwired, interconnected smoke detectors shall be installed throughout the
home to the satisfaction of the Fire Marshal. We find this to be equivalent to what the
code requires.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS — Variance Granted

2. 2006-B-37 — 324 John Street
(Appeal Tabled at the 10/11/06 Reqular Session)

Jane Belanger owner of this property, had requested a variance from the
following sections R311.5.1, R311.5.2, R311.5.3.1 and R311.5.3.2 of the 2003
Michigan Residential Code. These conditions no longer require a variance as they
now meet code.

e The applicant is now requesting a variance from Section R311.5.3.3 — “A
nosing not less than 3/4 inch but not more than 1-1/4 inch shall be provided
on stairways with solid risers.”

Ms. Belanger and Carl Zatsick were present to speak on behalf of the appeal. Ms.
Belanger stated that they were happy to report that they were able to make code on
nearly every item initially requested at the October meeting. The headroom clearance
is currently at 6 feet, 11 inches. We are still not able to make the nosing requirements
on the stairs, so we are still asking for a variance on that.

K. Winters — Is it only the nosing or is there also 6 feet 8 inches on the slope? (No, that
is at code on everything else).
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So the only thing left is the code stated for the 3/4 inch nosing. (Yes). Do you want to
give an explanation as to why you can’t accomplish that?

C. Zatsick — It closes in on the bottom landing and makes it less than 36 inches. We
have 3/8 inch nosing on the steps and we've moved the stairs back on the upper
landing and kept that at 37 inches. If we go to 3/8 on each step in order to make them
all the same, you lose the bottom landing.

Staff Comments

A. Savoni — Regarding the stairs, a variance could be granted based on Appendix “J” of
the code which states where compliance with these provisions or with this code is
required by these provisions are technically infeasible or the proposed disproportionate
costs because of structural or dimensional difficulties, other alternatives may be
accepted by the building office.

In this case, because they would have to reconfigure the stairs and lose the landing, we
could accept it based on that. If the Board is supportive of granting this request, we
would require that a fully automatic, building wide smoke detection system be a
condition of the variance.

K. Chamberlain — Are the egress windows located down there? Do they comply? (Yes)
— Then we would concur with Anthony Savoni regarding this.

Comments from the Board

R. Reik — What does the Code state? Nosing size is larger than 3/4 inch and less than
1 and 1/4 inch? (2/4 inches — Stated by A. Savoni)

K. Winters - Is the entire stair presently existing (Yes). You have not done any
rebuilding on the stairs? (We’ve done rebuilding to meet code on the other items — this
is how we achieved the space at the bottom for the headroom). So you took out the
stair, rebuilt it, and still can’t get the nosing (because of the run difference downstairs,
we’d lose the landing area. We have 3/8 inches nosing, but we did what we could to
achieve that).

P. Darling — (To A. Savoni) — Do you see any safety issues besides the nosing? Why is
the minimum 3 /4 inch nosing size? (A. Savoni — | don’t see any safety issues. It
should be fine. They have definitely improved the stairs).

K. Winters — You presently have a wider tread than required by code, so a smaller
nosing should not be that much of a safety problem.

K. Chamberlain — Will this include the interconnected smoke detectors? (Yes, it will be
added to the motion).

MOTION

Moved by P. Darling, Seconded by S. Callan, “that the Board grant a variance for
appeal number 2006-B-37, 324 John Street from Section R311.5.3.3 of the 2003
Michigan Residential Code to allow the reconstructed stair to have a nosing of 3/8 of an
inch, and we find that this complies with Appendix “J” of the code that allow the stairs to
be rebuilt in the existing space, provided that this is due to the structural constraints.
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An interconnected, hard-wired whole home smoke detection system subject to the
approval of the Fire Marshal shall be a requirement of the variance.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS — Variance Granted

APPEALS & ACTION - NEW

3. 2006-B-39 — 2600 Glenbrook Court

Merrill Wright, owner of this property, is requesting a variance from Section
R305.1 of the 2003 Michigan Residential Code.

The applicant is requesting a variance from section R305.1 of the of the 2003
Michigan Residential Code which requires a 7 foot O (zero) inch ceiling height in
a basement with habitable space, and allows beams/girders not less than 4 feet
on center to project below, a maximum of 6 inches.

Petitioner Merrill Wright was present to speak on the variance. He stated that he is the
homeowner and is trying to finish the basement in the home. The existing ceiling height
met original building code for an unfinished or uninhabitable space, which had the
additional allowance for a lower ceiling, but the ductwork and the I-beam projected
below the 6 feet 6 inches allowed. I'm requesting a variance under the I-beam and the
ductwork. All the other areas — the hallways, the bathrooms, etc. meet the 7 foot
requirement.

In the staff report that | received, it mentioned not finishing off the ceiling in those areas
and | hadn't considered that. | think this is a good recommendation and I'm open to
that. | would just remove the framing that | installed around the ductwork, but that would
still require a variance but not to the original level that | had requested of 6 feet 3
inches. It would only be in the corner where the slope of the basement comes to the
drain. At the corner it would be 6 feet 5 inches, but closer to 6 feet 6 inches.

Underneath the stairs would be 6 feet 7 inches or higher (refers to submitted pictures).

Staff Comments

A. Savoni — Staff is not supportive of this request. We feel that the proposed finished
ceiling height is too low at the location of the ductwork and the beam. We would
recommend that the ductwork be left exposed for greater headroom and if possible,
reconfigured to gain more space.

K. Chamberlain — We’re not supportive. We concur with Anthony Savoni to work on the
reconfiguration. If there was support from the Board for this variance, we request that
an interconnected, hard-wired smoke detection system be a condition of the variance.

Petitioner stated that he had planned to connect all the current smoke detectors
together in the basement.

K. Winters — We have always required that the smoke detection system be installed
throughout the entire home as a condition of the variance.

Petitioner — | will meet that requirement.
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K. Winters — You would have to submit the locations, both upstairs and down to the Fire
Marshal's office. They would then approve or modify and/or work with you regarding
the locations.

Questions from the Board

R. Hart — A couple of windows shown — do they meet egress? (Yes — they are less than
44 inches off the floor and they meet the opening requirements). In relation to the plan,
where is the steel beam — which side of the ductwork is it on? (Inside the center shaded
area on the drawing). The first page where there are two rectangular ducts is where is
that located. (That is all included in the drawing — in the shaded area). (Petitioner
explained further).

MOTION

Moved by R. Hart, Seconded by R. Reik, “that a variance be granted for Appeal
Number 2006-B-39, 2600 Glenbrook Court from Section R305.1 of the Michigan
Residential code, to allow a minimum headroom height of 6 feet 4 inches under
existing structure and ductwork. The ductwork and structure shall remain
exposed and an interconnected, hard wired smoke detection system be installed
throughout the entire home to the satisfaction of the Fire Marshal.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS — Variance Granted

4. 2006-B-40 — 616 Church Street

Carl O. Hueter, architect for this property, is requesting a variance from Section
1025.1 of the 2003 Michigan Building Code.

The applicant is requesting a variance from section 1025.1 of the of the 2003
Michigan Building Code which requires “basements and sleeping rooms below
the fourth story above grade plane shall have at least 1 exterior emergency
escape and rescue opening in accordance with this section.”

Carl O. Hueter, architect and agent for the owner was present to speak on behalf of the
appeal. Mr. Hueter stated that he had left the variance requested section of the
application form blank because he wasn’t sure what it was that they were appealing.
He stated that the variance information in the staff report was incorrect.

“I'm not looking for a variance from Section 1025.1 of the 2003 Michigan Code. We
stated in the application that this was an old home built in the early nineteen teens,
converted from a single family home to a student rental housing. It had apartments in it
and then later the first floor was taken over by a commercial business.”

“Later on, Ann Arbor Realty moved into the first floor and kept the two apartments
above. Since the late 1980’s, I've done a number of work items on this building,
working on improving the apartments and what not. As Ann Arbor Realty grew, they
wanted to expand up to the second floor and at that time the building was converted to
all “B” use instead of being R2 and B. Two years ago, Ann Arbor Realty wanted to
move down to the first floor and restore the apartment use. The third floor apartment
had never been converted into business, but not used once it was converted to “B” use.”
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“| prepared drawings and a written description of what we were doing, submitted them
to the city and received a permit to do the work as shown on the documents that are
shown in front of you.”

“The work was started — as is often there are a number of issues that the building
inspectors bring up during the course of construction that were remedied. The rough
electric, heating and plumbing were all done, framing inspection done, insulation
inspection completed. There is a significant amount of drywall work in the building
where we have two layers of drywall on both sides and surfaces, and those have to be
inspected between each layer. The first layer went up and that was inspected.”

“Several months after that, we were notified that this apartment, specifically on the
second floor bedroom did not comply with egress standards because there is a building
2 feet outside the egress window of this one bedroom.”

“When asked what section of code we were in violation of, they said they couldn't tell
us. If you read the plan reviewers statement, there is no ‘code’ section, but Ann Arbor
apparently has an unwritten standard that they require 36 inches outside the window.
Although the original submitted documents did not show the adjacent new commercial
building that has been built in the last 4 years, it does specifically state that there is only
2 feet between the wall of the building and the property line. The code section 1025.1
talks about egress windows, which require a minimum width of 20 inches. | believe this
is so that fire personnel can get through with all their equipment on.”

“We have a compliant window in this bedroom, and if you look at the drawings I've
provided, as you exit the bedroom you can go either left or right. To the left is a one-
hour stair shaft; to the right is a two-hour stair shaft. The third floor apartment has two
egresses out of it. The second one, on the outside of the building, was done for code at
a time when they allowed an egress stair of 22 inches wide.”

“As we renovated the building, we also added smoke detectors in all of the bedrooms
and also one in each of the floors including the basement and they’re all interconnected
so that if an alarm goes off on one floor, it notifies the occupants on all the floors of
smoke being developed in the building. | feel that we comply with the code and are
super adequate because out of the bedroom we have a compliant means of egress, we
are also adding a drop drown stair out of that window and there are two fire rated stair
shafts outside this bedroom where you can go either way to get out. The building has a
fully integrated smoke detection system that alarms all the floors. The ‘unwritten’
standard of 36 inches between the building was not something we were aware of until
the inspection was done.” inspections as well as all permits obtained.”

(ADMINISTATIVE NOTE: From the BS and A Building Department computer software
Building Permit Number PB051446 - records show several inspections from 9/12/05
through 11/8/06 and constant disapproval of work, including a stop work order.
Mechanical Permit Number PM051583 had several disapprovals by staff, including no
fire damper in corridor, and never had a final inspection — shows permit was
cancelled?).

Staff Comments

Staff is not supportive of this request. We feel that there should be a minimum
clearance of 3 feet on the exterior side of the window to allow a person to safely exit the
building in an emergency or to allow a firefighter to place a ladder up to the window and
enter with their equipment; therefore, the City has chosen to enforce the requirement for
a minimum 3 foot clearance.
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This clearance is what is required in front of a below grade basement window. I'd like to
add that when the original drawings were submitted that the dimensions weren't on the
plans, nor was there any mention made of the building next door.

K. Chamberlain — Again, we concur with Anthony Savoni that a 3-foot minimum is
necessary for ladder rescue. If a fire occurs between those buildings, you'll end up with
a ‘chimney effect,” and it will make rescue and fire operations extremely limited. You
have the added vulnerability of rescue of someone from that building. We would not
want to support this; however, with smoke suppression throughout, curtain protection on
all the openings between the buildings on the south side, that would be our
recommendation.

Questions from the Board

R. Hart — Are there smoke detectors in the common areas outside the bedrooms?
(Yes).

K. Winters — This is the second floor on the left side that is adjacent to the restaurant
next door? (Correct). There is a ‘jog’ in the wall. At the front, there is more than 2 feet
of space, but at the back two thirds of the building is where we have 2 feet? (Correct).
P. Darling — This brings up an interesting thing that code wise, these windows would not
be allowed in a new building because it's too close to the property line. It's existing, so
it's a non-conforming condition here since the adjacent property was modified.

K. Winters — But this is a new use (P. Darling — Change of use — residential, to
commercial, back to residential).

R. Hart — Those windows aren’t conforming regardless of their use just because of their
proximity of the property line. (It would be a one-hour wall). Actually, even within the
one-hour wall they’re permitted.

A. Savoni — They wouldn’t be permitted to have any openings. We've allowed them
with sprinklers washing them as a variance, but that would not be allowed per code.

P. Darling — Looks the issue is at bedroom 3 and bedroom 4 — the two bedrooms are
really problematic (C. Hueter — Bedroom 4 is what we’ve been told needs the variance).

A. Savoni — Bedroom 3 met it because of the jog in the building.

K. Winters — When you go out of bedroom 4 to the hallway, you have a stairway to the
west side. Is that the only stair going from the second floor? (On either side you have a
one-hour stair and another this way). Doesn’t show treads on the drawing, | didn’t read
it as a stair.

P. Darling — This building isn’t currently sprinkled in any way? (No).

K. Winters — (Questions with two exits, is it still required to have the egress window?)

A. Savoni — Other than group 3 occupancy, the code says applicable as such and
101.2, sleeping rooms provided with a door to a fire resistance rated corridor, having

access to two or more exits in opposite directions - this exits to a room, it doesn’t
actually exit to fire rated corridor.
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The Board continued ongoing conversation regarding such issues as the hazard of the
building next door possibly catching fire and the problems associated with that.

C. Hueter - Stated that this was not pointed out during any of the prior inspections that
had been done, or they could have changed the location of this bedroom, but because it
came up so late in the project and that he’s dealing with complying with a regulation that
isn’t written anywhere — only brought up after the fact.

K. Winters — There are still codes that you have apparently not met. | don’t think you
can put it on the Building Department.

B. Hueter — I'm not trying to put it on the Building Department. We can move this
bedroom to the other side of the unit. It's unfortunate that we have to do it after the
project has been finished. Certainly that is probably what will happen. We talked about
taking a door from bedroom 4 into the rated corridor to the one-hour rear stair, but the
building inspector said that this wouldn’t work — it needs to go both ways — you have to
have two separate means of egress out of that corridor. Before the 2003 Code, two
separate means of egress out of a unit were acceptable other than an emergency
egress window, and the code is changed now.

K. Winters — (To A. Savoni) — If this were to have two windows and even the third
window at bedroom number one have the sprinklers like we’'ve approved before
(dousing the window area).

A. Savoni — We would want the entire house, as the other building is so close as
Kathleen stated, we would encounter other problems.

K. Winters — It would have to go to the third floor, a living space with a couple of
windows there (A. Savoni — Yes).

More discussion by the Board regarding water main size (5/8) — limited number of
heads provided by that service. The chimney effect is why the curtain protection is
needed for the windows and the suppression throughout and the hazard of the life
safety of the occupants.

K. Winters — | do understand the City’s request to have 36 inches available there. You
have a window exit that is equivalent to a basement are well type of exit. Is there some
way that the city can get this as a rule in the Building Department?

A. Savoni — Unfortunately, we’re not allowed to amend the code — this is kind of an
unwritten rule. Technically, you can grant him the variance and overrule us. (K.
Winters — I’'m not going to with only 24 inch access there as the fire department can’t
get in there at all with equipment on their back and so forth).

B. Hueter — But an egress window — 20-inch width is what is required by code to allow
fire personnel to go through an opening. 24 inches is greater than what is required.

K. Chamberlain — Firefighters need to at least set up a ladder to get up to that window.

A. Savoni — Basement windows may be 20 inches, but you still have the additional 3
feet in which to maneuver.

R. Hart — Is there an option to add a door to the kitchen and treat that whole common
space as a corridor?
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(A. Savoni — It says it has to be a corridor that exits both ways, so you'd have to putin a
wall and a rated corridor between those two doors, so no, it couldn’t be treated in that
way).

C. Hueter — We have done all the new drywall work in 5/8 board, so we could add a
corridor back in, making it rated, and cut the living room off with a fire rated door from
the bedrooms. It's just hard to comply with rules that aren’t ‘accessible.” There were
ways to resolve this during construction. | wish we’d have known about this before we
had pretty much finished out the unit and it took over 18 months to build out the project.

P. Darling — Are you suggesting that if we gave you a variance to sprinkle these
openings, that you’d still end up moving the bedroom instead of doing that? (C. Hueter
— It would have been easy to move the piping around when the building was torn apart,
but now that it's put back together, it creates a hardship.)

R. Hart — Is there a way of combining the two bedrooms or inter-linking them so that the
one can avail itself of the angled complying window? (Five foot set back rule — you
can’t have a 5A or a 5B construction within the lot line — No, you can’t do that). No — the
window in bedroom 3, the one that's on the bias, that’'s the one that's the complying
egress window? (If you're applying this other code that there be no windows within 5
feet of the property line, then none of those windows are compliant).

A. Savoni — You're saying that if he combines bedroom 3 and 4 and takes down that
wall, or a portion of the wall (no doors, or they would have to be open).

R. Hart — Is that an option? (C. Hueter — | can certainly talk to the owner about
combining the two rooms — have it as a large two-person bedroom with a non-door
opening between the two bedrooms). He wouldn’t need the variance. (That's a fine
solution; | appreciate you bringing that up).

P. Darling — You should be concerned with the life safety of the occupant. If there were
a fence there, it would even be more difficult. You’'d have to assume the liability there.

K. Chamberlain — Even with 3 feet, we still can’t perform rescue operations because we
can’'t set up to get up there.

After more lengthy discussion, the Board decided to either vote as it was submitted,
give a variance for fire suppression at each window opening, or if he decided to take the
wall out, this would give him two options to proceed, or table this issue after speaking
with the owner and return to the December meeting.

B. Hueter — I'm asking for a variance for this specific window — are we talking about all
the windows now? (Yes, as a condition of the variance. Put sprinklers on all the
windows within 5 feet on every floor). (It was suggested by the Board that these could
be installed on the outside where no one would see them). I'd like to have the issue
tabled until next month as the owner is out of the country right now.

Moved by P. Darling, Seconded by R. Hart, “to table Appeal Number 2006-B-40, 616
Church Street until further direction from the applicant.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO TABLE PASSED — UNANIMOUS — Variance Tabled
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Note: Appeal 2006-B-41 was withdrawn by the petitioner prior to the official
session of the board.

WITHDRAW

6. 2006-B-42 — 2006 Ridge Avenue

Joseph T. Corak contractor for this property, is requesting a variance from
Section R305.1 of the 2003 Michigan Residential Code.

The applicant is requesting a variance from the following sections of the 2003 Michigan
Residential Code:

e Section 305.1 which requires a 7 foot 0 (zero) inch ceiling height in a basement
with habitable space, and allows beams/girders not less than 4 feet on center to
project below, a maximum of 6 inches.

e R311.5.2 — “The minimum headroom in all parts of the stairway shall not be less
than 6 feet 8 inches measured vertically from the sloped plane adjoining the
tread nosing or from the floor surface of the landing or platform.”

e R311.5.3.2 — “The minimum tread depth shall be 9 inches.”

e R311.4.2.1 — “Interior doors shall be not less than 24 inches in width and 6 feet, 6
inches in height.”

Petitioner and contractor Joseph T. Corak and the property owner were present to
speak on behalf of the appeal. We would like to put two bedrooms in the basement.
The problem with doing that is the headroom to get into the bedrooms and also beams
and ductwork hanging down. Those will be below 6 feet 6 inches. The other issue is
the stairway — the present headroom on the stairway is a maximum of 6 feet 2 inches.

“We propose to remove the stairway above this that goes into the attic and that will give
us another 4 inches of headroom for 6 feet 6 inches total. The treads on the stairway to
the basement bedrooms does not meet current code. The treads are 8 1/4 inches, and
we’d like a variance on that as well. The doors under the beams allow us to have 6 feet
4 inch doors.”

Staff Comments

A. Savoni — Staff is supportive of granting a variance on the door height requests. We
would also be in favor of the ceiling height request as long as the ductwork in the
bedroom and the beam in the hall are left exposed.
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Regarding the stairs, a variance could be granted based on Appendix “J” which states
‘where compliance with these provisions or with the code required by these provisions is
technically infeasible or would impose disproportionate costs in construction and
dimensional difficulties, other alternatives may be accepted by the Building Official.’

We suggest that if the Board is supportive of granting these variances that a fully
automatic, building wide smoke detection system be a condition of the variance. An
egress window must also be installed in each bedroom per code requirements.

K. Chamberlain — A question regarding the drawings and the windows. Are there
currently windows there? (Yes, but do not yet meet egress code but we intend to make
them compliant).

What kind of work is done in the ‘shop’ indicated on the drawings? (Petitioner - Just a
‘name’ for the room — no work, per se, is currently done in there. We have a workbench
and tools in there). Our concern is that if it were some kind of work being done there
that was dusty that we would want to see detectors for heat, etc. It might be better
served to have a different type of detector. (That can be done. It's just a storage and
tool room right now. We can put heat detectors in the furnace and laundry room). We
would want interconnected smoke detectors of varying types depending on what the
room use is.

Questions from the Board

R. Hart — Would you be ok with leaving the beams and ductwork exposed to attain the
clearance you need? (We would like to install a drop ceiling under the ducts, and we
would only suggest that if we can get a minimum of 6 feet 4 inches of clearance that we
can do that).

K. Winters — At the beam you have 6 feet 4 inches now, so that would detract if a
variance were granted for 6 feet 4 inches. You wouldn’t be able to put that finish under
that steel beam (Correct). The height of the ductwork is currently 6 feet 5 inches, and
you could get a one inch ceiling in there if it weren't carpeted.

Corak — We don't plan to put acoustical tile in there which is about a half inch and the
track is about an inch. We're looking for a thinner material, like a simulated tin panel
that you might find in old buildings or stores in the area. We think we can meet the 6
foot 4 inch requirement.

K. Winters — Where are the doors that you are saying will be 6’ 4’? (Doors to room “A”
and room “B*). Since the shop door being unoccupiable, this doesn’'t matter. On the
last page of your drawings, door “E” into the master bedroom — what is that? (That is
the restriction on the staircase. We cannot get the minimum 9-inch tread or the
headroom without infringing upon that door).

R. Hart - The beams, are they steel or are they wooden? (One is a steel I-beam, the
other is built up two by eights). So where the ductwork is, the minimum height would be
6 feet 4 inches? (Yes).

P. Darling — The stair to the second floor will comply with Appendix “J” as far as the rise
and run? There are no other issues regarding that? (A. Savoni — He would have to
modify a number of things to make that stair work, so we're granting the appeal based
on Appendix “J” as it would be too expensive and cumbersome to change).
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VI.

VIl

MOTION

Moved by R. Hart, Seconded by R. Reik, “that a variance be granted for Appeal
Number 2006-B-42, 2006 Ridge Avenue, from Sections R305.1, R311.5.2,
R311.5.3.2, R311.4.2.1 of the Michigan Residential Code, to allow a minimum
headroom be at a height of 6’4" from finished ceiling to finished floor in the art
room under the ductwork and under the entry doors to the room, and a minimum
finished headroom of 6’4” be granted at the bottom of the stair as well as the door
to the office/guest bedroom door. The reconstructed stairway from the basement
to the first floor which has existing stair tread depths of 8 1/4 inches be permitted
under Appendix “J” of the Code due to technical and structural infeasibility. *A
head height of 6 feet 6 inches at the base of the stairs shall also be permitted.
Egress compliant windows for the art room and the office/guest bedroom shall be
installed in each space and a building wide, hard-wired, interconnected smoke
detection be installed per the approval of the Fire Marshal.”

*Friendly amendment — R. Reik — Add the ceiling height at the base of the stairs.
(Accepted and added above).

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS — Variance Granted

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

None.

NEW BUSINESS

320-322 East Liberty Street — Appeal Number 2005-B-14 — Revision request.

Staff Report

A. Savoni — Back in April the Board granted a variance for this property. This is a four
story condo complex going in on Liberty Street that backs up to the city parking lot next
to the library. They came in and requested a variance to put a louvered opening on the
back of the building that is adjacent to the parking lot, and you granted that.

They have now come in and requested two more louvered openings in the same back
wall. These are for unit heaters that are in the parking lot. You have their paperwork,
they’'ve submitted an appeal form, but | felt that we didn’t need to revisit this as we’re
just amending their appeal with the same restrictions if you're in favor of doing that.
They've agreed that in case someone eventually builds on this property that they will
thread these up through the building and they have allowed space to do this if
necessary. We're just basically amending their appeal. These louvers will be smaller
than the first one. The petitioner states that the building is more than 30 feet away from
the adjacent property line.

P. Darling — I'd like to point out that the adjacent site is where they’re talking about
building a new City Hall court facility. (There is a provision in the previously granted
variance that has them closing these off if that occurs, and a sprinkler system as well).

K. Chamberlain — We concur.
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VIII.

S. Callan — Michigan Mechanical Code requires that the exhaust be 10 feet from the
building (A. Savoni — Yes, and that’s the variance that we're granting). What is the logic
of having it 10 feet from the building, because of exhaust fumes? (Yes, you don’t want
it next to an adjacent building that will suck those fumes in).

R. Hart — If this isn’t done, and the building is built next to it, it will then be left up to the
condominium owners to do it.

After further discussion by the Board, it was suggested that the variance be amended to
say that if this does happen that the contractor is responsible for this adjustment. You
could notify the owners that this is a possibility. It was determined that this should be
addressed now and that the petitioner return to the board to discuss the amendment to
the variance.

A. Savoni will contact them about appearing for the December meeting. The petitioner
is also still responsible for submitting the application and the application fee.

REPORTS & COMMUNICATIONS

2007 Building Board of Appeals schedule was approved. The only changes proposed is
that the deadline dates for submission are now five weeks prior to the next meeting
instead of four weeks.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION — GENERAL

None.

ADJOURNMENT

Moved by R. Reik, Seconded by S. Callan, “that the meeting adjourned.” 2:50 p.m.

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS

(Submitted by: Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Support Specialist V —
Building Board of Appeals)



