
TO: Mayor and Members of Troy City Council 
Members of Board of Zoning Appeals 

FROM: Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 
Allan T. Motzny, Assistant City Attorney 

DATE: January 26, 2006 

  
  

SUBJECT: Paul and Louise Piscopo v. Troy, et al 
 

 
 
 On January 20, 2006, Oakland County Circuit Court Judge Michael Warren issued his 
Opinion and Order, reversing the decision of Troy’s Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) concerning the 
garage at 3129 Alpine (property owned by Paul and Louise Piscopo).  According to the Court, Mr. 
and Mrs. Piscopo were entitled to build their enormous garage under Troy’s then existing 
ordinances, and therefore the building permit was properly issued.  The Court opinion is attached. 
 

In January 2005, Piscopo neighbors George & Betty Reed and Thomas Krent filed an 
appeal with the Troy Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA), arguing that the Building Director erred in 
issuing a building permit for the Piscopo garage.  They argued that Chapter 39, Section 
40.57.02 of the Troy zoning ordinance required an accessory building (such as a garage) to 
have a smaller footprint than the main structure.  After a public hearing that continued through 
two meetings, the BZA agreed with the interpretation espoused by the neighbors, and 
determined the permit was issued in error.   

 
The garage on Alpine exceeded the ground floor area of the residence, and therefore a 

notice was sent to Mr. and Mrs. Piscopo, notifying them of the BZA’s decision and the need to 
conform to this interpretation of the zoning ordinance.  Mr. and Mrs. Piscopo then opted to file a 
lawsuit/ appeal in Oakland County Circuit Court, seeking a reversal of the BZA decision.  This 
filing is permitted as of right under Michigan’s City and Village Zoning Act. The lawsuit was filed 
against co- Defendants City of Troy, the Troy BZA, George & Betty Reed and Thomas Krent.   

 
The parties all filed extensive briefs, and argued their positions before the Court on 

January 18, 2006.  Both Troy and also the neighbors argued that the BZA decision should be 
affirmed, since it was reasonable and supported by competent, material, and substantial 
evidence on the record, and was not an abuse of the BZA’s discretion.  On the other hand, the 
Piscopos argued that under Troy’s then existing zoning ordinances, a garage that is attached to 
a house is subject only to the zoning regulations for the house, and not the accessory building 
regulations.  The Court agreed with the Piscopo position, and reversed the BZA.   
 

As a result of the Court’s decision, Mr. And Mrs. Piscopo are now entitled to a certificate 
of occupancy, assuming there is compliance with all other regulations unrelated to the size of 
the structure.  Although any of the parties can file an application for leave to appeal the Court’s 
decision, the filing of an application would not automatically stay the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy.  Any such application for leave to appeal must be filed within 21 days of the Court’s 
decision, or February 10, 2006.   
 

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this matter. 
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