
TO: Mayor and Members of Troy City Council 
FROM: Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 

Allan T. Motzny, Assistant City Attorney 
DATE: June 10, 2005 

  
  

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

 
 
 
 

On April 19, 2005, the Troy Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) considered an appeal that 
was filed by George Reed, Betty Reed and Thomas Krent, concerning the garage at 3129 
Alpine (property owned by Paul and Louise Piscopo).  This appeal challenged the City’s 
decision to issue a building permit for the structure.  After a public hearing, the BZA determined 
the permit should not have been issued, based on its interpretation of Section 04.20.01 of the 
City of Troy zoning ordinance.  According to the BZA decision, accessory structures, as defined 
by section 04.20.01, must be smaller than the ground floor area of the main building.  The 
garage on Alpine exceeds the ground floor area of the residence (the main building), and 
therefore the property owners were notified of the new interpretation and the requirement to be 
in compliance with the BZA interpretation of the Troy ordinances.  Subsequently, Paul and 
Louise Piscopo, the owners of 3129 Alpine, filed a lawsuit filed a lawsuit in Oakland County 
Circuit Court, which is attached.  This lawsuit names the City of Troy, the Troy BZA, George 
Reed, Betty Reed and Thomas Krent as defendants.   

 
Count I of the lawsuit is an appeal of the BZA decision, which is permitted as of right 

under Michigan’s City and Village Zoning Act.  Count II is a claim for equitable relief, which 
seeks a court order enjoining Troy from taking any action to remove or reduce the size of the 
garage.  Count III is a claim for declaratory relief, where the Plaintiffs request the Court enter an 
order that finds that the garage is legal under its interpretation of Troy’s ordinances.    
 

If the BZA decision is ultimately upheld on appeal, Troy may need to pursue a court 
order for removal of the garage.  Instead of waiting until final adjudication of this matter, and for 
purposes of judicial economy, it is our recommendation that Troy file a counterclaim with its 
answer to the complaint.  In this counterclaim, Troy could seek an order requiring the garage to 
be removed and/or reduced in size in the event that the BZA decision is upheld.  A counter- 
claim or subsequent action could also be necessary if the uses of the garage are not permitted 
by the Troy ordinances.   
 

Absent any objection from City Council, our office will assume the defense of the lawsuit 
and file a counterclaim.  Please contact our office if you should have any questions. 
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