
 

Meeting Announcement and Agenda 

Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 
 

Thursday, May 5, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall Commission Chamber 

 
I. Roll Call:  Cotter, Dailey, Driessnack, Friedrich, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa 
 

II. Approval of Agenda: 
 

III. Approval of Minutes: 
 

 A. April 7, 2016 Regular Meeting 

 B. April 7, 2016 Work Session 
 

IV. Zoning Board of Appeals report – Monthly report for April: 
 

V. Communications: 
 

 A. Mt. Pleasant Community Workshop Summary 
 

VI. Public Hearings: 
 

 A. None. 
 

VII. Public Comments: 
 

VIII. Site Plan Reviews: 
 

 A. None. 
 

IX. Unfinished Business: 
 

 A. None. 
 

X. New Business: 
 

 A. 2016 Capital Improvement Plan  

 B. Set special meeting to interview ZO consultants 
 

XI. Other: 
 

 A. Staff report. 

  1. Administrative Review report 

  2. June Planning Commission meeting – Anticipated agenda items. 
 

XII. Adjourn 

 

All interested persons may attend and participate.  Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate may 

call the Personnel Office at 779-5314.  A 48-hour advance notice is necessary for accommodation. 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

Minutes of Regular Meeting 

April 7, 2016 

 

I. Vice Chair Hoenig called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

Present:  Dailey, Driessnack, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa,  

Absent: Cotter, Friedrich, One vacancy 

  

  Staff: Kain, Murphy  

 

II. Approval of Agenda: 

 

Motion by Dailey, support by Kostrzewa, to approve the agenda. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

III. Approval of Minutes 

 

A. March 3, 2016 Regular Meeting: 
 

Motion by Driessnack, support by Irwin, to approve the minutes from the March 3, 2016 regular meeting 

as submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B. March 14, 2016 Joint Meeting: 

 
Motion by Irwin, support by Kostrzewa, to approve the minutes from the March 14, 2016 joint meeting as 

submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IV. Zoning Board of Appeals Report for March: 

 

Vice-Chair Hoenig reported in Commissioner Friedrich’s absence that the ZBA did not meet in March. 

 

     V.   Communications:   
 

  None. 

  

VI. Public Hearings: 

  

 A. SUP-16-04-2177 S. Mission 
 

 Kain introduced SUP-16-04, noting this was a request for a Special Use Permit under the Mission 

 Redevelopment Overlay Zone to construct a Class I Restaurant, noting that Class I restaurants are restaurants 

 that have a liquor license and are regulated by a Special Use Permit. 
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Kain shared an overview of the site and surrounding areas, noting that the site is located on two vacant 

parcels of the Mt. Pleasant Shopping Center.  The property is zoned C-3 General Business and is surrounded 

by C-3 zoning to the north, east and south with U, University zoning to the west.  Future land use for the site 

is designated as C-3. 

 

Kain shared photos of the site, noting that just north of the site is the recently reconstructed Mission Mall 

building, and to the south is a dermatologist office and the Super 8 motel. 

 

Kain shared the site plan, and proposed elevations, noting that in this particular area along Mission Street, 

MDOT has an exceptionally wide right-of-way.  The proposed restaurant will be located on the SW corner of 

the site with parking on the north and east sides.  The front facade will face Mission Street. 

 

Kain also noted that the proposed dumpster area includes solid metal gates and full screening walls, and goes 

above and beyond ordinance requirements for dumpster screening. 

 

Kain shared Section 154.068 (Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone) of the zoning ordinance that provides 

for flexible redevelopment standards for certain properties within the C-3 General Business District in order 

to advance a preferred form of development that includes “more innovative, architecturally interesting, 

walkable, and accessible buildings and site lay-outs” with “mixed use buildings, mixed use developments, 

and residential uses … encouraged as a means to diversify the economic base of the Mission Street area and 

encourage its revitalization.”   

 

Kain explained that these projects are approved through a Special Use Permit with the site plans and 

elevations approved through the same. 

 

Kain reviewed the preferred characteristics defined by the Ordinance and noted that although the proposed 

project does not have all of the characteristics, staff feels that the overall project advances several of the 

objectives of the Overlay zone. 

 

The applicant is proposing durable materials for all the facades, along with decorative fencing.   In addition, 

the proposed elevations will feature projections, towers and other features to provide some architectural 

interest and to help screen utilities.  

 

Kain reported that there will be two direct pedestrian connections to Mission Street.  Kain noted that the 

applicant has requested a 49% reduction in the parking, which based on the proximity to Central Michigan 

University and the availability of parking on the shopping center site, staff feels is reasonable.   

 

Kain also noted that there will be no new direct access from Mission Street; the development will share 

access with the shopping center.  Kain noted that the property owner will also need to grant cross-access to 

the Target store in order to comply with the access management overlay zone. 

 

Kain noted that the applicant is not proposing any new freestanding signage, but will rely on wall and 

window signage.   

 

Kain noted that the building location is 6.5 feet from the Mission Street right-of-way; however, reiterated that 

MDOT has a fairly wide right-of-way at this location. 

 

Kain reviewed the Special Use Criteria for Class I restaurants, noting that these conditions deal more with 

operations rather than design. 
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Kain reported that for the Planning Commission to approve this project, they will need to authorize several 

waivers as allowed under the Mission Redevelopment Overlay zone.   

 

Waivers will be needed for the following: 

• Allow an increase in the height of the building from 35 ft. to 40 ft. 10 inches. 

• Reduce the parking from 132 spaces to 67 spaces. 

• Waive the requirement for a greenbelt (allow substitution of the proposed fencing).  Kain noted that 

the applicant is proposing a brick and aluminum picket fence, along with shrubs along the building 

facade.  Trees will be included along the north, east and south sides of the site, with shrubbery along 

the north east and south, and in the landscape island in the parking area. 

• Reduce the front setback from 50' to 6.5'. 

• Permit an increase in the area of wall signage from 86 sq. ft. to 185.53 sq. ft. (no new pylon or 

freestanding signage is proposed) 

• Waive the requirement for a 10' by 50' loading and unloading space. 

 

Kain reviewed the site plan noting the placement of the proposed sidewalks and the solid waste area. 

 

Kain concluded his report, noting that staff is recommending approval of the waivers, along with approval of 

the SUP with conditions noted in the staff report. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack questioned where the JC Penney sign was located on the site plan. 

 

Commissioner Irwin asked about the parking waiver.  Kain noted that the site is maximized for potential 

parking and it appears that the shopping center itself may not have the minimum quantity of parking required 

by code; however, anecdotally it does not appear that there are any existing parking supply deficiencies in 

practice at the center today.  The properties will be in common ownership and the applicant has the 

opportunity to use the parking for the shopping center. 

 

Marissa Kolman addressed the board as representative for Texas Roadhouse.  Ms. Kolman responded to 

Commissioner Driessnack's question on the JC Penney sign, noting that it is located in the MDOT Right-of-

way.  In addition, Ms. Kolman noted that their lease agreement provides shared parking for 59 additional 

parking spaces. 

 

Vice-Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing. 

 

There being no one else who wished to speak, the public hearing was closed. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Irwin that the Planning Commission authorize waivers to the base 

standards of the zoning ordinance pursuant to the provisions of the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone as 

identified in the staff report dated April 7, 2016 on the basis that they advance the goals and objectives of the 

Master Plan and the findings of the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone and the Design Considerations for 

Mission Street. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Driessnack, that the Planning Commission approve SUP-16-04 subject to 

the following conditions: 
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1. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of Section 154.067(C)(8) of the Zoning Ordinance 

and the performance standards listed in Section 154.003 related to Class I restaurants. 

 

2. Use of the property as a Class I restaurant shall be subject to issuance of a liquor license and 

compliance with the requirements of the City Commission and the Michigan Liquor Control 

Commission. 

 

3. The property owner shall execute a cross-access agreement providing for a future cross-connection to 

Target as required by the U.S.-127 B.R./M-20 Access Management Overlay Zone.   

 

4. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Divisions of Public Works (DPW) and 

Public Safety (DPS). 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B.  SUP-16-05 - 614/616 E Broadway. 

 

Kain introduced Case SUP-16-05 noting this was a request for 614/616 E. Broadway, owned by 

Broadway Realty & Associates, LLC for a proposed 2-story commercial/residential building consisting of 

approximately 1,116 sq. ft. of office space on the first floor and two apartment units on the second floor. 

 

Kain reported that the zoning on the property is OS-1, with C-1 Local Business zoning to the north and OS-1 

Office Service zoning to the east, south and west.  Future land use is designated as Office use. 

 

Kain shared photos of the sites, noting that the realty office next door purchased the property and wishes to 

expand their offices.  The applicant has requested a Special Use Permit to extend the walls and add a 2nd 

story to the building at 616 E. Broadway to provide multiple-family residential units, with single family 

occupancy in each unit, which is an allowable use in the OS-1 district, subject to a SUP.  Kain noted that 

although the use requires a SUP, there are no specific SUP criteria for this use.  

 

Kain noted there are no proposed changes to the building at 614 E. Broadway, but noted that the project will 

include shared parking. 

 

Kain reported that the project meets the site plan requirements in regards to height, setbacks and area.  Kain 

further reviewed the parking requirements, noting that for the proposed office space a total of 13 spaces 

would be required, with an additional 5 spaces required for the two residential units for a total of 18.  Kain 

noted that the applicant has provided 13 spaces and referred to Section 154.122(G) of the Zoning Ordinance 

which allows the Planning Commission some flexibility in the amount of parking required for a mixed-use 

development. 

 

Kain noted that staff supports the reduction in parking as there is on street parking available within less than 

300 feet of the property; the office uses will likely have a lower parking demand than other professional 

offices; the location is in close proximity to downtown and Mission Street, easily accessible by foot or 

bicycle; and the tenants of the proposed residential use will need access to the parking most consistently in 

the evenings and weekends, outside of normal business hours. 

 

Kain concluded his report recommending approval of the project. 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa asked if the existing brown exterior would remain. Kain noted he would defer that 

question to the applicant. 
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Commissioner Horgan asked if the driveway was currently shared and questioned how that would work.  

Kain noted that they currently do share the drive and are now under common ownership and further 

commented that the properties would be tied together by a site plan approval. 

 

Tim Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying and Development and Paula Arndt, Broadway Realty, addressed the 

Board.  Ms. Arndt responded to Commissioner Kostrzewa's question regarding the exterior, noting that 614 

E. Broadway will look more like the building next door once completed.  

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa asked if there was any change of use proposed to the existing building at 616.  Ms. 

Arndt responded that there would not; they just need more space so are expanding. 

 

Vice-Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak, the public hearing 

was closed. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Motion by Driessnack, support by Irwin that the Planning Commission approve SUP-16-05 with the 

following condition: 

 

1. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Divisions of Public Works (DPW) 

and Public Safety (DPS). 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

C. SUP-16-06 - 1707 N Mission: 

 

Kain introduced case SUP-16-06, noting that this was a request submitted by Konwinski Construction for 

a special use permit and site plan review for 9 two-family buildings consisting of 18 condominium units.  

Kain noted that the location is at the far north end of Fancher Street just west of Industrial Drive.  Kain 

noted that the property is located in an area zoned industrial; however, this particular parcel is zoned OS-

1, based on a 425 Agreement between the City of Mt. Pleasant and the Charter Township of Union that 

has been in place since September 2006 when the property was conditionally transferred to the City.   

 

Property to the north is located in the Township and is zoned for R-2A, One and Two-Family.  Property 

to the East is zoned I-1 Industrial; to the south is OS-1 Office Service and I-1 Industrial and to the west is 

also located in the  Township and is zoned for R-2A, One and Two-Family.   

 

Kain reported that two-family dwellings are a permitted use in the OS-1 zoning district subject to special 

use permits. 

 

Kain shared photos of the site, noting that the applicant plans to extend Fancher Street to the north to 

connect with one of the proposed development’s entrances, with the development serviced by private 

drives. 

 

Kain shared the proposed elevations, noting the units will be designed with walk-out basements. 

 

Kain noted that the proposed development meets the criteria for two-family dwellings in the OS-1 district; 

and also meets the height, bulk and density requirements.  The proposed parking meets and exceeds what 

is required by Ordinance. 
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Kain reported that although there are no requirements for walls, berms and greenbelts, staff is 

recommending that approval be conditioned upon a landscaping plan that provides an obscuring 

greenbelt, obscuring greenbelt with berm, and/or a wall along the entirety of the east and south property 

boundaries.  Staff noted that this recommendation addresses compatibility between the proposed 

residential units and the existing and potential future industrial development located adjacent to those 

development boundaries.   

 

Kain reported that although the applicant had indicated that they would like to request a sidewalk waiver, 

the Planning Commission does not have the authority to provide this waiver, and therefore the installation 

of a sidewalk along N. Fancher has also been included in staff's recommended conditions for approval. 

 

Kain concluded his report recommending approval with the conditions noted in the staff report.  

 

Tim Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying and Development, addressed the Board as representative for the 

applicant. 

 

Commissioner Horgan asked if the access road to the Country Club would remain where it currently is.  

Mr. Bebee noted that the current drive to the Country Club would be eliminated; however, there would be 

access into the golf course on the north side of the development where Fancher will be extended. 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa asked about the trees on the property and whether they would remain.  Mr. 

Bebee stated that most will remain; however they will take down what is necessary to provide a nice view 

for the purchasers; however, they will also leave as many as possible for safety from errant golf balls. 

 

Discussion on what was on the site before ensued, questioning whether there were any environmental 

concerns.  Mr. Bebee indicated that environmental studies had been completed on the property. 

 

Mr. Bebee referred to staff's condition regarding screening and commented that there will be no problem 

providing screening along Fancher; however, asked for some consideration on the south property line, 

noting there would be limited space. 

 

Mr. Bebee also commented that the applicant thought this project would be eligible for a sidewalk waiver; 

however, noted that this would not be a problem to install the sidewalks. 

 

Commissioner Dailey asked staff to explain his recommendation for an obscuring greenbelt to the south, 

which abuts the cemetery. Discussion ensued on whether a fence would be appropriate, vs. an obscuring 

greenbelt.  Commissioner Kostrzewa commented that he doesn't feel that anything is necessary along the 

south side.  

 

Kain commented that the Industrial zone, by right, allows a variety of uses.  His recommendation for 

screening was not to screen from the cemetery but from industrial properties to the south of the cemetery.  

He further noted that this was suggested not only to benefit the people who live there from a view of 

industrial uses; but would also protect the industrial businesses that are there and may be there in the 

future and head off potential issues/complaints from residents. He further commented that because of the 

proposed use, he feels this would make it more compatible with the surrounding area; however, he added 

that if the Planning Commission does not feel this is necessary then they can modify the proposed 

condition for approval. 

 

Vice-Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak, the public hearing 

was closed. 
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Board Discussion: 

 

Motion by Driessnack, support by Irwin that the Planning Commission approve SUP-16-06 with the 

following condition: 

 

1. The applicant shall provide an obscuring greenbelt, obscuring greenbelt with berm, and/or wall along 

the entirety of the east property boundary that meets the standards for obscuring greenbelts and walls 

contained in Section 154.106 of the zoning ordinance. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

VII.   Public Comments: 

 
Vice-Chair Hoenig opened the floor for public comments.  There being no one who wished to speak, 

public comments was closed. 

 

VIII.   Site Plan Reviews: 
 

A. SPR-16-06 - 614/616 E Broadway 

 
Kain noted that there was no additional information to report on this case, as it was tied to SUP-16-05. 

 

Motion by Horgan, support by Driessnack, that the Planning Commission approve SPR-16-06. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B.  SPR-16-07 - 1707 N Fancher 

 
Kain noted that there was no additional information to report on this case, as it was tied to SUP-16-06. 

 

Motion by Dailey, support by Irwin, that the Planning Commission approve SPR-16-07 with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. The applicant shall install a sidewalk along the property frontage on N. Fancher to DPW 

specifications in accordance with Section 154.022 of the zoning ordinance. 

 

2. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Divisions of Public Works (DPW) and Public 

Safety (DPS). 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IX.        Unfinished Business: 
  

None 

 

X. New Business: 

 
None 
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XI. Other: 
   

 A. Staff Report: 

 
1.  Planning Commission Vacancy 

 

Kain reported that the City Commission did not have Board appointments on their agenda for Monday, 

but would keep the Commission posted. 

 

2. April 18th Community Workshop: 

 

Kain reported that there will be a community workshop held on April 18th at 7:00 p.m. to discuss the Mt. 

Pleasant Center property and encouraged the public to participate. 

 

3.  May Planning Commission agenda: 

 

Kain reported that the Commission will be reviewing the Capital Improvement Plan and there may be a 

couple of text changes on the agenda. 

 

Kain commented that we received five bids for updating the Zoning Ordinance.  The bids will be 

reviewed by the subcommittee who will narrow the field.  Kain asked that the Commission hold the bids 

until the subcommittee has determined which bidders will be interviewed.  A special meeting will likely 

be scheduled to conduct the interviews.   

 

XII.   Adjournment to work session: 

 
 Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Dailey, to adjourn to work session. 

 

 Motion approved unanimously. 

 

 Meeting adjourned at 8:23 p.m. 

 

 

 bam 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

Minutes of Work Session 

April 7, 2016 

 

Present:  Driessnack, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa. 

 

Absent:  Cotter, Dailey, Friedrich, one vacancy 

 

 Staff: Kain, Murphy  

 

I.  Mt. Pleasant Center 

 

In preparation for the upcoming community workshop scheduled for April 18, 2016, Kain shared a 

map of the Mt. Pleasant Center property, and asked the Planning Commission to think about what we 

need to be prepared for;  what are some of the criticisms and pitfalls concerning the Mt. Pleasant 

Center.   

 

Kain outlined the basic framework for the workshop, which will start with Nancy Ridley providing a 

comprehensive overview of what has happened with the property up to this point in time.  The second 

part of the workshop will consist of breakout sessions, where groups will discuss their thoughts/ideas 

for the property:  What's acceptable, what's not, etc.  Afterwards the group will come together for a 

closing session. 

 

Commissioner Irwin commented that he feels a couple of questions will come up:  Do the buildings 

all have to be demolished and if so, what is the cost for doing this.  In addition, how much money has 

been invested so far. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack suggested that it will be difficult to get anything tangible out of the 

workshop, suggesting that it may be more beneficial to have some ideas prepared by city staff for the 

community to consider.  He also suggested it might be beneficial to solicit opinions from developers 

who have been involved with large projects. 

 

Commissioner Horgan commented that we should ask the public what is missing from Mt. Pleasant;  

what do we need more of; what we have too much of, etc.  

 

Kain noted that the hopes are to get some consensus on some key points (i.e., is there land there that 

should not be developed).  Kain noted that Mt. Pleasant will likely never have an opportunity like this 

again, with this much land to develop and commented that the public will need to be cautioned that 

this is something that will take time to develop.   

 

Kain encouraged the Planning Commission's attendance at the workshop.  

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 



  

Workshop Date: April 18, 2016 

Summary Date: April 28, 2016 

MOUNT PLEASANT CENTER 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP SUMMARY 
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OVERVIEW  

On April 18, 2016 more than 50 members of the greater 

Mount Pleasant community (approximately half of whom 

were City residents) joined staff and elected officials to 

discuss future options for the development of nearly 300 

acres owned by the City of Mount Pleasant and known 

locally as the Mount Pleasant Center.   

 

At the outset, attendees heard a comprehensive overview 

of the property by Mount Pleasant City Manager Nancy 

Ridley.  The presentation included an abbreviated history of 

the site, the City’s reasons for purchasing the property, an 

aerial tour of the property and photos of the various 

buildings both on and off the City-owned property, previous 

planning considerations for the property, and current plans 

related to demolition of the City-owned buildings.  Goals for 

the evening and assumptions that were made for the 

purpose of the exercise were also shared. 

THE EXERCISE 

Following the presentation, attendees were assigned 

randomly to seven small groups for a workshop exercise led 

by a staff facilitator.  The exercise was intended to provide 

participants with the opportunity to consider the tradeoffs 

GOALS 

Exchange ideas with 

each other 

Listen and learn from 

each other 

Identify possible 

parameters for future 

development 

Provide the Planning 

Commission and City 

Commission with input 

ASSUMPTIONS 

City owned buildings 

and infrastructure will 

be removed  

Mix of uses 

Some open space 

City will not retain 

ownership of the 

majority of property 

Development may 

occur over years or 

decades 

Respond to changing 

market needs and 

demands 

Negotiate with 

potential purchasers 

as opportunities arise 

Opportunities for 

community input will 

not be limited to 

tonight’s event 
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and negotiation inherent to land development and derive ideas and parameters that 

can assist the Planning Commission and City Commission as future discussions occur 

about the development of this site.   

Facilitators offered various prompts to introduce new ideas and ensure a robust and 

thoughtful discussion of issues related to the site.  The exercise was divided into three 

stages – Brainstorming, Allocating, and Mapping – with each stage building upon the 

prior to produce a comprehensive final work product.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1: Participants brainstormed about the Mount Pleasant Center property’s unique 

attributes, considered definitions of “success” for development on the property, 

discussed what amenities or land uses may be underrepresented in our community 

that would be a good fit here, and considered any other land uses that might make 

sense on the site. 

Stage 2: Participants utilized the information from the brainstorming session and 

determined how best to allocate potential uses on the property. 

Stage 3: Participants implemented their vision for the property on an aerial map of the 

site using a variety of supplies available to them in their toolbox, including colored 

markers, sticker dots, and post-it notes.   

FEEDBACK 

As an outcome of the exercise, each of the seven breakout groups produced notes, a 

map, and other materials.   While there is variation in the outcomes of each group, 

several common themes did emerge, including the following:  

 Preservation of natural areas is important, particularly along Mission Creek and 

the wooded corridor and “wood lot” along Harris Street / Crawford Road. 
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 Housing is a desired 

component, particularly in 

the central and northern 

portions of the property.  

Senior housing and 

attached housing units 

were commonly proposed 

along with detached 

housing units.   

 The intensity of 

development was 

generally greater at the 

southern (West Pickard 

Avenue) end of the 

property and lesser at the 

northern (East River Road) 

end of the property.   

 Sensitivity to the land and 

adjacent uses was 

identified as an important 

attribute for this project. 

 Every group proposed a 

combination of community 

amenities.  These varied but 

generally were related to 

public health, recreation, 

and the environment, 

including but not limited to: 

o A community pool or 

recreation center; 

o Pathways or trails; 

o Gardens;  

o Disc golf; 

o Solar/wind farms; or   

o Baseball fields. 

The detailed written feedback 

and maps produced by each 

breakout group are provided as 

an appendix to this document.   



Appendices 

Appendix A – Attendance Log 

Appendix B – Breakout Group Rosters 

Appendix C – Written Feedback 

Appendix D – Maps   
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Appendix B – Breakout Group Rosters 

Group 1 

 

Group 2 & 3 

 

Group 4 

 



Group 5 

 

Group 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Group 7 

 

Group 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix C – Written Feedback 

Question 1: What is unique about the Mt. Pleasant Center site in comparison to other 

areas of our community? How might these characteristics impact the type of 

development that would make sense there? 

Group 1  Natural beauty 

 Close to other parks 

 Provides buffer 

 Commercial corridor on Pickard  

 Disc Golf 

Group 2 & 3 o Large open space 

o Surrounded by residential/office 

o History 

o Old growth forest 

o River/water 

o Farm land (area to grow) 

o Beauty of land 

o Animals 

o Avoid Industrial 

o Retain natural characteristics 

Group 5  Undeveloped land 

 Woodlands 

 300 + acres 

 North side & South side 

 Proximity to existing parks 

 Township relationship 

 Undiscovered nook 

Group 7 o Pathways/accessibility 

o Size of property 

o Heavily wooded area 

o Cultural component 

Group 8  Big area 

 Historical context 

 Farm land with water features 

 Tillable land 

 Lush forest area 

 Amount of woodland 

 Proximity to City parks 

 Access to main roads (pro/con) 

 Needs of greater Mt. Pleasant community 

 Possible connection to “Ring Road” concept 

Question 2: How would you define success for the development of this site? 

Group 2 & 3 o Quickly create tax base for the City 

o Preserve natural beauty 

o Quality of life-recreate (northeast corner) 

o Museum (retain history) 



o Mixed use of land (retain resources/create growth) 

o Senior housing 

Group 5  User friendly 

 Mixed uses 

 Positive opinion 

 Taxable value 

 Attract to Mt. Pleasant 

 Coordination with historical sites 

 Livable 

 Not de-value surrounding areas 

Group 6 o 300 acre site to be designed to allow great flexibility, has to be a 

destination like nothing in/and or near Mt. Pleasant 

o All uses need to be integrated with similar road designs, walkways 

and remains sensitive to the natural features, stream, wood lot, 

canopy cover over Crawford Road 

o Entire site needs to be linked with existing park systems 

o Consider updates to Pickard Street to slow traffic and berm site 

with commercial to maintain integrity of existing homes 

Group 7  Residential satisfaction and acceptance by neighbors 

 Long-term sustainability 

 Serve young & senior demographic 

 Understanding and acceptance that there will be some financial 

obligation 

 Restaurants 

 General merchandise store 

 Low income housing 

Group 8 o Multi-use 

o Increase tax base 

o Quality  

o Sustainability 

o All areas would be taxable (40-50 years) 

o Include Isabella County needs not just the City 

o Elimination of the blight 

o Way it can benefit the community 

o Public believes the purchase of the land was a good idea 

Question 3: In our entire community, are there amenities or land uses that you feel are 

underrepresented? Would any of those be a good fit for this property? 

Group 2 & 3  Community pool 

 Food hub/kitchen incubator-bees honey development 

 Outdoor skating rink 

 Community Center-involve all ages 

 Walking/biking trail 

 Senior housing (villages)-condos, clusters, detached, attached 

 Professional style housing 

 Disc golf course 

 High end miniature golf 



Group 5 o Recreation activities 

o Senior (55+) community 

o Single family-housing, rental 

o Office use 

o Medical offices 

o Gardens 

o Community gardens 

Group 7  Community pool 

 Housing for young professionals 

Group 8 o Senior community (like Masonic Home)-housing-small homes- 

apartments (3 story) 

o Academic community housing –access to CMU classes, 

performances, etc. 

o Organic gardens (community access) 

o Walkable area-paths, gardens, etc. 

o pool 

Question 4: Are there other uses that would be a good fit for this property? 

Group 5  Community pool 

 Outdoor rink-skating 

 Snowmobile/ATV trails 

 Running trails/track 

 Food hub 

 Don’t want tax abatements 

Group 6 o Retirement community 

o 9-hole golf course-incorporated with retirement community 

o Mixed used commercial 

o Arboretum adjacent to cemetery 

o Educational component-possibly music related- “Harry Griffen 

Park” 

o Consider –high end housing at back of property “San Diego” 

o Condo 

o Live/work units 

o Lake development/storm water management 

Group 7  Senior village with short-term lease possibility  

Group 8 o Solar farm 

o Wind farm 

o Should be accessible from this area: Medical, Grocery 

(Greentree), Basic needs 

o Park area with wetlands and forest area 

o Ball fields (softball) 

Miscellaneous Notes 

Group 2 & 3  Beautiful entrance to complex 

 Respectful of historical look of Mt. Pleasant 

 LOTS of green space 

 Preserve natural beauty 

 Preserve trees 



 Low profile buildings 

 Residential arm with golf cart type trails 

 Lots of walking trails 

 “Northern” version of villages 

Group 8 o Quality development 

o Smaller homes (for seniors primarily) 

o Include garden spaces 

o Not needed: High density housing 

o Memorialize previous land uses (school/MP Center) in some way 

find a way to give back to the community 

o Mission Creek Park doesn’t have the same level of amenities as 

our other parks 

o To keep costs reasonable: Use existing roads, Leave trees & 

plantings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix D – Maps 
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TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: May 5, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: 2017-2021 Capital Improvement Plan

 

Each year, the Planning Commission is afforded an opportunity to review and provide feedback on the 

City’s five-year Capital Improvement Plan.  Th

tentatively planned over the next five years which have a useful life of at least ten years and cost in excess 

of $5,000.  Per the City Charter, the Capital Improvement Plan is prepared by the City Manager and 

adopted by the City Commission.  The City Manager has released the proposed 201

required by Charter to be adopted no later than June 

 

The Capital Improvement Plan is available for review at 

pleasant.org/docs/dept/adminfinance/Capital%20Improve

2021_Capital_Improvement_Plan.pdf

 
Staff from the City’s Division of Financial Services and Division of Public Works will be present for our 

meeting in order to answer any questions you may have regarding the proposed plan.

memo is a copy of the presentation provided by staff to the City Commission which provides an overview 

of the proposed plan.   

 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

 

The Planning Commission review th

recommendation to the City Commission regarding the adoption of the plan.

 

Attachment 

1. Capital Improvement Plan presentation

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

Capital Improvement Plan 

Each year, the Planning Commission is afforded an opportunity to review and provide feedback on the 

year Capital Improvement Plan.  The Capital Improvement Plan includes projects that are 

tentatively planned over the next five years which have a useful life of at least ten years and cost in excess 

.  Per the City Charter, the Capital Improvement Plan is prepared by the City Manager and 

by the City Commission.  The City Manager has released the proposed 2017-202

no later than June 13, 2017.  

The Capital Improvement Plan is available for review at http://www.mt-

pleasant.org/docs/dept/adminfinance/Capital%20Improvement%20Plans/2017-

2021_Capital_Improvement_Plan.pdf.   

Staff from the City’s Division of Financial Services and Division of Public Works will be present for our 

meeting in order to answer any questions you may have regarding the proposed plan.  Attached t

memo is a copy of the presentation provided by staff to the City Commission which provides an overview 

review the proposed 2017-2021 Capital Improvement Plan and provide a 

ation to the City Commission regarding the adoption of the plan. 

Capital Improvement Plan presentation 

Each year, the Planning Commission is afforded an opportunity to review and provide feedback on the 

projects that are 

tentatively planned over the next five years which have a useful life of at least ten years and cost in excess 

.  Per the City Charter, the Capital Improvement Plan is prepared by the City Manager and 

2021 plan, which is 

Staff from the City’s Division of Financial Services and Division of Public Works will be present for our 

Attached to this 

memo is a copy of the presentation provided by staff to the City Commission which provides an overview 

Capital Improvement Plan and provide a 





� Capital Budget process – Mary Ann

� Details of 2017 projects – Chris

� Summary of 2018-2021 projects - Chris� Summary of 2018-2021 projects - Chris

� Complete street overview – Stacie

� What’s not in the Plan – Mary Ann

� Next steps – Mary Ann



� Non recurring expenditure

� Large $ amount

� Projects spanning several years

� Next year’s budget



� Vision Statements

� Master Plan

� Parks & Recreation Master Plan� Parks & Recreation Master Plan

� Tax capture district plans

� Paser ratings

� Sidewalk/alley inventory



� Complete streets

� Alley maintenance

ACT 51 funding� ACT 51 funding

� SAW grant

� Mt Pleasant Center

� TIFA



Page # Funding

� Chip River protection 59 $50,000 Grant

� Mission Creek impr. 67 319,000 CI

2017 Projects

� Mission Creek impr. 67 319,000 CI

� Softball fields & 63 75,000 CI/Rec.

lighting

� Nelson Park walkway 70 28,000     Donation/CI

� Universal access IP 73 25,000 CI

� Millpond fishing deck 75 50,000 CI

� Partnership 71 5,000 CI



Page # Funding

� Banner poles 42 $20,000     TIFA

Bike shelter 44 5,000 TIFA

2017 Projects

� Bike shelter 44 5,000 TIFA

� Downtown Imp. Program 46 30,000 TIFA

� Parking Lot 3 48 335,000 TIFA

(Town Center)

� Pedestrian lighting 51 100,000 TIFA

� Wayfinding 55 50,000 TIFA



Page # Funding

� Alley maintenance 27 $5,000 DDA

2017 Projects

� Mission Street study 30 90,000 DDA

� Capital Investment 32 60,000 DDA

� Traffic & ped. safety 35 40,000 DDA

(Grid Street Design)



Page # Funding

Cracksealing 91 $12,000 Streets

2017 Projects

� Cracksealing 91 $12,000 Streets

� Pickard Street bridge 92 783,000 Streets/GR

� Broadway 92 160,000 Streets

� Denison 92 133,000 Streets

� Three Leaves 92 67,000 Streets



Page # Funding

Alley overlays 99 $18,000 CI

2017 Projects

� Alley overlays 99 $18,000 CI

� Cracksealing 101 26,000 Streets

� Forest Lane 103 94,000 Streets

� Overlays 103 242,000 Streets/ 
CI/Grant



� Complete Streets are streets for everyone. They are designed 
and operated to enable safe access for all legal users, 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of 
all ages and abilities. Complete Streets make it easy to cross 
the street, walk to shops, and bicycle to work. 

� Per the Complete Streets Ordinance adopted in 2015, the 
Division of Public Works shall provide a list of all transportation 
projects for Planning Commission and City Commission projects for Planning Commission and City Commission 
review during the annual CIP process.



� Transportation Projects include the construction, reconstruction, 
retrofit, alteration or repair of any element of the transportation 
system.  

� Projects involving only routine maintenance, emergency repair 
work, or projects not included in the CIP are not included in this 
review process.

Definition of Transportation Projects

� Review of the Non-Motorized Plan 

� Review and scheduling to correspond with the City 
Commission’s Sidewalk Prioritization Policy

� Note - Thin overlays, full overlays and mill 

and overlays are not assumed to include 

sidewalk upgrades.  



Project Area Type Cost Cond.
Complete St
Information

2017
PASER 
(Resurf.) S

id
e
w
a
lk

La
n
e
 

W
id
th

W
id
th

O
n
-s
tr

P
rk
g

B
ik
e

N
M
 C
o
m
p

Pickard Street Bridge Const.* Deck Replace. $712,000 B 12 50 N N N
Bridge Construction Engineering $71,000 5 (01’)

PBroadway: Bridge to Main
Mill & Overlay, 
Recon w/ Curb $160,000 4 (88’)

B 11 40 E S C

Denison: Three Leaves to W. Campus Crush and Shape $171,000 3 (88’) O 11 29 N D C
Three Leaves: Deerfield to Denison Crush and Shape $67,000 V 11 29 N D C

US-127BR and Mission Roundabout
Participate with 
MDOT $12,000

Engineering $44,000

Sidewalk Street Width On-street 
Parking

Bike Accommodations Non-motorized Plan 
Compliance

E – Existing Back of Curb to 
Back of Curb
Widest Block in 
Project

E – Existing S – Shared Lane C - Compliant

N – None N – None D – Dedicated Ln N – Non-compliant 

O – One Side R – Removed N - None M – Modified 

B – Both Sides A – Added S – SW Missing*

V – Varies 

P – Planned 
Near-term

P – Planned Near-
term Compliance

G – Gaps Exist

ADA Compliance Ramp Repl. $36,000

Complete Streets Information Table Key – Indicates conditions after 
resurfacing or reconstruction



2017 Projects

Page # Funding

� Replacement 87 $100,000 CI

� Neighborhood lighting 83 120,000 CI



2017 Projects

Page # Funding

� Runway 9 110 $415,000 Grant/Airport

tree abatement



Page # Funding

� Lift station 115 $75,000     Reserve

Manholes 116 100,000  Wastewater

2017 Projects

� Manholes 116 100,000  Wastewater

� Meters 117 125,000  Wastewater

� Lines (Lansing) 122 230,000 Reserve

� Plant-storage tank, sludge 119 232,000 Reserve

pump, RBC bearings

� Sewer leads 116 13,000    Wastewater



Page # Funding

� 1MG reservoir bypass 121 $20,000 Reserve

� Clarifier repair   123 150,000 Reserve

2017 Projects

� Water main – Forest Ln.   133 15,000     Reserve

� Elevated tank design 134 15,000 Reserve

� High service pump 136 19,000 Water

� Meters 138 125,000 Water

� Roof (Water Plant) 142 65,000 Reserve

� Well rehab (Ranney) 145 110,000       Water



Page # Funding

� Locker room 19 16,000 Reserve

(Public Safety)

2017 Projects

(Public Safety)

� Overhead doors 20 45,000 Reserve

(Public Safety)



� Street reconstruction

� Sidewalk replacement

� Crack sealing

Ongoing

� Sewer lines

� Water lines

� Plant replacements� Crack sealing

� Pedestrian lighting

� Mission Street safety &  
investment

� Parking lots

� Riverbank protection

� Plant replacements

� Downtown infrastructure

� Trail bridges

� Parks & trail maintenance

� Alley infrastructure



� Equipment bay floor DPS

� Roof DPS

� Breathing air compressor

Projects

� Mid-Mich trail/GKB Path

� Fitness trail

� IP restroom expansion� Breathing air compressor

� Wayfinding signs

� Downtown streetscape

� Industrial area streets

� New water tower

� IP restroom expansion

� Columbarium

� New sidewalks

� Airport taxiway rehab



� Community pool

� Paving of cemetery road

� Festival of Lights in Island Park

Downtown ice rink� Downtown ice rink

� Airport runway extension

� Mt. Pleasant Center infrastructure

� Intersection improvement – Pickard & 
Bradley

� Street Extension – Broadway to west



� Drainage improvements, water & sewer 
– Broadway to west

� 800 Mhz fire radios

� Mission Street decorative lighting



� Planning Commission May 5

� Work Session May 9 and 23

Public Hearing May 23� Public Hearing May 23

� Required Adoption June 13

� 2017 Operating Budget

submitted September 12



� Funding sources for new sidewalks –
special assessments

� Winter clearing of sidewalks� Winter clearing of sidewalks

� Complete street implications for 
proposed road projects

� City Commissioner’s ?





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: May 5, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Consultant interviews

 

Zoning ordinance subcommittee members Lesley Hoenig and Susan Horgan met with staff on Monday, 

April 25
th
 to discuss the five proposals received and determine which bidders to invite for presentation 

and interview by the Planning Commission.   The subcommittee has recommended that the following 

consultant firms be invited to provide a presentation to and be i

 

Bidder 

McKenna & Associates

Town Planning & Urban Design Collaborative

 

Thank you to all who responded to our request for availability for the special meeting.  Based upon the 

availability of a quorum of the Planning Commission as well as the consultant firms, the special meeting 

is proposed for Monday, May 16.  You will not be asked to make a recommendation at that meeting but 

rather to provide a formal recommendation to the City Commissi

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

The Planning Commission set a special meeting for 

Commission Chambers. 

 

The Planning Commission invite the City Commission to attend the special 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

Consultant interviews for new zoning ordinance 

Zoning ordinance subcommittee members Lesley Hoenig and Susan Horgan met with staff on Monday, 

to discuss the five proposals received and determine which bidders to invite for presentation 

and interview by the Planning Commission.   The subcommittee has recommended that the following 

consultant firms be invited to provide a presentation to and be interviewed by the Planning Commission:

Bid Price 

McKenna & Associates $99,848 

Town Planning & Urban Design Collaborative $98,595 

Thank you to all who responded to our request for availability for the special meeting.  Based upon the 

y of a quorum of the Planning Commission as well as the consultant firms, the special meeting 

You will not be asked to make a recommendation at that meeting but 

rather to provide a formal recommendation to the City Commission at your June 2, 2016 meeting.

 

The Planning Commission set a special meeting for Monday, May 16, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.

The Planning Commission invite the City Commission to attend the special meeting. 

Zoning ordinance subcommittee members Lesley Hoenig and Susan Horgan met with staff on Monday, 

to discuss the five proposals received and determine which bidders to invite for presentation 

and interview by the Planning Commission.   The subcommittee has recommended that the following 

nterviewed by the Planning Commission: 

Thank you to all who responded to our request for availability for the special meeting.  Based upon the 

y of a quorum of the Planning Commission as well as the consultant firms, the special meeting 

You will not be asked to make a recommendation at that meeting but 

on at your June 2, 2016 meeting. 

, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: May 5, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Administrative reviews

 

Since your April meeting, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plan administratively:

 

Application Address 

SPR-16-08 910 Brandon Way

 

Description: The approved site plan would permit 

shown on the previously approved SPR

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

eviews 

meeting, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plan administratively:

 Owner    Approval Date

910 Brandon Way  McGuirk Mini Storage Inc. 4/19/2015

: The approved site plan would permit an expansion of the proposed Building H 

shown on the previously approved SPR-15-15.   

meeting, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plan administratively: 

Approval Date 

4/19/2015 

an expansion of the proposed Building H 
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