
Meeting Announcement and Agenda 

Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 
 

Thursday, September 3, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall Commission Chamber 

 

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

 II. Approval of Agenda: 
 

III. Approval of Minutes: 

A. August 6, 2015 Regular Meeting 

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

 V.  Communications: 
 

VI.  Public Hearings:  
 

A. SUP-15-10 - 1007 S Main Street - Special Use Permit to allow a change in use of the property from a 

 rooming dwelling back to a Registered Student Organization. 
 

VII. Public Comments: 
 

 VIII. Site Plan Reviews: 
 

A. SPR-15-10 - 617 W. Pickard Street - Pete's Auto Body - Site Plan Review to construct a 1,994 square 

foot addition to an existing building and pave and reconfigure the parking area.  In addition, affirm that 

the current/proposed use is consistent with I-1 zoning district (postponed from last month). 
 

 IX. Unfinished Business: 
 

A.   Discuss and consider a text change to Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls) and consider setting a public   

  hearing on this issue at the October 1, 2015 meeting. 

B.   Discuss and consider a text change to Section 154.095 (Height, Bulk, Density and Area) and consider  

  setting a public hearing on this issue at the October 1, 2015 meeting. 

C.   Discuss and consider a text change to Section 154.162 (Zoning Board of Appeals), Section 154.163  

  (Appeals; Conditions), Section 154.164 (Variances), Section 154.165 (Zoning District Interpretation),  

  Section 154.166 (Hearing Procedures), and Section 154.171 (Special Use Permits) and consider setting a  

  public hearing on this issue at the October 1, 2015 meeting. 
 

X.    New Business: 
 

A.   Request for extension of SUP-14-12 - 915 E. Broomfield 

 

XI. Other: 
 

A.   Staff report. 
 

    1. Administrative review report 

    2. October Planning Commission meeting – Anticipated agenda items. 
 

XII.    Adjournment. 

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 

August 6, 2015 

 

I. Chairman Cotter called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. 

 

Present:  Cotter, Dailey, Driessnack, Friedrich, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa, Ranzenberger 

   

  Absent:  None  

 

  Staff: Kain, Murphy  

 

II. Approval of Agenda: 

 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Friedrich to approve agenda. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

III.  Approval of Minutes 

 

A. July 9, 2015 Regular meeting 

 

Motion by Horgan, support by Driessnack, to approve the minutes from the July 9, 2015 regular 

meeting as submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B. July 9, 2015 Work Session 

 

Motion by Hoenig, support by Ranzenberger, to approve the minutes from the July 9, 2015 work 

session as submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IV. Zoning Board of Appeals Report for July: 

 

Commissioner Friedrich reported that the ZBA heard two cases in July.  The first was an appeal 

of the Planning Commission's denial of a Special Use Permit for a duplex at 714 S. Main.  The 

ZBA reversed the decision 4:1, stating that they felt the applicant met the criteria for a duplex 

and there was no clear record of why it was denied.   

 

The second case was a request from the owners of 407 S. Bradley asking for a variance to allow a 

solid three foot fence in the front yard.  The ZBA granted the request noting the predominance of 

nonconforming fences in the area. 

 

     V.   Communications:  Kain noted that one communication was received and included in the packets 

with additional correspondence placed on the dais.  Kain noted that packets are finalized and sent 
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out the Friday before the meeting; therefore any correspondence received prior to that time is 

included in packets.  Any correspondence received after that time is shared with the board at the 

meeting; however, it does not appear in the packets. 

 

VI. Public Hearings: 

  

 A.  TC-15-06 - M-2 Codification 

 

Kain introduced TC-15-06, commenting that because this is somewhat complicated, he would 

prefer to address questions from the Commission as the case is being presented. 

 

Kain reviewed the background of the issues from 2009 to present. 

 

In 2009 the Planning Commission (PC) and Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) first discussed the 

idea of redevelopment under the non-conforming use section of the Zoning Ordinance and approved 

the first project under the M-2 redevelopment procedures.  Discussions continued throughout 2010 

and 2011, and in 2012 the City Commission (CC) requested that the M-2 redevelopment procedures 

be documented.  As a result, the ZBA and PC crafted and adopted the procedures, which were then 

revised in 2013. 

 

Also in 2013, the City Commission approved engaging Rowe Professional Services to do a M-2 

study with the goal of codifying the procedures.  Several work sessions were held with two public 

open houses in 2014.  The consultant presented three options to the PC; the "As Is", "SUP" and 

"Overlay" options.  In December of 2014 the PC recommended the CC adopt the "As Is" option. 

 

In January of 2015 the CC again referred this back to the PC for further discussion.  Following a 

joint meeting with the CC in February, the PC held a work session in March and devised a plan of 

action.  A "walking tour" with interested community members took place in April and another open 

house was held in May.  In June of 2015 the PC held another work session and developed the 

framework for a text change, which was introduced at last month's (July) meeting, and a public 

hearing was set for August. 

 

Kain noted that during the walkthrough tour held in April, concerns were discussed with members 

of the public.  It was discovered that there was a lot of misconception on what was happening and as 

a result, a webpage dedicated to the M-2 Redevelopment was created. 

 

Kain noted that the draft ordinance language that is being presented tonight attempts to capture the 

feedback from the PC following the neighborhood walk, open house, and work sessions. 

 

Kain also commented that concurrent activities are taking place to help with the concerns over the 

M-2 area, including: 

• The City Commission has allocated funds to add a code enforcement officer dedicated to the 

student neighborhoods. 

• The creation of a Neighborhood Recourse Unit (NRU). 

• There will be adjustments in the policing approach, which will be implemented in the fall of 

2015. 
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• Staff is working on a policy recommendation related to blight, property maintenance and 

enforcement and is looking at other communities and how they handle similar problems. 

• Staff is working on a report on the Owner Occupied Incentive Program to determine if 

changes should be made to the program. 

 

At the June work session the Planning Commission identified the following goals: 

• Create a transition area within the M-2 district adjacent to any R district; 

• Preserve the neighborhood look and feel consistent with the outcomes from the current 

redevelopment procedure; 

• Maintain involvement of the Zoning Board of Appeals in the review of non-conforming 

redevelopment projects; 

• Reduce the impact of on-site parking; 

• Eliminate incentives for and provide restrictions on the combination of existing platted lots; and 

• Allow for continued occupancy incentives with explicit limitations. 

 

Based on these goals, Kain reviewed the proposed text changes as they relate to the goals. 

 

1)  Transition area:  Currently Registered Student Organization dwellings (RSOs) cannot share a lot 

line with a "R" zoned property.  The proposed text adds an additional restriction that they cannot be 

located across a local street or alley.  Existing RSOs would be allowed to remain, but this will 

strengthen the limitations for future RSOs. 

 

Currently Rooming/Boarding Dwellings cannot share a side lot line with a "R" zoned property.  The 

proposed text change adds an additional restriction that no rooming and boarding dwelling with a 

common lot line or across an alley or local street from a property in the R district shall be permitted 

to have more than 4 occupants per dwelling unit.  For all other rooming and boarding dwellings, 

there shall be no more than 6 occupants per dwelling unit.  

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger asked for clarification on what constitutes a dwelling unit. 

Kain provided the clarification that a dwelling unit is one or more rooms with kitchen, sanitation 

and sleeping facilities.   

 

Kain commented that currently land area is the only control on the number of occupants and noted 

that this is a big change, as any rooming dwelling in the M-2 district would be limited to no more 

than 6 per unit. 

 

Commissioner Dailey questioned whether there would be multiple dwelling units allowed.  Kain 

responded that this would be a possibility; however, the 1:900 land area requirement would 

continue, as would the parking and setback requirements; and commented that there would be very 

few lots that would allow for multiple dwelling units, noting that many of them are only 5,000 

square feet and it would be difficult to exceed five occupants.  Kain commented that it is likely that 

the most you would see is 6, split into two units.  Kain also commented that the properties that 

currently have large numbers of occupants would be grandfathered properties. 
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Commissioner Dailey commented that in his mind, the feel of a "buffer" zone goes away if multiple 

units are allowed and questioned whether the limit of four occupants per unit in the transition zone 

was restrictive enough. 

 

Commissioner Horgan commented that if we restricted the occupancy in these units to two, we 

would essentially be rezoning the property to an "R" district. 

 

Kain noted that based on discussion during the June work session, discussion on this topic included 

3, 4, 5, and 6 occupants per unit and he feels that four creates a meaningful transition area, agreeing 

with Commissioner Horgan that lowering it to two would in effect be the same as rezoning the 

property. 

 

Commissioner Dailey expressed concern on the "two bonus" occupants that may be awarded to a 

developer.  Kain commented that there has been a pretty high threshold for two additional occupants 

and commented that any bonus occupants would not negate the "per unit occupant" restriction.  

Kain also noted that if the text change is approved, it would be suggested that a joint meeting be 

held with the PC and ZBA to discuss implementing the change and expectations moving forward. 

 

Goal # 2 - Preserving the neighborhood look and feel.  Kain noted that based on the discussion at 

the July meeting an additional element was added to the proposed text change to include 

landscaping elements such as plantings, fencing and preservation of healthy non-invasive trees, 

along with maintaining building aesthetics and the appearance of a single family dwelling, taking 

into consideration the shape, location and architectural details of homes in the neighborhood.    

 

Commissioner Dailey commented that perhaps the language should also include the phrase "not 

limited to".  Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that the words "include" and "such as" 

implies that these are only examples and not all-inclusive. 

 

Commissioner Dailey suggested adding something about the historic homes in the neighborhood.  

Chairman Cotter asked if "historic homes" is defined. 

 

Kain noted that we don't currently have any registered historic homes in that neighborhood; 

however, he noted that it has been the practice of staff to work with applicants to incorporate 

architectural features found in the neighborhood. He further commented that if there are features 

that the PC and ZBA would like to see, that staff is open to ideas and added that staff also is 

sensitive to bringing diversity to the architecture of the area. 

 

Commissioner Friedrich commented that he would not want to see the term "historic homes" 

included in the text as he feels this may actually give the developers more freedom as there are no 

registered historic homes in the neighborhood and they may feel that this gives them more freedom 

to do whatever they want. 

 

Kain continued with Goal 2 noting that text has also been suggested to allow flexibility for rear 

entryways in multiple unit dwellings that do not back up to residentially zoned properties which will 

help to preserve the neighborhood look.  
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Regarding Goal 3:  Continue to involve the ZBA.  Kain stated that the text basically codifies the M-

2 process to explain the ZBA's role in the process and also clarifies that any bonus occupants are 

based on land area, not on current licenses. 

 

Commissioner Dailey again expressed concern over allowing additional occupancy in the transition 

area.  Vice-Chair Hoenig commented that with the four per unit restriction and the available land 

area, it is not likely that there would be enough land area for additional units.  Chairman Cotter 

agreed. 

 

Goal 4:  On-site parking.  Kain reported that current ordinance requires that anything other than 

single family dwellings must have parking lots and maneuvering lanes.  The proposed change 

would allow for some stacked parking to help reduce the amount of asphalt and paving areas. 

 

Goal 5: Eliminate combining of lots to allow for larger developments.  Kain noted that this will 

likely result in smaller projects and also noted that the language would require parking to be on the 

same lot as the development, further restricting size. 

 

Goal 6:  Allow for continued occupancy incentives with explicit limitations.  Kain explained that 

this change would clarify that bonus occupancy is based on "land area" not on current licensure.  

Kain stated that additional language would limit occupancy of RSO's (all areas of M-2) to 12 

occupants, and again noted that new RSOs would not be allowed in the transition area.  In addition, 

rooming/boarding dwellings in the transition area would be limited to four occupants per unit and 6 

occupants per unit in the other areas of M-2. 

 

Commissioner Horgan commented that there are very few lots that have sufficient land area to 

allow two units (for a total of 12).  Kain agreed that in this neighborhood that is true; however, 

noted there may be some (not many) M-2 lots in other areas of the city that may have enough land 

area to accommodate two units. 

 

Kain recommended a "text cleanup" to change a references to "family duplex" to "two-family,” as 

duplex is not a defined term in our ordinance, whereas two-family is, and they are essentially the 

same thing. 

   

Kain reviewed the changes being proposed: 

• Implements the PC's vision for the M-2 neighborhood 

• Substantially revised “as-is” process: 

– Creates a meaningful transition to R districts through lower permitted occupancies per 

unit 

– Clarifies that bonus occupancy incentives will be based upon 1:900 land area occupancy 

not current licensed occupancy 

– Limits occupancies per unit throughout district 

– Reduces the impact of on-site parking on neighborhood aesthetics 

– Preserves existing neighborhood integrity by limiting lot combinations 

– Facilitates higher quality redevelopment than either existing zoning ordinance or 

redevelopment procedures 

– Codifies process in accordance with initial City Commission request in 2013  
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Kain concluded his presentation noting that he recommends that the Planning Commission 

recommend that the City Commission adopt Text Change 15-06. 

 

Kain noted that if the PC makes this recommendation, the CC has been asked to set a public hearing 

for September 24, 2015.  If adopted by the PC, Kain reiterated that he would suggest a joint meeting 

with the ZBA and PC to discuss how to move forward and implement. 

 

Chairman Cotter opened the public hearing. 

 

Henry Fulton, 807 S. University, addressed the Board, noting that he appreciates the efforts of Mr. 

Kain and the Planning Commission to maintain the neighborhood.  He commented that the draft 

amendment is lengthy and complex and questioned whether the restricted occupants per unit in the 

transition area is sufficient, suggesting that converting these properties to R-3 and replacing the 

students with adults and young families would do it.  Mr. Fulton commented that landlords will look 

for exemptions and questioned if the PC would stand up for this amendment when it goes before the 

CC and they are faced with opposition from landlords.  Mr. Fulton commented that he doesn't feel 

the amendment will do anything about the noise and bonus occupants make him nervous, and 

questioned where the stacked parking would apply.  Mr. Fulton commented that basically he likes 

the amendments; but would like more clarification. 

 

Sam Raisanen, 507 S. University, also thanked the PC for the work that they have done on this 

issue, commenting that he participated on the neighborhood walk in April.  Mr. Raisanen expressed 

a concern that the packet wasn't posted until Monday and feels this was too short of a time for 

residents to digest such a complex issue.  He indicated that he felt Mr. Kain provided a very helpful 

summary; however, he noted that there are many residents neighboring the M-2 area that are out of 

town and asked that the Commission postpone their decision and hold a second public hearing and 

possibly meet with the public to go through the changes. 

 

Michael Lents, 502 S. University, commented that his home was built in 1884 and he considers it to 

be a historic home.  Mr. Lents thanked Commissioner Kostrzewa for his comments at the July 

meeting regarding preserving trees.  Mr. Lents indicated his issue with the transition area is the 

number of occupants per unit and recommended the PC do a study and consider reducing the 

number to two per unit as a way to prevent problem behavior.  He stated that Central Michigan 

University no longer builds student housing with more than two students per unit.  He also 

commented that he feels the transition area should include more than just the abutting properties and 

suggested it be extended to 300'.   

 

Edward Clayton, 302 E. High Street, addressed the Board, thanking Mr. Kain and the PC for the 

work they have done on this.  Mr. Clayton also commented that the packet has only been on the 

website since Monday and that many people are on vacation with this being a busy time of year and 

suggested the PC postpone action and solicit and encourage participation from residents in the area.  

He also suggested expanding the public notice area from 300' to 600'. 

 

Steven Berkshire, 602 S. Main, addressed the Board, and referred to a letter he had submitted.  He 

indicated that after hearing the concerns voiced about the occupants per units, he may amend his 

letter. 
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Eric Chercover, 318 E. Cherry, addressed the Board noting that his home is 110 years old and he 

considers it historic.  He commented that he likes a lot of what he heard tonight and hopes that it 

will stand up against opposition by landlords.  Mr. Chercover commented that he loves living in the 

area and the variety it offers, but feels that there are limits and feels that the city has reached a 

critical point on how many students are in the area.  Mr. Chercover commented that it is nice that 

the city is hiring an extra code enforcement officer, but wondered if it is best to spend money on 

dealing with problems or preventing them. 

 

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

 

Kain commented on a common thread that was heard during public comments about the zoning 

amendment being complicated.  He commented that as the City Planner, his door is always open, 

and he is available by phone or email, and encouraged anyone who had questions on any of the PC 

cases or the Zoning Ordinance to contact him.  He said he is available to the public and guarantees 

he will respond. 

 

Kain noted that one thing this text change will not do is eliminate non-conforming uses.  He 

commented that short of condemning properties or purchasing them, non-conforming buildings and 

uses will remain a challenge.  He further noted that if we make the language overly restrictive or not 

in line with what the market is demanding, it will not be utilized.  

 

Kain also referred to the comments on the timing of the public hearing, noting that this timeline was 

developed in March.  He further noted that the text change before the commission tonight is the 

same, with one minor change, that was presented in July and has been available since early July.   

 

Kain commented that the 300' area is based on state law.  The city can choose to increase this area; 

however, the City Commission looked at this issues earlier this year and felt that the 300' was 

sufficient.  Kain shared the new zoning notice signs that the department recently had made and 

commented that the notices are published in the newspaper, are on our website and public 

television, noting the various ways the city attempts to get the information out to residents. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Friedrich commented that if there are others out there who couldn't be at tonight's 

meeting that the CC will be holding another public hearing.   Kain verified that, noting that if the PC 

votes to recommend the text change it will go to the CC and they have been asked to set a public 

hearing for their September 24th meeting.  In addition, he will be presenting the information to the 

CC on August 24th and reiterated that in the meantime, he is available to meet with anyone who 

wishes to get some clarification. 

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger asked for clarification on the date for the CC public hearing.  Kain 

noted that he would be presenting the information to the City Commission on August 24th.   The 

CC will then set a public hearing for September. 
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Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that we are talking about the M-2 area not the R-3, and 

commented that unless redevelopment occurs, the problem with high numbers of occupants in a unit 

is not going to change. 

 

Commissioner Horgan commented that behavior can be dealt with by communicating with code 

enforcement, working with the NRU, calling dispatch, etc. 

 

Commissioner Horgan acknowledged that this issue is confusing; however, she added that it has 

been brought to the citizens more than once, and we have Mr. Kain as a resource to help those who 

are confused with the language and feels it is time we move it on.  She reiterated that there will be 

more opportunities to hear Mr. Kain present and there will be another public hearing at the CC.  She 

indicated that she feels this is a good compromise and it feels good.  It is not rezoning and is not 

everything everyone wants, but she feels good about it. 

 

Chairman Cotter agreed. 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa commented that there has been a tremendous amount of work that has 

went into this and he feels this does provide a buffer zone and is willing to give this a chance and 

move it on.  He credited Kain for doing a good job. 

 

Kain acknowledged the work and late nights that the PC put into this issue. 

 

Motion by Ranzenberger, support by Kostrzewa, that the Planning Commission recommend that the 

City Commission adopt Text Change 15.06.  

 

Motion by Dailey to postpone taking action for one month and invite the public in and provide an 

opportunity for a public work session.  Motion failed due to lack of support. 

 

Chairman Cotter called the question. 

 

Ayes:  Cotter, Driessnack, Friedrich, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa, Ranzenberger. 

Nays:  Dailey. 

 

Motion carried 8:1 

  

VII.   Public Comments: 

 

 Chairman Cotter opened the public comments section of the meeting.  There being no one who 

 wished to speak, public comments was closed. 

 

    VIII.     Site Plan Reviews: 

 

  A. SPR-15-12 -714 S. Main - Rentwood Management. 

 

Kain introduced SPR-15-12 noting that this site plan is related to the Special Use Permit request 

to convert the home into a duplex.  Kain reported that following the Planning Commission's 
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denial of the Special Use Permit at their May meeting, action on the Site Plan review was 

postponed.  The applicant appealed the Planning Commission's decision to the Zoning Board of 

Appeals who overturned the denial and issued the SUP at their July meeting.  As a result the 

request for site plan approval is back before the board. 

 

Kain noted that the home sits on a double platted through lot and is zoned R-3 Residential, with 

future land use designated as Urban Residential/Main Street Overlay District.  Surrounding 

zoning includes R-3 Residential to the east, M-2 Multiple Family to the south and R-3 

Residential to the west.  Future land use on surrounding properties is a mixture of Urban 

Residential, Main Street Overlay District and Multiple Residential (medium). 

 

Kain reported that the site plan is the same as what was before them in May.  Kain reported that 

the site plan primarily adds additional landscaping and screening for the parking area as required 

by the Zoning Ordinance.  Kain noted that although it is not required, the applicant is providing a 

screening fence for the waste receptacles.   

 

Kain reported that the site meets all setback requirements with the exception of an existing 

nonconforming side setback, which will not be made more non-conforming with the proposed 

change.  Kain also noted that the site includes six parking spaces as required and the proposed 

planting will supplement the existing. 

 

Kain concluded his report, recommending approval. 

 

Brandon LaBelle, representing Rentwood Management, addressed the Board, offering to answer 

questions. 

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger referred to the recommendation by the Division of Public Works, to 

eliminate a parking space and asked if the applicant planned to do that.   

 

Kain clarified that this isn't a requirement of the zoning ordinance and therefore it is only a 

recommendation.  He added that the applicant would be required to get a variance in order to 

drop the parking space. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated they did not have any plans to eliminate it. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Irwin, to approve SPR-15-12 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. 

 

B. SPR-15-10 - 617 W. Pickard. 
 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

August 6, 2015 

Page 10 

 

As neither the applicant nor his representative was present to speak on the application, Kain 

suggested postponing. 

 

Motion by Hoenig, support by Dailey, to postpone SPR-15-10 until next month. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IX.   Unfinished Business: 

  

A. Discuss and consider a text change to Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls). 

 

Kain referred to the discussion at last month's meeting regarding the zoning ordinance 

requirements for fences and walls.  As mentioned in Commissioner Friedrich's ZBA reports, 

variances for fences have been granted at the last two ZBA meetings.  Kain also mentioned that 

one of our PC members was a recipient of a variance for a fence and asked if he could speak to 

this issue. 

 

Commissioner Dailey stated that one of their arguments for the variance they received was the 

number of fences in the area that are non-conforming.  He also referred to hedges that can be 

used as a fence that are not 50% see-through and noted there does not seem to be a lot of 

enforcement regarding this requirement.  He further commented that the way their home is 

structured, placing a fence as allowed by Ordinance would've taken away a large portion of their 

yard and noted that the fence that they constructed is not a vision obstruction in any way. 

 

Kain noted that he did not put together any draft language as he is looking for discussion on this 

issue and at the end of the discussion will determine if a text change is needed or not. 

 

Based on the request from last month, Kain shared several photos of non-conforming fences 

throughout the city, along with a couple of locations where hedges were planted right up to the 

sidewalk.  He also shared a diagram of how our current standards restrict fences in front yards 

and in side street yards of corner lots to 3 feet high and 50% see-through.  The diagram also 

showed where a six foot privacy fence would be allowed. 

 

Kain asked for discussion on two separate issues: 

1) Front yard restrictions of 3 ft. and 50% open 

2) Side street yards - height and setback 

 

Commissioner Dailey commented that their fence installer suggested moving their fence in a foot 

from the sidewalk and commissioners agreed that this seems less oppressive then when flush 

with the sidewalk. 

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that hedges grow over the sidewalk and cause 

problems for pedestrians and that isn't regulated. 

 

Kain was asked to follow up to see what action is taken when vegetation encroaches over the 

sidewalk. 
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Commissioner Horgan commented that there may be limitations on what is even available in a 

50% open and 3 ft high fence.   

 

Kain commented that we have heard arguments that the 50% open requirement may not function 

to contain small pets.  Kain explained to the Commission that they have unlimited flexibility to 

provide some middle ground and look at various alternatives.  

 

Commissioner Driessnack noted that in the side yard, privacy is a concern for many, along with 

safety and security. 

 

Kain commented that generally when you look around the community and see a lot of non-

conforming fences and know that several variances have been granted, it may be time to look at 

the ordinance.  

 

Commissioner Horgan observed that some of the lots do not have sidewalks.  Kain noted that the 

Commission should treat this as if there were sidewalks on all the lots as the city has adopted the 

Complete Streets policy and will be adding sidewalks at some point in the future. 

 

Kain noted that he would be willing to work with the Building Official, Brian Kench, to draft 

some ideas for the Commission to look at.  In the meantime, it was asked that the Commission 

forward any ideas and/or photos and locations of fences that they may see that they would like 

considered. 

 

X.      New Business: 

 

A.  Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone.  Kain noted that we have received a formal request 

from the City Commission to look at the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone and asked that 

the Commission start sharing their thoughts on the Overlay Zone with staff.  

 

B. Appeals & Variances.  Kain reported that the City Commission has asked the City Attorney 

to look at the ordinance language on appeals and variances.  The City Attorney will be providing 

some language to help clean up and clarify that section of the Ordinance. 

 

C. University District.  Kain noted that Central Michigan University has informally indicated 

they would be interested in the City implementing a setback requirement for when other zoning 

districts abut the U-University District. 

 

XI.        Other: 

   

 A. Staff Report 

 

1. September Meeting:  Kain noted that they may or may not see the Mission Overlay on the 

agenda.   

2. 2-Way Conversion:  Kain reported that the 2-way conversion on Main and Washington 

Streets is scheduled to go live on August 11, 2015. 
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3. Citizen Planning Training:  Kain reported that there will be a Citizen Planner Training that 

will take place in Mt. Pleasant.  Information was placed on the dais.  Kain asked that anyone 

who is interested in attending should let him know. 

  

XII.      Adjournment: 

 

 Motion by Friedrich, support by Kostrzewa, to adjourn. 

 

 Motion approved unanimously. 

 

 Meeting adjourned at 9:28 p.m. 

 

 

 bam 



Memorandum 

 

To:  Jacob Kain, City Planner 

From:  Nancy Ridley, City Manager 

Date:  08/04/15 

Re:  Referral from City Commission 

During the July 27, 2015 City Commission meeting, the City Commission asked that we have the 

Planning Commission look at two referrals. Please discuss the following items with the Planning 

Commission at an upcoming meeting: 

1. A request to review the Mission Street overlay zoning ordinance and consider the 

following items: 

a. Whether the ordinance should be amended to put some constraints on the 

percent of the redevelopment which should be residential versus commercial. 

b. Whether limits should be placed on density of any residential units on Mission 

Street that abut residential properties. 

c. Whether clarification is needed on the boundaries of the district. 

 

2. A request to have the minutes of the Planning Commission reflect the vote count on 

matters so that the City Commission knows if matters were approved unanimously or if it 

was a majority vote. 

Please let me know if you or the Planning Commission needs additional information on these two 

requests. 

 

 

cc: William Mrdeza 

 

 



 
 
 
Planning Commission Staff Report 
Special Use Permit 15-10 
September 3, 2015 
Reviewer: Jacob Kain, City Planner 

APPLICANT: 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
 
LOCATION: 
 
REQUEST: 
 
 
SITE AREA: 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: 
 
FUTURE LAND USE: 

David Barberi on behalf of Pi Kappa Phi fraternity 
 
Ann Marie LLC 
 
1007 S. Main Street  
 
Special Use Permit for a Registered Student Organization (RSO) in a 
current rooming and boarding dwelling. 
 
0.18 acres 
 
M-2, Multiple Family Residential 
 
Multiple Residential (Medium) 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The applicant is requesting that the current Special Use Permit (SUP) for a Rooming and Boarding 
Dwelling with 12 occupants be converted to a SUP for a Registered Student Organization (RSO) with 12 
occupants.  On February 28, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the Rooming and Boarding SUP.  
Previously, the property was redeveloped under the M-2 Redevelopment Process as a RSO dwelling in 
2011.  The zoning ordinance does not provide for any reciprocity between the two uses which has 
necessitated the application for a new SUP.  Members of the Pi Kappa Phi fraternity are the current 
leaseholders of 1007 S. Main; approval of the SUP would enable the group to apply for a sign permit to 
display their organization’s letters on the property.    
 

 
Figure 1. Existing dwelling as viewed from S. Main Street looking northeast.   
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Figure 2. Zoning and overview map 
 
Land uses and zoning on the surrounding properties are as follows: 
 

 Land Use Zoning 

North Multiple Residential (Medium) M-2, Multiple Family Residential 

East Multiple Residential (Medium) M-2, Multiple Family Residential 

South Multiple Residential (Medium) M-2, Multiple Family Residential 

West Multiple Residential (Medium) M-2, Multiple Family Residential 

 
The proposed use as a Registered Student Organization dwelling is permitted in the M-2 zoning district 
subject to special use permit under Section 154.054 of the Zoning Ordinance (M-2 Multiple Family 
Residential Districts).  The following conditions are imposed as a special use: 
 

Special Use Condition 
Consistent 

with Zoning 
The building shall have its access from a major thoroughfare or be so located that traffic 
does not conflict with adjacent residential uses.  
Parking shall be prohibited in required front yards or side street setbacks except for space 
on hard surfaced driveways not exceeding 24 feet in width.  
A minimum of 25% of the total square feet of the rear and side yard areas shall be 
retained in open landscaped areas and not used for parking.  

SITE 
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The lot shall not have a common lot line with a lot in an "R" single-family zoned district.  
The registered student organization dwelling shall not contain more than two dwelling 
units, one of which may be a dwelling for a live-in caretaker, cook, and the like, unless the 
structure was designed and built as a multiple-family dwelling. 

 

The Planning Commission may require parking beyond the minimum provisions 
contained in § 154.120 if the parcel of land is large enough to accommodate additional 
parking without reduction of required greenbelts or setbacks and/or interior floor plan of 
the use includes areas for assembly. 

To be 
determined 

The building must comply with all applicable structural and housing requirements.  

 
SITE PLAN REVIEW: 
 
Plan Information – The proposed site conditions comply with all plan information requirements listed in 
Section 154.169 (c) of the Zoning Ordinance including preparation at a readable scale, and location and 
use of existing and proposed structures.  
 
Height, Bulk, Density, and Area – With the variances approved as part of the 2011 redevelopment of 
this property, the proposed 12 occupant RSO meets the minimum requirements of Section 154.095 of the 
Zoning Ordinance.     
 
Parking – The proposed project is consistent with the minimum quantity, dimension, and construction 
standards for the proposed use.   
 
Section 154.120 of the Zoning Ordinance (Schedule of Minimum Spaces) requires 2 spaces plus 1 space 
for each occupant.  For the 12 proposed occupants, 14 parking spaces are required and 14 parking spaces 
are existing on the property. 
 
Section 154.121 of the Zoning Ordinance (Location, Space Layout, Construction Standards, and 
Maintenance) specifies the design standards applied to parking areas. The existing parking area satisfies 
the minimum dimensional requirements for spaces and aisles as well as the requirement for hard-
surfacing. 
 
Walls, Berms and Greenbelts – The existing site is consistent with Section 154.106 of the Zoning 
Ordinance (Minimum Standards).   
 
Sidewalks – Section 154.022 (Sidewalks) requires sidewalks along public right-of-ways.  Sidewalks are 
existing along S. Main Street.  
 
Dumpster Enclosures – The site is serviced by trash carts for solid waste collection.  The carts are 
screened consistent with the minimum standards for screening and placement found in Section 154.025 of 
the Zoning Ordinance (Dumpster Enclosures).   
 
DIVISION COMMENTS: 
 
Division of Public Works (DPW) – Approvable as submitted. 
 
Division of Public Safety (DPS) – Approvable as submitted. 
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ANALYSIS: 
 
Applications for Special Use Permit are subject to meeting the criteria listed in Section 154.171 of the 
Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant has provided the attached written response to the criteria. 
 
The existing site complies with the minimum requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed 
conditions are consistent with the character of the area and with the future land use identified in the 
Master Plan.  With the findings and analysis stated in this report, the following actions are offered for 
consideration by the Planning Commission. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission approve SUP-15-10. 















 
 
 
Planning Commission Staff Report 
Site Plan Review 15-10 
September 3, 2015 
Reviewer: Jacob Kain, City Planner 

APPLICANT: 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
 
LOCATION: 
 
REQUEST: 
 
 
SITE AREA: 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: 
 
FUTURE LAND USE: 

Pete’s Auto Body  
 
Pete’s Auto Body 
 
617 W. Pickard Street 
 
Approval to construct a 1,994 square foot addition to an existing building 
and pave and reconfigure the parking area.  Affirm that current use is 
consistent with I-1 zoning district. 
 
0.44 acres 
 
I-1, Industrial 
 
Industrial 

BACKGROUND: 
 
An automotive-oriented use has existed at this location since at least 1964; at that time, the Zoning Board 
of Appeals granted a variance to permit an establishment of this use in what was then an “Industrial B” 

district.  In 1984, 1989 and 2003, the current owner received approvals from the Planning Commission 
for additions to the building, bringing it to its current size.   
 
The proposed site includes property under easement from the Ann Arbor Railroad to the west and the 
private property owner to the east.  The site directly abuts both the railroad and the Chippewa River. 
 

 
Figure 1. Overview map        
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Figure 2. Current conditions front (left) and rear (right) 
 
Land uses and zoning on the surrounding properties are as follows: 
 

 Future Land Use Zoning 

North Industrial I-1, Industrial 

East Industrial I-1, Industrial 

South Public Parks   R-4, Residential 

West Industrial I-1, Industrial 

 
Section 154.084 (I-1 Industrial Districts) does not explicitly permit the current use as an auto body repair 
shop nor did the 1964 Zoning Board of Appeals case.  Section 154.084 does provide the discretion to 
approve “any other use which shall be determined by the Planning Commission to be of the same general 

character as the above permitted uses.”  The applicant has requested that the Planning Commission make 
such a determination.  A complete list of allowed uses in the I-1 district can be found on pages 41-42 of 
the zoning ordinance. 
 
SITE PLAN REVIEW: 
 
Plan Information – The proposed site conditions comply with all plan information requirements listed in 
Section 154.169 (c) of the Zoning Ordinance including preparation at a readable scale, and location and 
use of existing and proposed structures.  The submitted Topographic Survey and Demolition Plan sheet 
indicates that a portion of the subject property is “City of Mt. Pleasant Lease Property” when in fact that 

portion of the property is owned by the applicant.  As a condition of approval, staff is requesting that that 
label be removed. 
 
Height, Bulk, Density, and Area – The proposed project is consistent with the requirements of the I-1 
district with the exception of the east side setback.  However, this non-conformity is not made to be more 
non-conforming through the proposed project. 
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 Requirement Consistent with Zoning 

Building Height (max) 75’  
Front setback (min) 30’  

Side setback (min) 
West (railroad) side 0’  

East side 20’ Existing non-conformity 
Rear setback (min) 50’  

 
Parking – The proposed project is consistent with the minimum quantity, dimension, and construction 
standards for the proposed use.   
 
Section 154.120 of the Zoning Ordinance (Schedule of Minimum Spaces) requires 1 for each 200 square 
feet of usable floor space of sales room and offices and one for each auto service stall in the service room.  
Under the proposed conditions, the property would have 819 square feet of office space and 22 service 
stalls, for a total of 27 required parking spaces.  Forty-one standard spaces and 3 truck spaces are 
provided.  No ADA-compliant parking spaces are shown on the proposed site plan.  Staff is 
recommending that approval be conditioned on the applicant working with the Building Official to 
identify the number and location of required ADA parking spaces.   
 
Section 154.121 of the Zoning Ordinance (Location, Space Layout, Construction Standards, and 
Maintenance) specifies the design standards applied to parking areas. The proposed parking area satisfies 
the minimum dimensional requirements for spaces as well as the requirement for hard-surfacing. 
 
Signs – No new signage is proposed. 
 
Sidewalks – The applicant is proposing to remove an existing asphalt drive aisle that is located in the 
Pickard Street City right-of-way and replace with curb, gutter, grass, and necessary greenbelt plantings.  
City specifications for sidewalks call for the sidewalk to continue through driveways in concrete.  As the 
applicant has not proposed this, DPW has included that as a condition of approval.      
 
Walls, Berms and Greenbelts – Off-street parking areas in the I-1 district are required to provide a 10’ 

greenbelt between the parking and the street as well as provide a 4-6’ high wall where the property abuts 

a residential district to the south.   
 
The proposed parking greenbelt is largely sufficient to meet the minimum requirements of the zoning 
ordinance. However, one of the proposed trees in the northwest corner of the site is located within an 
asphalt area that is not proposed for removal.  In addition, existing paving within the Pickard Street right 
of way (between the existing sidewalk and curb) has been requested to be removed by the Division of 
Public Works.  This will also facilitate the narrowing of the western driveway to the code permitted 
maximum of 30’.  Both items are included as conditions in staff’s recommendation. 
 
In lieu of the required 4-6’ wall between the project and the Chippewa River, the applicant has proposed 
and staff recommends approval of an obscuring greenbelt as it will be more compatible with the natural 
appearance of the adjoining parkland and river.  The zoning ordinance provides the Planning Commission 
with the authority to approve the substitution. 
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Solid Waste – The applicant has proposed a new dumpster enclosure which meets the minimum 
requirements of Section 154.025 (Dumpster Enclosures).  However, the Division of Public Works is 
requesting that the applicant work with staff to relocate the dumpster enclosure away from an existing 
storm sewer line to provide greater separation and has included this as a condition of approval. 
 
DIVISION COMMENTS: 
 
Division of Public Works (DPW) – DPW comments are attached. 
 
Division of Public Safety (DPS) – DPS comments are attached. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
The proposed site plan complies with the minimum requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed 
conditions are consistent with the character of the area and with the future land use identified in the 
Master Plan.  With the findings and analysis stated in this report, the following actions are offered for 
consideration by the Planning Commission. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission approve SPR-15-10 with the following conditions: 
 

1. The Topographic Survey and Demolition Plan sheet shall be updated to remove the erroneous 
“City of Mt. Pleasant Lease Area” label.  

2. The applicant shall remove the existing asphalt between the northwestern most parking space and 
sidewalk and install the necessary plantings to meet greenbelt standards. 

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

 
The Planning Commission find that the current and proposed use as an auto body repair shop is of the 
same general character as the allowed uses in the I-1 district. 
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THE CITY OF 

 MT. PLEASANT, MICHIGAN 

 
CITY HALL 

401 N. Main  48858-1698 
(989) 779-5300 

(989) 773-4691 fax 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

804 E. High  48858-3595 
(989) 779-5100 

(989) 773-4020 fax 

PUBLIC WORKS 

1303 N. Franklin  48858-4682 
(989) 779-5400 

(989) 772-6250 fax 

 

 

Website:  www.mt-pleasant.org 
Michigan Relay Center for Speech & Hearing Impaired:  1-800-649-3777 

 

 

 

Site Plan\Special Use Review – DPW Office 
 

Due Date: 7/13/15 
 

Address of Development: 617 W Pickard  
 
Project Description: 1,993 sqft addition.

 
 
Submit two (2) sets of the final site plan and storm water detention calculations for final site 
plan review and D.P.W. permit fees determination.  
 
Director: Concern about parking on over city property. 
 
Engineering:  

- Obtain a permit for any work within the railroad right-of-way.   

- Obtain an NPDES Notice of Coverage and MDEQ permit (if required). 

- Grease/Oil trap may be required 

- Comply with storm water management requirements and submit plans and 
calculations for review.   

- Sewer capacity charge will apply based on water meter size for any new meters.  

- Grading for storm water runoff from improvements shall not adversely affect adjacent 
properties. 

- Comply with Isabella County SESC requirements. 

- Construct sidewalk along the full frontage along Pickard Street per city requirements.  
Sidewalk should extend through driveways.  Sidewalk through driveways must be 
minimum 6” thick. All broken sidewalk must be replaced. 

- Provide an easement to the city for the existing city storm sewer on the site. 
Agreement should be made allowing for the repair of storm sewer without additional 
cost due to parking area being disturbed. 

- Reduce driveway widths at Pickard to meet ordinance (30’ max.) 

- Place dumpster enclosure wall a minimum of 10’ away from existing city storm sewer 
piping. 

 
Street Department: 

 
Water Department: No concerns. 

 
Wastewater Department: If new building is to be used to store paints or chemicals 
containment may be required. 
 











 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 

 
TO: Planning Commission  
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: September 3, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Text Change 15-07: Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls) 
 
You will recall that at your July 9 and August 6 meetings staff brought forward the current zoning 
regulations governing fences and walls (Section 154.021 of the zoning ordinance) for discussion.  In the 
course of those discussions you requested that staff prepare a draft text change for consideration and 
discussion which is included below. 
 
Amend Section 154.021(A) to read: 
 

(A) Solid fences or walls not exceeding six feet in height (excluding M-1 and M-2 zones) are 
permitted in all yards except front yards and side street side yards. Fences or walls not 
exceeding six feet in height (excluding M-1 and M-2 zones) are permitted in side street side 
yards provided they are placed at least one foot back from the side property line and no 
more than 50% solid above 5 feet tall. Essential retaining walls are permitted in required front 
yards or side street side yards provided they do not extend above the ground being retained by 
more than 18 inches. Fences or walls up to three four feet in height and not more than 5075% 
solid are permitted in the required front-yard or side street side yard, with placement on the lot 
line. 
 

In addition, staff researched the question posed at last month’s meeting regarding how vegetation that 
encroaches into the right-of-way from private property is handled.  Sections 99.11 and 99.30 of City Code 
regulate vegetation encroachment and provide a process to remedy such situations.  Those sections of 
City Code are attached for your information. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission set a public hearing to consider a text change to Section 154.021(A) of the 
zoning ordinance at the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, October 1, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
City Hall Commission Chambers.   
 
Attachments: 
1. Draft ordinance 
2. August 6, 2015 Staff Report 
3. July 9, 2015 Staff Report 
4. City Code Sections 99.11 and 99.30 
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ORDINANCE NO. ________ 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SUBSECTION 154.021(A) OF THE MT. PLEASANT 
ZONING ORDINANCES TO INCREASE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE FRONT AND 
SIDE STREET SIDE YARD FENCES AND WALLS. 
 
IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF MT. PLEASANT: 
 
Section 1.  Amendment.  Subsection 154.021(A) of the Mt. Pleasant Zoning Ordinances 
is amended to read as follows: 
  

(A) Solid fences or walls not exceeding six feet in height (excluding M-1 and M-2 
zones) are permitted in all yards except front yards and side street side yards. 
Fences or walls not exceeding six feet in height (excluding M-1 and M-2 zones) 
are permitted in side street side yards provided they are placed at least one foot 
back from the side property line and no more than 50% solid above 5 feet tall. 
Essential retaining walls are permitted in required front yards or side street side 
yards provided they do not extend above the ground being retained by more 
than 18 inches. Fences or walls up to four feet in height and not more than 75% 
solid are permitted in the required front-yard with placement on the lot line. 
  

Section 2.  Publication and Effective Date.  The City Clerk shall cause to be published a 
notice of adoption of this ordinance within 10 days of the date of its adoption.  This 
ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its adoption. 
 
YEAS: Commission member(s)         
  
NAYS: Commission member(s)         
  
ABSTAIN: Commission member(s)        
  
ABSENT: Commission member(s)         

 
CERTIFICATION 

As the duly appointed and qualified City Clerk of the City of Mount Pleasant, Isabella 
County, Michigan, I certify this is a true and complete copy of an ordinance adopted by 
the Mount Pleasant City Commission at a regular meeting held on    , 2015. 
 
 
Date:   , 2015           
        Jeremy Howard, City Clerk 
 
PC Hearing:    , 2015 
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Introduced:    , 2015 
Adopted:    , 2015 
Published:    , 2015 
Effective:    , 2015 



 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 

 
TO: Planning Commission  
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: August 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Text change to Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls) 
 
You will recall that at your July 9 meeting staff brought forward the current zoning regulations governing 
fences and walls (Section 154.021 of the Zoning Ordinance) for discussion.  In the last five years, the 
Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) has approved four variances to this section, at 601 S. University, 501 E. 
Grand, 1303 E. Andre, and 407 W. Lyons, the final two of which were approved in June and July of this 
year.   
 
During our initial discussions you requested that staff gather additional information for further 
consideration and discussion.  Staff has gathered photos of existing fences that either do not conform with 
or have received variances from our current fence and wall standards and will present those to you at this 
month’s meeting.  Staff requests that you provide some directions on if and how the current zoning 
regulation of fences and walls should be amended. 
 
Attachment 
1. July 9, 2015 Staff Report 

 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: July 9, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Text change to Section 
 
Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls) of the Zoning Or
throughout the city.  This section is consistent with Sections 154.105 and 154.106, which focus primarily 
on required walls, berms and greenbelts.
 
The ordinance currently prohibits any fence over 3
or side street side yard.  Solid fences and walls of not more than 6
and side street side yards.   
 
As defined by the zoning ordinance, a yard is “the shortest horizontal distance from a lot line to the 
nearest foundation wall supporting a covered structure more than three feet in height.”
 
Staff routinely receives calls relating to these provisions of the zoning ordinance, most of which result in 
the property owner either adjusting their fence to meet th
five years, the Zoning Board of Appeals
requirement, at 601 S. University, 501 E. Grand
was postponed at the June ZBA meeting due to the applicant’s absence and is expected to be considered 
at their July meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Current side street side yard fencing allowable by ordinance

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

Section 154.021 (Fences or Walls) 

) of the Zoning Ordinance sets general standards for all fences
throughout the city.  This section is consistent with Sections 154.105 and 154.106, which focus primarily 
on required walls, berms and greenbelts. 

prohibits any fence over 3 feet tall or more than 50% solid within the fr
or side street side yard.  Solid fences and walls of not more than 6 feet tall are permitted outside the front 

As defined by the zoning ordinance, a yard is “the shortest horizontal distance from a lot line to the 
arest foundation wall supporting a covered structure more than three feet in height.”  

Staff routinely receives calls relating to these provisions of the zoning ordinance, most of which result in 
the property owner either adjusting their fence to meet the standards or not installing the fence

, the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) has approved three variances related to the side yard 
501 E. Grand, and 1303 E. Andre.  A fourth application for variance

was postponed at the June ZBA meeting due to the applicant’s absence and is expected to be considered 

side yard fencing allowable by ordinance 

10’ side street setback 

20’ front setback Home 

sets general standards for all fences and walls 
throughout the city.  This section is consistent with Sections 154.105 and 154.106, which focus primarily 

tall or more than 50% solid within the front-yard 
tall are permitted outside the front 

As defined by the zoning ordinance, a yard is “the shortest horizontal distance from a lot line to the 
 

Staff routinely receives calls relating to these provisions of the zoning ordinance, most of which result in 
not installing the fence.  In the last 

variances related to the side yard 
A fourth application for variance 

was postponed at the June ZBA meeting due to the applicant’s absence and is expected to be considered 



For illustrative purposes, consider a property located in the R-3 district (with a minimum front setback of 
20 feet) which has a minimum side street setback of 10 feet.  On the diagram above, the heavy line 
indicates the extent to which a “privacy” type fence could be permitted for an R-3 zoned property on a 
corner lot.  The dashed lines indicate the property boundaries.  The dotted line indicates the available 
building area (the lot less the required front, side, and rear setbacks).   
 
The typical request proposed to staff and/or submitted to the ZBA for consideration is to permit a fence 
within the side street side yard.  The diagram below illustrates this condition.   
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Typical request received by staff for side street side yard fencing  
 
 

 
Figure 3. Privacy fence within the side yard at 601 S. University Avenue.  A variance was approved by 
the ZBA in 2012.  
 

 
Figure 4. Example of non-conforming fences in the 600 block of Kane Street.  The owner of the property 
in the foreground (1303 Andre) secured a variance in June 2015 to install a 5’ privacy fence in place of 
the existing non-conforming 4’ chain link fence. 
 
The current code also prohibits fencing taller than 3 feet (36 inches) within the front yard.  Staff’s review 
of commonly available fencing materials at local home improvement stores (wood pickets, vinyl fence 

10’ side street setback 

20’ front setback Home 



panels, chain link, etc.) finds that 42 or 48 inches (3 ½ or 4 foot) is typical.  Staff also notes that examples 
of non-conforming front yard fencing exist throughout our community.  Although there have been no 
variance requests for front yard fencing in the past five years, staff nevertheless suggests that such an 
adjustment be considered. 
 
The proposed text change is below.  Additions are shown in bold/underline; deletions are shown in 
strikethrough. 
  
Amend Section 154.021(A) to read: 
 

(A) Solid fences or walls not exceeding six feet in height (excluding M-1 and M-2 zones) are 
permitted in all yards except front yards and side street side yards. Essential retaining walls are 
permitted in required front yards or side street side yards provided they do not extend above the 
ground being retained by more than 18 inches. Fences up to three four feet in height and not 
more than 50% solid are permitted in the required front-yard or side street side yard, with 
placement on the lot line. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission set a public hearing to consider an amendment to Section 154.021 (Fences or 
Walls) at the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, August 6, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall 
Commission Chambers. 



Mount Pleasant, Michigan City Code

§ 99.11  TREE MAINTENANCE; OBSTRUCTIONS PROHIBITED.

   (A)   Any tree, bush or shrub projecting upon or over any public highway or public place shall be kept
trimmed by the owner of the property on which said tree, bush or shrub is located to a minimum of nine
feet from the natural ground level. No tree, bush or shrub on any private property shall obstruct the light
of any public street lighting or obstruct the view of any traffic sign or signs erected by the city or any
public governmental unit.

   (B)   If the Director of Public Works determines that any tree, bush or shrub is a danger to the public
health, safety or welfare, the Director shall notify the owner of the private property upon which said tree,
bush or shrub is growing, by personal service or certified mail at the owner's last address, as shown in
the record of the City Assessor, notifying said owner to trim, treat, prune or remove such tree, bush or
shrub.

   (C)   If an owner of any private property so notified concerning the trimming or removal of any tree,
bush or shrub has not removed, trimmed or treated the same within 15 days after mailing of the
aforesaid notice, or does not have an appeal pending, the Director of Public Works is authorized or
remove, treat to trim the same and to charge the owner for the cost thereof.

   (D)   Any owner receiving a notice under division (B) above, shall have the right to appeal the
determination of the Director of Public Works by submitting a written request for hearing to the
Commission within ten days of receipt of the notice. The request for hearing shall be directed to the
Commission, at City of Mount Pleasant, City Hall, Mount Pleasant, MI 48858. The request for hearing
shall stay the actions of the Director of Public Works until real determination by the Commission. The
Commission shall notify the owner, in writing, by personal service or certified mail, at least seven days
prior to the regularly scheduled meeting of the Commission of when the public hearing shall be held,
The owner may appear before the Commission personally, by agents or may submit his/her objection to
the actions of the Director of Public Works in writing. The Commission may confirm, amend or reverse
the instructions of the Director of Public Works and shall determine the date for compliance by the
owner, with 15 days after the date of the public hearing. The Commission shall transmit in writing the
finding of fact and report of its action to the Director of Public Works and the owner.

   (E)   When the Division of Public Works has removed, trimmed or treated any offending tree, bush or
shrub on private property, or has paid for such trimming, treating or removal, the owner shall be charged
the actual cost of said removal plus accrued interest at the rate of 1% per month from the date of
completion of said work. If the same is not paid by the owner of the private property on which the tree,
bush or shrub is located, the same shall be charged to the owner by the city, and said charge shall be due
and payable at the time of payment of such tax bill.

   (F)   Where the full amount due the city is not paid by such owner within 60 days after the trimming,
pruning, treatment or removal of such prohibited growth, as set forth in divisions (C) and (E), above,
then, the Director of Public Works shall cause to be recorded in the Treasurer's Office of the city a sworn
statement showing the cost and expense incurred for the work and the date, place or property on which
said work was done. The recording of such statement shall constitute a lien on the property and shall
remain in full force and effect for the amount due in principal and interest until final payment has been
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made and shall be collected in the manner provided by law for the collection of taxes; further, the total
amount shall be subject to a delinquent penalty of 1% per month in the event same is not paid in full on
or before the date the tax bill upon which said charge appears becomes delinquent; said sworn
statements recorded in accordance with the provision hereof, shall be notice to every person concerned
that the amount of the statement, plus interest, constitutes a charge against the property described in the
statement and that the same is due.

(Ord. 545, passed 3-6-78)  Penalty, see § 99.99

§ 99.30  RULE 1.4 TREE TRIMMING.

   (A)   General requirements.

      (1)   The trees shall be pruned by removal of all dead, diseased, broken and crossing branches.

      (2)   Live branches shall be removed to maintain the natural shape and appearance of the trees.
Mutilation and loss of characteristic shape of the trees shall be prohibited.

      (3)   Selective removal of complete limb or limbs shall be performed rather than excessive clipping
with pruners i.e., a “hedge trimming” effect shall be avoided.

      (4)   Saw or pruner cuts shall be flush with the parent limbs or trunk of the tree.

      (5)   Limbs shall be precut, using a three-cut technique to prevent splitting or stripping of bark.
Ropes shall be used for lowering cut branches where necessary to prevent damage to trees, conductors,
fences, cars and other property.

      (6)   No “hangers” shall be left in the trees after pruning is completed.

      (7)   All old stubs shall be removed and treated. All old scars shall be inspected and if not healing
properly, shall be retraced and treated.

      (8)   The lower branches of the tree shall be raised (where the top is sufficient to maintain balanced
life) to a height of 14 feet above the traveled portion of the street at the curb line and seven feet above
the sidewalk and outlawn areas.

      (9)   Tools used to prune suspected or diseased trees shall be disinfected before being used on
another tree.

   (B)   Pruning procedures and scope of work.  Any tree large enough to support a trimmer shall be
climbed and trimmed. It will not be deemed sufficient for the trimmer to remain on the ground and trim
trees with a pruning pole unless agreed upon by the Director of Public Works.

      (1)   Light pruning. The removal of dead wood, suckers, crossed branches and stubs up to one-inch
in diameter.

      (2)   Medium pruning. The work will include all of item 1 (light pruning) plus branches up to four
inches in diameter. Wounds are to be treated with a tree paint containing napthamoleacitec acid.

      (3)   Heavy pruning. Work will include items 1 (light pruning) and 2 (medium pruning) above. Also
include the removal of limbs over four inches in diameter. Items 1, 2, and 3 above will include topping
(pollarding), trace and paint, treatment for girdling roots, installation of supporting cables and/or bolting
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and sectional cavity repair work when specifically requested by the Director of Public Works.

      (4)   Shaping. If in obtaining the desired shape, trees are rendered unsightly due to lack of symmetry,
further pruning to restore their appearance shall be carried out. The extent of such shaping shall be
governed by the location and type of tree, the nature of its surroundings, and the like. Full shaping will
consist of:

         (a)   The removal or shortening by natural methods of branches in the crown of the tree. Sufficient
growth must be left on a cut back branch to keep it alive and when possible the branch being shortened
shall be cut back far enough to preserve the natural appearance of the tree.

         (b)   Side pruning shall not be so severe as to restrict the tree's ability to produce the food
necessary for healthy growth. Top growth shall not be reduced a greater amount than that permissible for
the species as listed below:

      50%-Silver Maple, Willow, Poplar and other fast-growing varieties

      40%-Basswood, Elm, Walnut, Ash

      14-20%-Beech, Norway and Sugar Maples and other slow-growing species

   (C)   Pruning and utility wires.

      (1)   Any line clearing operation shall provide adequate clearance for all power and communications
circuits, including primary service leads, as well as strain and anchor guys attached to the poles or
structures of the line.

      (2)   Limbs under conductors. Limbs growing up into the conductors from the side of a tree shall be
removed at the main trunk. If this appears impractical or inadvisable, the limbs shall be shortened to
avoid whipping up into the line.

      (3)   Limbs parallel with conductors. Limbs growing out from the side of a tree, parallel with
conductors, and could sway into the lines, shall be removed if practical, or shortened.

      (4)   Overhanging limbs. Limbs directly over the conductors shall be removed if practical; otherwise,
they shall be shortened sufficiently to prevent their dropping in to the wires under the additional weight
of snow or ice.

      (5)   Dead limbs. All dead limbs shall be removed.

   (D)   Hazardous trees.

      (1)   Reporting.  Any person engaged in trimming or pruning who becomes aware of a tree of
doubtful strength which could be dangerous to persons and property shall report it to the Director of
Public Works. Such trees shall include those that are over mature, diseased, or showing signs of decay.

      (2)   Diagnosis. Trees of doubtful strength shall be bored at the base with a ½-inch auger to
determine the amount of dead wood. At least three borings shall be made. Borings shall also be made in
the wood surrounding doubtful areas in the trunk or main branches as may be indicated by exposed
wood, frost cracks, bulges or sunken areas. These procedures shall be performed by the city.

      (3)   Test holes to be plugged. Test holes in all trees left standing following diagnosis shall be
plugged with bark around the holes with a knife. The end of the dowel shall be flush with the wood and
the wound treated with a tree wound dressing.
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(Ord. 545, passed 3-6-78)  Penalty, see § 99.99
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 

 
TO: Planning Commission  
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: September 3, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: TC-15-08: U (University District) setbacks 
 
You will recall that Section 154.087 (U University District) was added to the zoning ordinance in 2013 to 
provide for a unique zoning district for certain properties falling within the jurisdiction of Central 
Michigan University.  At the time the new zoning district was contemplated, no consideration was given 
to the handling of setbacks from properties in other zoning districts to those falling within the new 
district.   
 
City staff has received a formal communication from Central Michigan University (attached) requesting 
that the City implement a minimum 10 foot setback where a parcel is adjacent to the U district.  In many 
zoning districts, the minimum setbacks meet or exceed this requirement.  Exceptions including C-1 (6.5 
side, 0 rear); C-2 (no setbacks required); C-3 (6.5 side, 0 rear); OS-1 (6 side); R-2 (7.5 side); R-3 (6.5 
side); R-4 (6 side); M-1 (6.5 side); and M-2 (6.5 side).  The proposed change would impact only those 
properties with a common lot line with a property zoned U; under current zoning, those properties are 
identified on the attached map and summarized in the table below. 
  

Zoning district Parcels 
Current 
setback Setbacks which increase under 

proposal 
Side  Rear  

C-3 General Business 23 6.5 0 Side and rear 
M-2 Multiple Family 

Residential 
6 6.5 25 Side 

R-1 Residential 3 10 25  
R-2 Residential 19 7.5 25 Side 

RCD Research Center 2 50 75  
 
In order to implement the setback requested by CMU, staff recommends the following text change to 
Section 154.095 of the zoning ordinance.  Additions are shown in bold/underline. 
 
Amend the table in Section 154.095 to read: 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area by Zoning District 

Zoning 
District 

Area in Sq. 
Ft. or 
Acres 

Width in 
Ft. 
Measured 
at Building 
Line 

Maximum 
Height of 
Structures 

Minimum Yard Setback (Per Lot 
in Ft.) 

Minimum 
Floor Area 
per 
Dwelling 
Unit 

Stories Ft. Front Each Side Rear 

A 2 acres 300 2.5 35 30 25 25 1,000 

R-1 15,000(s) 100(g) 2.5 35 30(a) 10(b)(t) 25 1,000(d) 

R-2 9,800(s) 75(g) 2.5 35 25(a) 7.5(b)(t) 25 1,000(d) 

R-3 8,000(f)(s) 65(g) 2.5 35 20(a) 6.5(b)(t) 25 900(d) 

R-4 6,000(f)(s) 50(g) 2.5 35 20(a) 6(b)(t) 25 800(d) 

M-1 8,000 66 2.5 35 20(a) 6.5(c)(r)(t) 25(p) (e)(h)(i) 

M-2 5,000 50 2.5 35 20(a) 6.5(c)(r)(t) 25(p) (e)(i) 

C-1       28 17 6.5(j)(t) 0(K)(Q)(t)   

C-2       75   (t) (t)   

C-3   60   35 50(a)(1) 6.5(m)(t) 0(K)(Q)(t)   

I-1       75 30 20(o) 30(o)   

OS-1 8,000 60   40 20 6(n)(t) 25   

RCD       75 75 50 75   

 
Amend Section 154.095 to add: 

(t) Where the abutting property is in the U zoning district, the minimum setback shall 
be the greater of 10 feet or the district setback. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission set a public hearing to consider a text change to Section 154.095 of the zoning 
ordinance at the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, October 1, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in the City 
Hall Commission Chambers.   
 
Attachments: 
1. Correspondence from Stephen Lawrence dated August 11, 2015 
2. Map of properties sharing a property boundary with the U district 
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Kain, Jacob

From: Lawrence, Stephen P <lawre1sp@cmich.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 5:11 PM

To: Kain, Jacob

Subject: RE: U district setbacks

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jacob, 

 

Please accept this email as a formal request from Central Michigan University for a 10 foot setback for all zoning districts 

that abut the U District.  Please call if further clarification is required. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Steve  

 

 

Steve Lawrence 

Associate Vice President 

Facilities Management 

Central Michigan University 

119 Central Energy Facility 

Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48859 

(989) 774-7473 

Lawre1sp@cmich.edu  

From: Kain, Jacob [mailto:jkain@mt-pleasant.org]  

Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 12:41 PM 

To: Lawrence, Stephen P <lawre1sp@cmich.edu> 

Subject: U district setbacks 

 

Hi Steve, 

 

I know we have discussed this informally, and Bill indicated he heard from you that CMU is interested in having a 10’ 

setback to properties in the U district from buildings in any other zoning district.  Is that accurate?  Would you mind 

providing me with a request in writing so that I can include it in my packet to the Planning and City Commissions?  If we 

take action on the item beginning in September we could likely have something codified by the end of the calendar year. 

 

Appreciate it. 

Jacob 

 

Jacob Kain 

City Planner 

City of Mt. Pleasant 

320 W. Broadway 

Mt. Pleasant, MI  48858 

(989) 779-5346 

www.mt-pleasant.org 





 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 

 
TO: Planning Commission  
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: September 3, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: TC-15-09: Appeals, Variances and other procedures of the Zoning Board of Appeals  
 
At the June 22, 2015 City Commission meeting, a referral was made to staff to review City ordinances 
and forms related to the application to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The City Attorney has completed 
that review and provided a draft ordinance which seeks to clarify the role of the Zoning Board of Appeals 
and the process by which appeals, variances, and other actions are filed and considered by that board. 
 
The draft ordinance includes text changes to the following: 

 Section 154.162 (Zoning Board of Appeals) 
 Section 154.163 (Appeals; Conditions) 
 Section 154.164 (Variances) 
 Section 154.165 (Zoning District Interpretation) 
 Section 154.166 (Hearing Procedures) 
 Section 154.171 (Special Use Permits) 

 
The attached memorandum from the City Attorney provides more specifics on the substance of the 
proposed text changes. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission set a public hearing to consider text changes to Sections 154.162, 154.163, 
154.164, 154.165, 154.166, and 154.171 at the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, October 1, 
2015 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Commission Chambers.   
 
Attachments: 
1. Memorandum from City Attorneys Scott G. Smith and Nicholas Curcio 
2. Draft ordinance 

 



 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

From: Scott Smith & Nicholas Curcio 

Date: August 26, 2015 

Re: Zoning Board of Appeals Ordinance 

 At the request of the City Commission, we prepared a proposed ordinance amendment regarding the 
powers and jurisdiction of the zoning board of appeals (the “ZBA”).  The amendment is primarily intended 
to clarify the procedures and standards applied by the ZBA when hearing different types of matters.  Most 
notably, the amendment would: 

1. Eliminate outdated and unnecessary verbiage in Section 154.162, making it easier to read and 
more consistent with the Zoning Enabling Act. 

2. Clarify that the ZBA hears 3 distinct types of matters: (a) appeals from the Planning Commission 
and other zoning officials; (b) variance requests; and (c) requests for advisory opinions 
interpreting the zoning ordinance.  In the current ordinance, it is not always clear which 
provisions/requirements apply to which type of matter.  The amendment would eliminate these 
ambiguities by providing a comprehensive explanation of each type of matter in a separate 
section.  (Sections 154.163 through 154.165.) 

3. Explain the standard of review and applicable hearing procedures for appeals from Planning 
Commission decisions. 

4. Specifically list the parties that can file applications to appeal and requests for advisory opinions 
interpreting the zoning ordinance.  See Sections 154.163(A) and 154.165.  These provisions are 
designed to prevent disputes regarding the ZBA’s jurisdiction. 

5. Clarify that the ZBA lacks authority to impose new conditions while affirming the grant of a special 
use permit.  The rationale for this change is that the Planning Commission is better situated than 
the ZBA to impose conditions, and that it is therefore more appropriate for the ZBA to reverse an 
unsupported special use decision than to affirm the decision based on newly imposed conditions. 

 We trust this memorandum provides a general overview of the proposed amendment.  We would be 
happy to address any concerns or questions you might have. 
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PLCITY COMMISSION 
CITY OF MOUNT PLEASANT 

Isabella County, Michigan 

Commissioner _______________, supported by Commissioner _______________, moved adoption of 
the following ordinance: 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTIONS 154.162 THROUGH 154.166, AND SECTION 
154.171, OF THE MT. PLEASANT ZONING ORDINANCES TO DEFINE THE POWERS 
AND JURISDICTION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

It is Hereby Ordained by the People of the City of Mount Pleasant: 

Section 1. Amendment.  Sections 154.162, 154.163, 154,164, 154.165, 154.166, and 154.171 of the 
Mt. Pleasant Zoning Ordinances are amended to read as follows: 

 Sec. 154.162. Zoning Board of Appeals. 

(A) (A) Powers. The Zoning Board of Appeals, created under the provisions shall have all 
powers granted by state law and this chapter. 

(B) Composition. The Zoning Board of Public Act 207 of 1921, being M.C.L.A. §§ 125.581 - 
125.592,Appeals shall be composed as amended is continued. Thisfollows: 

(1) Regular Members.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall consist of six regular members 
appointed by the City Commission. One of the regular members of the Zoning Board of Appeals 
shall be a member of the Planning Commission. The 

(2) Alternate Members. The City Commission may appoint an alternate member for the same 
term as regular members. The alternate member may be called to serve as a member of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals in the absence of a regular member if the regular member will be unable 
to attend 1 or more meetings. An alternate member may also be called to serve as a member for 
the purpose of reaching a decision on a case in which the member has abstained for reasons of 
conflict of interest. The alternate member appointed shall serve in the case until a final decision is 
made. An alternate member serving on the Zoning Board of Appeals has the same voting rights 
as a regular member. 

(3) Qualifications.  All members shall be qualified electors of the city and shall, insofar as is 
possible, be representative of the entire city. Four shall constitute a quorum. 

(4) Terms.  The terms of office for members appointed to the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be 
for three years, except for members serving because of their membership on the Planning 
Commission or legislative body, whose terms shall be limited to the time they are members of 
those bodies. When members are first appointed, the appointments may be for less than three 
years to provide for staggered terms. 

(1)(5) Vacancies.  A successor shall be appointed not more than one month after the term of 
the preceding member has expired. Vacancies for unexpired terms shall be filled for the 
remainder of the term.     

(B) The Board is granted all powers provided under Public Act 207 of 1921, being M.C.L.A. §§125.581 - 
125.592 as amended.  A concurring vote of four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be 
necessary to reverse any decision of the Building Official, other city official, board or commission to 
decide in favor of the application on a matter upon which the Board is required to pass under this 
chapter or to effect a variation in this chapter. 

(C) Further, the Board may interpret the zoning map and text. The Zoning Board shall not have the power 
to alter or change the zone district classification of a property, nor make any changes in the terms of 
this chapter. 



DW DRAFT 8.26.15 

Page 2 of 12 
GRAPIDS 57654-1 372568v1 

(D) In accordance with Public Act 180 of 1979, being M.C.L.A. § 125.585, as amended, the Commission 
may appoint an alternate for the same term as regular members. The alternate may be called to 
serve in the absence of a regular member if a regular member is absent from or unable to attend two 
or more consecutive Board meetings or for a period of more than 30 consecutive days. An alternate 
member may serve for the purpose of reaching a decision on a case in which a regular member has 
abstained for reasons of conflict of interest. The alternate appointed shall serve in the case until a 
final decision has been made. The voting rights of an alternate are the same as the regular member. 

(E) The Zoning Board of Appeals shall have power to adopt rules and regulations for its own government, 
not inconsistent with law or with the provisions of this and any other ordinance of the city. 

(F) Meetings.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall not conduct business unless a majority of the regular 
members of the Zoning Board of Appeals are present. 

(B)(C) (G) Meetings of the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be held at the call of the 
chairperson and at other times as the Zoning Board of Appeals in its rules of proceduresprocedure 
may specify. The chairperson, or, in his or herthe chairperson’s absence, the acting chairperson may 
administer oaths and compel the attendance of witnesses.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
maintain a record of its proceedings which shall be filed in the office of the City Clerk. 

(H) Meetings of Applications to the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be held to consider pending.  All 
applications to the Zoning Board of Appeals (including applications for appeals, appeal, applications 
for variances, and applications for advisory decisions interpreting the zoning interpretations. Meetings 
shall be called by the chairpersonordinance or his/hermap) shall be filed with the Secretary of the 
Board or the Secretary’s designee. 

(I) Hearings of the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be open to the public in compliance with Public Act 
267 of 1976, being M.C.L.A. §§ 15.261 - 15.275, as amended. 

(C)(D) (J) , accompanied by the applicable filing fee.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
keep complete minutes of its proceedings of its official actions and the vote of each member on each 
question. All decisions shall contain a statement of findings and conclusions, specifying the basis for 
the decision. The minutes shall be filed in the city offices and shall be a matter of public record. 
Copies of the proceedings shall be filed in the office of the clerk of the City CommissionCity 
Commission may set the amount of the filing fee by resolution. 

(E) Quorum. The Zoning Board of Appeals shall not conduct business unless a majority of the regular 
members of the Zoning Board of Appeals are present.(K) The   

(F) Voting Requirements and Procedures. The concurring vote of a majority of the members of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals is necessary to: (i) reverse an order, requirement, decision, or determination 
of an administrative official or body; (ii) decide in favor of the applicant on a matter upon which the 
Zoning Board of Appeals is required to pass under the zoning ordinance; or (iii) grant a variance.  The 
Zoning Board of Appeals shall specifically state the grounds of any determination, which shall be 
included in the minutes. 

(D)(G) Assistance from City Departments. The Zoning Board of Appeals may call on the cityCity 
departments for assistance in the performance of its duties. 

 Sec. 154.163.  Appeals; Conditions. 

(A) (A) Appeals. Appellate Authority.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall have the power to hear 
andmay decide upon appeals made by an applicant or any aggrieved party from any decision of the 
Planning Commission, Building Official and city boards or commissions charged with the enforcement 
of, Zoning Administrator, or any other city official administering this chapter and appeals of special 
use permits..  No appeal may be made of a decision or other action of the City Commission. 

(E)(B) Application to Appeal. An application of appeal shall be submitted to the Secretary of the 
Board or designee within 30 days of the decision, stating being appealed.  Applications must 
specifically state the grounds for the appeal. The application shall be accompanied by a fee in a 
manner that explains why the amount established bydecision being appealed was in error.  
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Applications should not include new information that was not provided to the City Commissioninitial 
decisionmaker.  

(1) The secretary or designee of the Board shall serve a copy of the appeal to the city official, 
board or commission whose decision is being appealed. A copy of the appeal shall also be sent to the 
Board. The Secretary or the chairperson of the Board shall set a time and place for a public hearing of the 
appeal in accordance with this chapter. 

(C) (2) Standards for Deciding Appeal.  In deciding an appeal, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
affirm the decision being appealed unless such decision is not authorized by law, and is not 
supported by competent, material and substantial evidence.  The Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
consider only the information that provided to the initial decisionmaker. If the Zoning Board of Appeals 
finds the record inadequate to make the review required by this section or finds that additional 
material evidence exists that with good reason was not presented, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
order further review by the initial decisionmaker on conditions that the Zoning Board of Appeals 
considers proper. 

(F)(D) Stay of Enforcement.  An appeal stays all action of the decision appealed, unless the city 
official, board or commission whose decision is being appealed certifies to the Board that a stay 
would cause imminent peril to life or property. In such case, the stay may only be implemented by a 
restraining order. This restraining order may be granted by the Board or by the Circuit Court. 

(B) Conditions.  In hearing and deciding an appeal, the Board of Appeals shall review the case 
within the intent of this chapter. It shall give due regard to the nature and condition of all adjacent uses 
and structures. 

(1)  Sec. 154.164. Variances. 

Variance Authority.  The Zoning Board of Appeals may impose reasonable conditionsgrant variances 
upon an affirmative decision, including conditions necessary to: 

(a) Insure that the affected public services and facilities will accommodate the change in the land 
use or activity; 

(a) (b) Protect the natural environment and conserve natural resources and energy; 

(c) Insure compatibility with adjacent uses of land; and 

(b)(a) (d) Promote the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner. 

(2) Conditions imposed shall do all of the following: 

(c)(a) (a) Be designed to protect natural resources, the health, safety and welfare 
or the social and economic well-being of those who will use the land, use or activity under 
consideration, residents and landowners immediately adjacent to the proposed land use or 
activity, and the community as a whole. 

(d)(a) (b) Be related to the valid exercise of the police power and purposes which 
are affected by the proposed use or activity. 

(e)(a) (c) Be necessary to meet the intent and purpose of the zoning regulations; 
be related to the standards established for the land use or activity under consideration; and 
be necessary to insure compliance with those standards. The conditions imposed with 
respect to the approval of land use or activity shall be recorded in the record of the approval 
action and shall remain unchanged except upon the mutual consent of the approving 
authority and the landowner. The Board shall maintain a record of changes granted in 
conditions. 

Sec. 154.164.  Variances 

(A) Applications for a variance shall be submitted and served in the same manner as provided for 
appeals and shall be accompanied by a fee set by the Commission. The Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
not consider any requests for use variances unless a request to rezone or conditionally rezone the 
property has been denied within the past calendar year.  
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(A) (B) A variance in the provision of this chapter shall be authorized only if the Board finds 
fromfinding based on reasonable evidence that suchthe variance will not be detrimental to adjacent 
property or the surrounding neighborhood and will not impair the intent and purpose of this chapter.  
The Zoning Boardpossibility of Appealsincreased financial return shall state the groundsnot of any 
determination made by the Board which shallitself be included in the minutes.deemed sufficient to 
warrant a variance.   

(C) A variance shall not be granted where the condition for which the variance is sought is so 
general or recurrent as to make reasonably practical the formulation of a general regulation for such 
conditions or situation as part of this chapter. 

(B) (D) Non-Use (Dimensional) Variances. To obtain a non-use or dimensional variance, the 
applicant must show practical difficulty by demonstrating that all of the following conditions exist: 

(1) (1) That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the 
property in question or to the intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other 
properties or classes or uses in the same zoning district; exceptional or extraordinary 
circumstances or conditions normally include: 

(a) (a) Exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific property on the 
effective date of this chapter; 

(b) (b) Exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary situation on the land, 
building or structure; or 

(c) (c) UseExceptional use or development of the property immediately adjoining the 
property in question. 

(2) (2) That such 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. 

(3) (3) That the variance request is not one where the specific conditions pertaining to the 
property are so general or recurrent in nature as to make the formulation of a general regulation 
for such conditions reasonably practicable. 

(4) (4) That the authorizing of such variance will not be a substantial detriment to adjacent 
property. 

(5) (5) That authorizing of the variance will not materially impair the purposes of this chapter or 
the public interest. 

(6) (6) That the need for the variance is not created by any action of the applicant or previous 
owner. 

Use Variances. The Zoning Board of Appeals shall not consider any requests for use variances unless a 
request to rezone or conditionally rezone the property has been denied within the past calendar year. (E)
 The Board of Appeals shall have the power to decide application for use variances from the 
provisions of this chapter for the following conditions: 

(C) (1) Literal To obtain a use variance, the applicant must show that literal enforcement of the 
requirements of this chapter would cause undue hardships to the applicant due tobecause: 

(1) (a) The property cannot be used for purposes permitted in that zone; 

(2) (b) The problem arises because of the property's unique circumstances rather than general 
neighborhood conditions; 

(3) (c) The use variance will not change the essential character of the area; 

(4) (d) The problem is not self-created; and 

(5) (e) The use or development of property immediately adjoining the property in question is not 
adversely effectedaffected due to increase in traffic, noise, odor, vibration, etc.;. 
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(D) (f) Conditions.  The possibilityBoard of increased financial return shall not Appeals may 
impose reasonable conditions on the granting of itself be deemed sufficient to warrant a variance. 

(1) Conditions may be granted for purposes including to: 

(a) Ensure that the affected public services and facilities will accommodate the change in the 
land use or activity; 

(b) Protect the natural environment and conserve natural resources and energy; 

(c) Ensure compatibility with adjacent uses of land; and 

(d) Promote the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner. 

(2) Any condition imposed shall do all of the following: 

(a) Be designed to protect natural resources, the health, safety and welfare or the social and 
economic well-being of those who will use the land, use or activity under consideration, 
residents and landowners immediately adjacent to the proposed land use or activity, and the 
community as a whole. 

(b) Be related to the valid exercise of the police power and purposes which are affected by 
the proposed use or activity. 

(c) Be necessary to meet the intent and purpose of the zoning regulations; be related to the 
standards established for the land use or activity under consideration; and be necessary to 
insure compliance with those standards. The conditions imposed with respect to the approval 
of land use or activity shall be recorded in the record of the approval action and shall remain 
unchanged except upon the mutual consent of the approving authority and the landowner. 
The Board shall maintain a record of changes granted in conditions. 
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Sec. 154.165.  Decisions Interpreting the Zoning District InterpretationOrdinance or Map.  

(A) Where, due to scale, lack Applications Requesting Advisory Decisions. The Zoning Board of 
detail or illegibilityAppeals shall hear and decide applications requesting advisory decisions regarding 
the property interpretation of the zoning ordinance or zoning map a zoning district boundary, but only 
when such application is unclear, the Board shall interpret the exact locationsubmitted by one of the 
boundary line. following:  

(1) The City Commission; 

(2) Any City board or commission created by the Charter, any City ordinance, or any state 
statute; 

(3) Any City official whose position is created by the City Charter, any City ordinance, or any 
state statute; or 

(4) An interested property owner whose property is affected by the ordinance or map (or may be 
affected, depending on the proper interpretation) in a manner not common to other property 
owners in the City. 

(E)(B) Standards for Interpreting the Zoning Map. When rendering any decision involving the 
interpretation of the zoning map, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall use the following standards to 
make its determination: 

(1) (A) Zoning district boundary lines shall follow lot lines and the center lines of alleys, streets, 
rights-of-way or watercourses. 

(2) (B) In unsubdividedWith respect to property that is not subdivided, or where a zoning district 
divides a recorded lot, the location of any boundary shall be determined by use of the map scale. 

(3) (C) If after application of the foregoing rules, uncertainty still exists as to the exact location of 
a zoning district boundary, the Board shall determine and fix the location of line in a reasonable 
manner to best accomplish the purposes of this chapter. 

Sec. 154.166.   Hearing Procedure. 

(A) An application to the Zoning Board of Appeals may be made by any property owner, tenant, or 
a governmental office, department, board or bureau. Such application shall be filed with the Secretary of 
the Board, who shall transmit it with all the plans, specifications and other papers pertaining to the 
application, to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

(B)  

(A) (1) TheUpon receiving an application, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall fix a reasonable 
time for a hearing. A notice shall be given in a newspaper of general circulation no less than 15 days 
prior to the hearing. The publication notice shall include the time and location of the hearing. Notice 
shall also be sent by mail or personal delivery to the owners of property for which approval is being 
considered. Notice shall also be sent to all persons to whom real property is assessed within 300 feet 
of the property and to the occupants of all structures within 300 feet of the property regardless of 
whether the property or occupant is located in the zoning jurisdiction. 

(B) The notices shall be given not less than 15 days before the date the application will be 
considered for approval. If the name of the occupant is not known, the term "occupant" may be used 
in making notification under this section. (2) The notices shall be given not less than 15 days before 
the date the application will be considered for approval. If the name of the occupant is not known, the 
term "occupant" may be used in making notification under this section. The notice shall do all of the 
following: describe the request, and indicate that the property that is the subject of the request. The 
notice shall include a listing of all existing street addresses within the property. The notice shall 
include a listing of all existing street addresses within the property. Street addresses do not need to 
be created and listed if no such addresses currently exist with the property. If there are no street 
addresses, other means of identification may be used. The notice shall also list when and where the 
request will be considered and indicate when and where written comments will be received 
concerning the request. An affidavit of mailing shall be maintained. 
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(C) (C) The Board of Appeals may recess a hearing to gather additional information, to make site 
inspections, or to engage in any activities as may be necessary to make a proper decision on the 
matter before it. The Zoning Board of Appeals shall reconvene the hearing within 30 days of the 
original hearing date. The reconvened hearing date shall be announced at the original hearing. This 
announcement shall constitute proper notification. 

Sec. 154.171.   Special Use Permits. 

A land use designated as a 'special use' in a particular zoning district is one that, because of its 
inherent nature, extent, or external effects, generally is not permitted in the district but could be if 
subject to standards and restrictions to ensure the use is located, designed, and operated in a 
manner harmonious with neighboring development and does not adversely affect the public health, 
safety, and general welfare. The Special Use Permit shall be granted if the Planning Commission 
finds that the proposed use conforms, or can be altered to conform, to all of the criteria for approval 
for Special Use Permits [see §§ 154.171(A) and (C)]. 

(A) (A) Criteria for special use permits.   The Zoning Ordinance imposes the following general 
requirements on the use requested by the applicant. Under each requirement, the applicant should 
explain, in writing with supporting evidence, how the proposed use satisfies the requirements. For 
those requirements where there is potential for negative or adverse effects, applicant will propose 
measures to mitigate such effects. 

(1) (1) The special use shall be one listed as a permitted special use for the zoning district in 
which the property is located and the special use shall be consistent with the intent and purpose 
of this chapter and the objectives of the currently adopted Master Plan. 

(2) (2) The special use shall be designed, constructed and maintained in a manner which 
reflects or enhances the character of the surrounding neighborhood within 300 feet measured lot 
line to lot line. The special use shall be operated in a manner compatible with surrounding land 
uses within 300 feet. Compatibility includes, but is not limited to, hours of operation and 
environmental effects (e.g. noise, light, traffic, intensity of use, density). 

(3) (3) Applicant shall demonstrate how the exterior structure is compatible with the surrounding 
area (defined as adjacent and/or abutting properties including those properties separated by 
streets alleys or other rights-of-way) and how the use is compatible with surrounding land uses. 

(4) (4) The special use shall not interfere with the general enjoyment of the surrounding area 
(defined as adjacent and/or abutting properties including those properties separated by streets 
alleys or other rights-of-way). 

(5) (5) The applicant shall indicate how the special use will not have an adverse impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood within 300 feet in regards to traffic, noise, architectural compatibility, 
hours of operation, light, odors, etc. 

(6) (6) The special use shall not be hazardous to the adjacent property, or involve uses, 
activities, materials or equipment which will be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of 
persons or property through the excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, odor, fumes or 
glare. 

(7) (7) The special use shall be adequately served by the existing capacity of essential public 
facilities and services, or it shall be demonstrated that the person responsible for the proposed 
special use shall be able to continually provide adequately for the services and facilities deemed 
essential to the special use under consideration. 

(B) (B) Conditions and fees for special use permits. 

(1) (1) The Planning Commission may impose conditions to insure compliance with the 
standards of this chapter. Such conditions shall be considered an integral part of the special use 
permit and shall be enforced by the Secretary of the Planning Commission. 
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(2) (2) The Planning Commission may require that a cash deposit, certified check, surety bond, 
or other financial guarantee be furnished to insure compliance with all requirements for the 
special use. 

(3) (3) A special use permit shall become effective at the time the application is approved by the 
Planning Commission, and shall be valid regardless of   change of ownership, provided all terms 
and conditions of the permit are met by subsequent owners or users. 

(4) (4) In the event more than one year has elapsed and development has not begun, the 
Planning Commission shall review the permit in relation to the standards and requirements 
currently in effect. If the permit is still in conformance with the provisions of this chapter and there 
has been no change in the conditions affecting the appropriateness of the special use, the permit 
shall remain valid. If there have been changes in either this chapter or conditions affecting the 
appropriateness of the special use permit, the permit shall become void. 

(5) (5) A use for which a special use permit has been granted shall be considered a conforming 
use in the district in which the property is located, provided the permit was issued in conformity 
with the provisions of this chapter and all conditions required by the Commission have been 
complied with and maintained. 

(6) (6) A building permit shall not be issued until the special use permit has been authorized by 
the Planning Commission. 

(7) (7) Property subject to a special use permit may not be used or occupied until a certificate of 
occupancy has been issued. 

(C) (C) Application procedures. 

(1)  

(1) (a)  

(a) Any person owning or having an interest in the property may file with the Secretary of the 
Planning Commission (or the Secretary’s designee) an application accompanied by a non-
refundable fee in accordance with a fee schedule adopted by the City Commission to cover 
thecostthe cost of processing the application. 

(b) (b) A development site plan. Site plans for all special use permits that occupy one 
acre of land area or more must be sealed by a licensed surveyor, engineer, architect or 
community planner. The Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator may waive this 
requirement for due cause. The development site plan must show, at a minimum: 

1. 1. The lot; 

2. 2. All structures, both existing and proposed; 

3. 3. Site improvements; 

4. 4. Parking areas and spaces; 

5. 5. Screening requirements; 

6. 6. Trash container location and screening; 

7. 7. Type and location of exterior lighting; 

8. 8. Signage; 

9. 9. Landscaping features retained and added, including landscape features to be 
removed; 

10. 10. Ratio of green space to lot size; and 

11. 11. Vehicular and pedestrian circulation plans, including vehicular entry and exit 
points, loading areas, sidewalks and bike paths. 
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(c) (c) The Secretary of the Planning Commission (or the Secretary’s designee) shall 
prepare for the applicant (from the city's GIS) a map showing the following within 300 feet of 
the subject property: 

1. 1. Existing land uses; 

2. 2. Zoning designations; 

3. 3. Lot lines; 

4. 4. Buildings; 

5. 5. Municipal utilities; 

6. 6. Municipal trees; and 

7. 7. Streets and alley ways. 

(d) (d) A rendering or photograph of the exterior of the proposed development and that 
of the structures on the surrounding properties. The rendering or photographs will include a 
description of the exterior materials to be used. A photo of an existing building may be used. 

(e) (e) A written statement explaining how the special use shall not substantially injure 
the financial value of surrounding properties, and shall not hinder or discourage the 
appropriate development or use of adjacent properties unless the use is a public necessity. 

(f) (f) A written statement addressing each of the requirements for a special use permit 
as set forth in divisions (A)(1) -(7) and (C)(1)(a). 

(g) (g) When requested by the Planning AdministratorCity’s planning department, or a 
majority of the Planning Commission, additional information shall be provided by the 
applicant such as: 

1. 1. Traffic impact analysis; 

2. 2. Detailed parking and site circulation analysis; 

3. 3. Photographs of the property and surrounding areas; 

4. 4. Environmental impact statement; 

5. 5. Landscape plan; 

6. 6. Any other items deemed necessary; and 

7. 7. An appraisal to indicated the effect of the proposed use on the financial value of 
properties within 300 feet of the subject property. 

(2)  

(2) (a)  

(h)(a) Notice that a special use permit has been requested shall be published. A notice 
shall be given in a newspaper of general circulation no less than 15 days prior to the hearing. 
The publication notice shall include the time and location of the hearing. Notice shall also be 
sent by mail or personal delivery to the owners of property for which approval is being 
considered. Notice shall also be sent to all persons to whom real property is assessed within 
300 feet of the property and to the occupants of all structures within 300 feet of the property 
regardless of whether the property or occupant is located in the zoning jurisdiction. 

(i)(b) The notices shall be given not less than 15 days before the date the application 
will be considered for approval. If the name of the occupant is not known, the term "occupant" 
may be used in making notification under this section. (b) The notices shall be given not 
less than 15 days before the date the application will be considered for approval. If the name 
of the occupant is not known, the term "occupant" may be used in making notification under 
this section. The notice shall do all of the following: describe the request, and indicate that the 
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property that is the subject of the request. The notice shall include a listing of all existing 
street addresses within the property. Street addresses do not need to be created and listed if 
no such addresses currently exist with the property. If there are no street addresses, other 
means of identification may be used. The notice shall also list when and where the request 
will be considered and indicate when and where written comments will be received 
concerning the request. An affidavit of mailing shall be maintained. 

(2)(3) (3) At the time and place set forth in the notice, the Planning Commission shall hold 
a public hearing before a decision on the special use permit request is made. The Planning 
Commission may deny, approve, or approve with conditions, requests for special use permit 
approval. 

(4)  

(4) (a)  

(a) The Planning Commission may impose conditions to ensure compliance with the 
standards of this chapter and to protect the public interest and welfare. Such conditions shall 
be considered an integral part of the special use permit and shall be enforced by the 
Secretary of the Planning Commission, Building Official or Code Enforcement Officer.. Such 
conditions may include, but need not be limited to: 

1. 1. More restrictive sign standards; 

2. 2. Additional open space, landscaping or screening requirements; 

3. 3. Additional yard requirements; 

4. 4. Special lighting requirements; 

5. 5. Time limitations on hours of operation; 

6. 6. Additional parking, off-street parking, and loading requirements; 

7. 7. Additional utility, drainage and public facility requirements; 

8. 8. Additional right-of-way and public access requirements; 

9. 9. Additional requirements to ensure compatibility with the Master Plan; and 

10. 10. Conditions for renewal, extension, expiration, and/or revocation of special use 
permit. 

(b) (b) The decision to attach additional conditions shall specify the basis for the 
decision. The decision on a special use permit shall be incorporated in a statement of finding 
and conclusions relative to the special use permit which specifies the basis for the decision 
and any conditions imposed. 

(3)(5) (5) Upon approval by the Planning Commission, the Secretary shall issue a special 
land use permit to the applicant. 

(4)(6) (6) Within 30 days following the decision on a special use application, an applicant 
or any aggrieved party, including any governmental body or agency, may appeal the decision of 
the Planning Commission to the Zoning Board of Appeals. Upon the filing of an appeal, the 
application and all relevant documents and testimony and the findings and decision of the 
Planning Commission shall be transmitted to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

(5)(7) (7) Conditions imposed with respect to the approval of a special use permit shall be 
recorded in the record of the approval action and remain unchanged except upon the mutual 
consent of the Planning Commission and the landowner. 

(8) Any special use permit conditions changed by the Zoning Board of Appeals shall be reported 
to the Planning Commission and a record of the changes maintained by the Planning Commission. 
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(D) (D) Revocation. A special use permit may be revoked if conditions imposed by the Zoning 
Ordinance and the Planning Commission are not met, provided the following steps have been 
undertaken: 

(1) (1) Upon verification of non-compliance by the Building Official or Zoning Administrator, a 
notification shall be sent to the property owner informing them of the non-compliance. The owner 
shall be notified by certified mail and given 30 days from the mailing date to bring the property 
into compliance. 

(2) (2) If the property is not brought into compliance within 30 days of mailing date of non-
compliance, the Zoning Administration shall send written communication to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals requesting a public hearing be held to revoke the special use permit. 

(3) (3) The hearing before the Zoning Board of Appeals to consider revocation of a special use 
permit shall follow the provisions of § 154.163166 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Section 2. Publication and Effective Date.  The City Clerk shall cause to be published a notice of 
adoption of this ordinance within 10 days of the date of its adoption.  This ordinance shall take effect 30 
days after its adoption. 

YEAS:  Commissioner(s)           

NAYS: Commissioner(s)           

ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)           

ABSENT:  Commissioner(s)           

 

 

[CERTIFICATION ON NEXT PAGE] 

 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATION 

As the City Clerk of the City of Mount Pleasant, Isabella County, Michigan, I certify this is a true and 
complete copy of an ordinance adopted by the Mount Pleasant City Commission at a regular meeting 
held on __________, 2015. 

       
Date:  ____________, 2015 James Holton, Mayor 

       
Date:  ____________, 2015 Jeremy Howard, City Clerk 
 
 
PC Hearing: _______________, 2015 
Introduced: _______________, 2015 
Adopted: _______________, 2015 
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Published: _______________, 2015 
Effective: _______________, 2015 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission  

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: September 3, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: SUP-14-12 / SPR-14-18 request for extension 

 

The Planning Commission approved Special Use Permit 14-12 under the Mission Redevelopment 

Overlay Zone for the construction of a mixed use development at 915 E. Broomfield at their meeting on 

September 4, 2014.  Per Section 154.171(B)(4) (Special Use Permits) of the zoning ordinance: 

 

In the event more than one year has elapsed and development has not begun, the Planning 

Commission shall review the permit in relation to the standards and requirements currently in 

effect.  If the permit is still in conformance with the provisions of this chapter and there has been 

no change in the conditions affecting the appropriateness of the special use, the permit shall 

remain valid.  If there have bene changes in either this chapter or conditions affecting the 

appropriateness of the special use permit, the permit shall become void.  

 

The applicant – 915 E. Broomfield LLC – has requested an extension of the special use permit for a 

period of one year.  There are no proposed changes to the previously approved site plan or elevations.  

Likewise, there have been no changes to the zoning ordinance since the initial approval that would 

prevent extension of the special use permit.   

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

The Planning Commission grant an extension of SUP-14-12 through September 4, 2016 subject to the 

following condition: 

 

1. All prior conditions of approval related to SUP-14-12 shall remain in effect. 

 

Attachments: 

1. Request for extension 

2. Approved site plan and elevations 

4. September 4, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes (excerpt)  

 

 





915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

0' 20'

40 SPACES

13 SPACES

(8) 4 BEDROOM TOWNHOME UNITS = 32 BEDS

SECOND FLOOR
(2) 2 BEDROOM FLATS

= 4 BEDS

FIRST FLOOR
COMMERCIAL SPACE

2500 SF TOTAL BEDS = 36

MASONRY DUMPSTER/RECYLING
ENCLOSURE

BICYCLE PARKING

E. 
BR

OO
MF

IEL
D 

RD
.

EVANS ST.

N

6' MASONRY SCREEN WALL

SITE PLAN

241' - 6"
13

2'-
0"

38'-6" 87'-10"

129'-0"

86'-4"

915 E. BROOMFIELD

915 E. BROOMFIELD

TOTAL UNITS = 10
TOTAL BEDS = 36
TOTAL COMMERCIAL SPACE = 2500 SF
TOTAL PARKING SPACES = 40 + 13 = 53 SPACES

DESCRIPTION: Lots 40 and 41 and the South 1/2 of Lot 39 of Prospect Park
No. 3, according to the Plat recorded in Liber 6 of Plats, page 353, City of Mt. Pleasant, Isabella County, Michigan.

915 E. BROOMFIELD:   EXISTING ZONING  = C3

ZONING = C3

ZONING = C3

ZONING = R3
ZO

NI
NG

 =
 C3

ZO
NI

NG
 =

 O
S-1

21
'-0

"
18

'-0
"

9'-0"

8' EASEMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY
FOR SIDEWALK PURPOSES
LIBER 715, PAGE 122

18'-0"

9'-0"

ROW

30'-0"

30'-0"

33'-0" 33'-0"

EXISTING BLDG

EXISTING BUILDNG

BLDG MOUTED
LIGHTING, TYPICAL

LIGHTING

LIGHTING ON 
12' POLE

211'-5"



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

METAL PANEL SMART SIDE
ENGINEERED SIDINGMETAL PANELSSMARTSIDE ENGINEERED

SIDINGBRICK CEMENT BOARD
SMOOTH PANEL

VIEW FROM E. BROOMFIELD LOOKING EAST

NOTE: ALL SIGNAGE TO MEET SIGN ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
SIGNAGE SHOWN FOR CONCEPT AND LOCATION ONLY. TYPICAL ALL VIEWS

BRICK



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

WEST ELEVATION

0' 16'

26'-0"

35
'-0

"

SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED SIDING

BRICK
SMOOTH CEMENT BOARD
PANELS

BRICK METAL PANEL

MASONRY SCREEN WALLMASONRY ENCLOSURE



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

SOUTH ELEVATIONNOTE: ALL SIGNAGE TO MEET SIGN ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
SIGNAGE SHOWN FOR CONCEPT AND LOCATION ONLY. TYPICAL ALL VIEWS

0' 10'

26
'-0

"

35
'-0

"

24
'-0

"

33
'-1

0"
6'-

2"

METAL PANEL SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED
SIDINGBRICK BRICK

5'-
8"

MASONRY SCREENWALL



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

BRICK

SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED SIDING

BRICK

METAL PANEL SIGNAGE BACKGROUND

ALUMINUM STOREFRONT

VIEW FROM E. BROOMFIELD LOOKING NE

METAL PANEL



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

6' MASONRY SCREEN WALL

VIEW FROM EVANS LOOKING SOUTH

METAL PANELS
SMOOTH CEMENT BOARD PANELS SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED SIDINGBRICK

BRICK



915 E. BROOMFIED ROAD  | BROOMFIELD LOFTS  | PLANNING REVIEW | 72960001  |  08.11.2014

BRICK SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED
SIDING

6' MASONRY SCREEN WALL

CEMENT BOARD
SMOOTH PANELS ALUM. CLAD WINDOWS

MASONRY BASEBRICK

SMARTSIDE ENGINEERED SIDING

VIEW FROM E. BROOMFIELD LOOKING WEST



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

September 4, 2014 

Page 5 

 

 

Ed Roberts, 823 E. Broadway, addressed the Board, noting that he met with Mr. Messick on 

several occasions and noted that Mr. Messick has alleviated some of his concerns.  He noted 

however, that his main concern was pushing commercial uses into residential neighborhoods.    

He expressed his appreciation to Mr. Messick for his offer to replant the vegetation. 

 

Linda Dielman, 908 E. Broadway, addressed the Board, noting that she met with Mr. Messick by 

chance when she saw him conferring with Mr. Roberts.  Mrs. Dielman expressed that Mr. 

Messick made it sound as if this request was a "done deal" so basically was wondering what they 

could do to make it better for the neighbors.  Mrs. Dielman noted that the trees that will be 

removed from the lot are 80 year old trees and will not be able to be transplanted as Mr. Messick 

stated, and noted that they would likely be much younger trees and this was only being done for 

Mr. Roberts.  Mrs. Dielman stated she feels that the area is becoming less of a neighborhood and 

becoming more and more commercial. 

 

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

 

Mrdeza reported that he had received a phone call from a neighboring property owner who 

shared concerns regarding fencing and lighting, which he shared with Mr. Messick. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa asked Chairman Holtgreive if he felt that a six foot wooden fence is 

enough of a buffer.  Chairman Holtgreive stated he did not, and did not feel it would provide any 

sound protection. 

 

Discussion on the fences that have been required for other areas, i.e., Belle Tire, were discussed. 

 

Chairman Holtgreive asked Mr. Messick if his plan was to transplant trees or place new 

plantings.  Mr. Messick stated that they would transplant what they could and would add others.  

He noted also that if they will be required to put in a masonry wall, then there would be no need 

to replace the trees. 

 

It was noted that the fence would be discussed further during the site plan review. 

 

Motion by Lents, support by Holtgreive to approve SUP-14-11 from Jim Messick for the 

property located at 821 E. Broadway to allow the demolition of the existing 775-sf residential 

structure to allow for parking improvements with the following condition: 

 

1. The applicant shall comply with all site plan review requirements. 

 

Motion approved 8:1. 

 

C. SUP-14-12 - 915 E. Broomfield 
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Bean introduced Case SUP-14-12 submitted by 915 E. Broomfield LLC, noting that this was a 

request under the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone for a new mixed use building with both 

retail and residential space.  Bean explained that under the Mission Redevelopment Overlay 

Zone, there is no separate site plan.  In addition, he noted that the Planning Commission is 

authorized to grant waivers to traditional standards if the request is found to advance the goals 

and objectives of the Master Plan and meet the Design Considerations for Mission Street as 

adopted by the City in 2009. 

 

Bean shared an aerial view of the site, noting that there is currently a Charter Communications 

operation at the site.  The property is zoned C-3 and is connected with the C-3 properties that run 

along Mission Street. 

 

Bean shared the surrounding land uses, noting that to the east there is R-3 single-family 

residential; to the north is C-3 Commercial; to the south is Multi-family residential, zoned OS-1 

and to the west is C-3 Commercial. 

 

Bean explained that the development will include 10 residential units for a total of 36 occupants 

(two 2-bedroom units and eight 4-bedroom units), along with approximately 2,500-sf of 

unspecified commercial space.  Bean further explained that the project includes two buildings; 

one two-story building and one three-story building. 

 

Bean shared photos of the existing site from various angles, noting the staging of the Charter 

Communication trucks. 

 

Bean reviewed the criteria necessary for approving a special use permit under the Mission 

Redevelopment Overlay Zone as noted: 

(a) The project will be designed to advance the design considerations for Mission Street of 

current adoption; 

(b)      The project will be consistent with the intent and purpose of the Master Plan and the 

Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone; 

(c)      The project will be compatible, harmonious, and appropriate with the intended character 

and uses of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; 

(d)      Potentially adverse effects arising from the project on the neighborhood and adjacent 

properties will be minimized through the provision of adequate parking, the placement of 

buildings, structures and entrances, as well as the location of screening, fencing, 

landscaping, buffers, or setbacks; 

(e)      The proposed project will not be detrimental, hazardous, or disturbing to existing or 

future adjacent uses or to the public welfare by reason of excessive traffic, noise, smoke, 

odors, glare, and/or visual clutter; 
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(f)      The proposed project will not adversely affect the walkability of the neighborhood, 

impair pedestrian circulation patterns, or otherwise hinder the creation of a pedestrian-

oriented environment; 

(g)      Approval of the special use permit will result in beneficial impacts that could not be 

achieved utilizing the conventional regulations in the underlying C-3 General Business 

zoning district. 

Bean noted that the applicant has included accommodations for bicycle parking and has 

incorporated landscaping around the building along with other site improvements which will 

help reduce water runoff. 

Bean shared the proposed site plan, noting that the buildings have been brought closer to the 

street and front Broomfield.  Rather than the traditional 50' setback, the buildings have been 

brought to within 8' as preferred in the Mission Overlay guidelines and noted this would require 

a waiver from the Planning Commission. 

Bean further noted that the site plan shows parking within the street Right-of-Way, which will 

need to be discussed further with the various city departments.  The front building has a sidewalk 

and patio area.  Bean also shared the proposed elevations from various angles and shared the 

floor plans that were submitted with the request.   

Bean reported that the applicant has proposed a 6' masonry screening wall along the east 

property line.  The dumpster enclosure is shown near the street and there has been some 

discussion with staff on the desire to move it back onto the site.  Bean noted that the off street 

parking requirements call for 49 spaces and the applicant has proposed 53.  

Bean stated that the proposed signage is on the building with no free-standing signs proposed at 

this time.  Sidewalks are shown on the site plan and the applicant will need to work with DPW 

on layout, connections, materials, etc.  Bean also noted that any proposed lighting would require 

a photometric plan be submitted to assure compliance with the ordinance. 

Bean concluded his report noting that staff is recommending authorization of the waivers to 

reduce the front yard setback and reduce the land area per occupant from 900 sf to 673.1 sf.  In 

addition, staff is recommending approval of the Special Use Permit with conditions noted in the 

staff report. 

Commissioner Lents questioned the need for a density waiver as there does not appear to be any 

density calculations for the C-3 zoning district.  Bean noted that the calculation was taken from 

the M-2 language and further noted that the overlay zoning allows flexibility, and spoke of the 

permitted uses in the C-3 district, which allows residential on the 2nd floor and above if the area 

functions as a transition to single-family residential uses. 
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Commissioner Dailey questioned whether this would increase traffic at an already dangerous 

intersection. 

Garrett Seybert, applicant, addressed the Board, noting that he has had conversations with many 

of the neighbors and there has not been any real resistance.  He referred to one letter from Mrs. 

Smith, whose main concern was the dumpster location and screening wall.  He noted that they 

are planning to install a 6' masonry wall and also noted that there are several large trees on the lot 

and there is no plan to remove them.  Mrs. Smith's concern with the dumpster was that she did 

not want it moved back on the property as it would be closer to the residential area and she was 

concerned with odor and rodents that may be attracted to it.  Mr. Seybert stated they are open to 

suggestions on what would be the best location for the dumpster. 

Mr. Seybert referred to a traffic study that was conducted, which indicated no major impact.  He 

commented that they would be closing a curb cut on Broomfield and also noted that the current 

operation has 30-35 trucks that are in and out of the site all day so he does not feel that 

residential use would be any increase.   

Commissioner Lents asked what type of finish is proposed for the north and east sides of the 

building.  Mr. Seybert stated it is an engineered siding that is very durable, but more modern than 

vinyl.  The bottom with be brick with brick rising up between each unit as well.  The commercial 

building will be mostly brick, metal panels and glass. 

Chairman Holtgreive commented that although staff has indicated a desire to get the dumpster 

off the road, he feels it will be nicer for the neighbors to have it there rather than in the back. 

Commissioner Dailey asked what the "engineered product" is made of.  Mr. Seybert stated it is 

almost like a plywood backing with a composite durable front surface. 

Chairman Holtgreive opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak, the 

public hearing was closed. 

Board Discussion: 

Chairman Holtgreive asked if Mr. Seybert would consider an 8' wall rather than 6'.  Mr. Seybert 

stated he would. 

Commissioner Kostrzewa questioned the allowed maximum density for the site.  Bean stated that 

the language doesn't actually give a density calculation for residential - the language notes that 

the property should act as a transition to single-family residential.   

Commissioner Lents commented that she likes the dumpster location at the street and feels that 

this project is exactly what the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone is designed for. 
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Commissioner Lents asked how many commercial spaces there would be.  Mr. Seybert stated 

that it is open right now - they anticipate two doors/storefronts; however, if one tenant wishes to 

utilize the entire space, they are open to that as well.  He did clarify that it would be commercial 

rather than office. 

Chairman Holtgreive commented that based on the floor plans submitted with the request, it 

appears tht the living spaces are generous. 

Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that by bringing the buildings closer to the street, it 

helps slow traffic. 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Verleger that the Planning Commission authorize the 

following waivers to the traditional standards of the Zoning Ordinance, pursuant to the 

provisions of the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone, Sections 154.068(C)(2), (3), (4), and 

(5): 

 A reduction in the front yard setback required for uses in the C-3 General Business 

District from the public right-of-way from 50 feet to 8 feet.  

 A reduction in the required land area per occupant from 900-sf per occupant to 673.1-sf.   

 

The waivers are granted on the basis that they advance the goals and objectives of the Master 

Plan and the findings of the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone ordinance and Design 

Considerations for Mission Street as adopted by the City in 2009. 

 

In addition, the Planning Commission approve Special Use Permit 14-12 (and Site Plan 14-18) 

from 915 E. Broomfield, LLC as shown on the drawings provided by Progressive AE, to allow 

the construction of a 19,650 square foot building development inclusive of 10 residential units 

and approximately 2,500-sf of commercial floor space on the property located at 915 E. 

Broomfield Street under the Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone.  Approval is subject to the 

following conditions: 

 

1. Prior to seeking a building permit, the applicant shall provide a revised site plan with 

dimensions of all proposed signs in order to show compliance with section 154.146 of the 

Zoning Ordinance (Signs – Signs in the C-3 District).  

2. The applicant shall work with City staff to finalize landscaping treatments along the east face 

of the property based on the listed design considerations, and shall submit a new site plan 

showing any proposed layout adjustments or site improvements, including considerations for 

a revised location for the bicycle parking and dumpster.  

3. A lighting plan demonstrating conformance to Section 96.13 shall be submitted. 

4. Per Section 154.124, a loading space area will need to be shown on a revised site plan, if the 

site’s commercial use requires the loading and unloading of goods. 

5. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Division of Public Safety (DPS) and 

the Division of Public Works (DPW). 

6. Prior to seeking a building permit the applicant shall work with city staff to work out an 

acceptable plan for the parking that is shown within the city Right-of-Way. 
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7. The applicant will install an 8' masonry wall rather than a 6' masonry wall. 

 

Commissioner Lents suggested modifying the motion to exclude the waiver for the required land 

area per occupant, as this is not actually spelled out in the ordinance.   

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa modified his motion as noted and Commissioner Verleger supported 

the motion. 

 

Motion approved. 

D. ZC-14-01 1040 E. Broomfield - Seybert New LP. 

Bean introduced ZC-14-01, noting that this is a request to conditionally rezone the property 

located at 1040 E. Broomfield from C-3 to M-2.  Bean shared an overview of the site noting the 

surrounding land uses.  The property to the north is zoned R-3 residential; to the east is C-3 

Commercial; to the west is M-2 multi-family and to the south is C-3 Commercial. 

 

Bean explained that unlike a conventional rezoning request, the applicant offers specific 

conditions that will be tied to the zoning district.  Bean noted that if the re-zoning request is 

approved, the applicant would need to submit for a Special Use Permit and site plan review.  

Bean reviewed the overall concept plan noting that the applicant is proposing to construct 

rooming dwellings which will be built in phases.  The plan includes a six-foot high black chain-

link fence along the east, west, and south property lines and will include closing two existing 

curb cuts on Broomfield and the construction of a single curb cut.  A future access easement to 

the property to the east will be something they will keep under consideration. 

 

Bean noted that if approved the conditions will need to be formalized into a Conditional 

Rezoning Agreement to comply with Section 154.172(C) of the zoning ordinance and will be 

referred to the City Attorney for review. 

 

Bean noted that this will be considered a map amendment and reviewed the conditions that the 

Planning Commission should consider with a conditional rezoning request as noted below: 

 

 (a) The proposed rezoning or map amendment will interfere with the orderly development of 

 nearby properties according to the existing zoning districts(s). 

 

(b) The proposed certain use and development of the land will interfere with existing 

permitted uses of nearby properties. 

(c) Any proposed condition on the use and development of the land will protect existing 

permitted uses on nearby properties from significant negative impacts of the rezoning. 

(d) The requested rezoning with certain use and development of the land as a condition to the 

rezoning is consistent with the Master Plan for the area. 



 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission  

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: September 3, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: Administrative reviews 

 

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

 

Application Address  Owner    Approval Date 

SPR-15-17 1907 S. Mission  Hartunian, Gordon & Frieda 8/11/2015 

 

Description: The approved site plan would permit construction of a new driveway from the 

existing ABC Warehouse site onto Evans Drive.   

 


