
Meeting Announcement and Agenda 

Mt. Pleasant Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

Wednesday, February 24, 2016 - 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall Commission Chamber 

 

I. Roll Call:  Berkshire, Ferden, Fokens, Friedrich, Orlik, Raisanen, White. 
 

II. Welcome Cross-Over member from the Planning Commission, Commissioner Friedrich. 
 

III. Election of Officers: 
 

IV. Approval of Agenda:  
 

V. Approval of Minutes: 
 

A. October 28, 2015 
 

VI. Communications: 
 

VII. Public Comments: 
 

VIII. Public Hearings:  
 

1. ZBA-01-2016 - 721 Lincoln.  Asad Dabas & Taleb Dabas.  Applicant is asking 

for a finding to reinstate a non-conforming residential use in the C-3 zoning 

district.   
 

IX. Old Business: 
 

  None 
 

X. New Business:  
 

A. Consider endorsement of updated M-2 procedures (approved by Planning Commission 

at their December 2015 meeting) 

B. 2016 Meeting Schedule 

C. March ZBA Meeting - Anticipated Agenda Items 
 

XI. 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 Zoning Board of Appeals 

Minutes of Regular Meeting 

10-28-15 

 

Chairman Fokens called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.   

 

I. Roll Call: Staff called roll. 
 

 Members Present: Ferden, Fokens, Friedrich, Orlik, Raisanen, White. 

 Members Absent: Berkshire 

Staff:  Kench, Murphy. 

II. Approval of Agenda: 

Motion by Raisanen, support by Friedrich, to approve the agenda. 

Motion approved unanimously. 

III. Approval of Minutes:  October 1, 2015 

Commissioner's Orlik noted two changes; one on page 10 and one on page 11,as noted 

below. 

 

Page 10:   Kench reported that United Apartments held an open house earlier this month to 

provide board members the opportunity to conduct a walkthrough of one of the 

redevelopments.   

 

Page 11:  Commissioner Orlik also commented that for the larger complexes he feels extra 

security is a good idea; and feels it needs to be equal to what we expect from the smaller 

homes. 

Motion by Raisanen, support by Orlik, to approve the minutes from the September 23, 2015 

meeting as amended by Commissioner Orlik. 

Motion approved unanimously. 

IV. Communications:  

Staff reported that one communication was received from Tim Bebee regarding Case ZBA-

15-15 which will be discussed in further detail during that review. 

V. Public Comments:   

Chairman Fokens opened the floor for public comments.    

Lara Raisanen, 507 S. University, commented on the upcoming election, urging citizens to 

vote. 

There being no one else who wished to speak, Chairman Fokens closed the public comments 

session. 

VI. Public Hearings: 

Chairman Fokens explained board proceedings, noting that a quorum was present. 
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A.    ZBA-15-2015 - 914 W. Pickard - Coyne Convenience Stores. 
 

Kench introduced case ZBA-15-2015 submitted by Coyne Convenience Stores asking for 

relief from Section 154.049A to allow an increase in the signage on the CITGO pylon sign 

to advertise Rec 90 fuel, which will result in the sign being lower and encroaching into the 8 

ft. distance to grade requirement.  In addition, the applicant is requesting additional signage 

over what is allowed on the property. 

 

Kench shared an aerial view of the site, noting the area that is zoned C-3, which provides 

access to the facilities to the north, which are zoned I-1 Industrial.   

 

Kench noted that the property in question is zoned C-3 and is surrounded by I-1 Industrial 

property to the north, east and south and C-3 Commercial property to the west. 

 

Kench shared the ordinance limitations for signage in the C-3 district, with a total sign area 

of three square feet for each lineal foot of lot frontage permitted, with the maximum total of 

all signs not to exceed 200 square feet.  In addition, filling stations are also allowed one 

pylon sign advertising the name of the business, including any special company or brand 

name, insignia or emblem, not to exceed 60 square feet, and shall not extend beyond the 

property line and shall not be less than 8 ft. or more than 30 ft. above the ground. Total 

allowed signage would be 260 square feet. 

 

Kench shared photos of the signs on the property, noting that if approved, the new signage 

would total just under 400 square feet.  

 

Kench shared site plans that were approved in previous years for this site and noted that the 

calculations provided by the applicant included the I-1 Industrial zoned property; however, 

commented that the Board should only take into consideration the C-3 property. 

 

Kench shared the Ordinance language from section 154.164, listing the conditions that 

would need to be present for the Board to grant the variance. 

 

In closing, Kench reiterated that the applicant is looking for variances to encroach into the 

8' clearance to grade and to increase the amount of allowable signage on the property. 

 

Commissioner Orlik commented that the site is limited to 260 square feet; however, from 

the numbers provided it appears as if the applicant is asking for 374 square feet.  

Commissioner Orlik also commented that it appears from the photos that the Rec 90 sign 

has already been installed.  Kench verified that it was. 

 

Chairman Fokens asked for clarification if they should only be looking at the C-3 zoned 

property.  Kench commented that yes, based on the approved site plan from 1994.  Kench 

also noted that there are currently two pylon signs on the property. 

 

Tim Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying and Development, addressed the Board, 

representing the applicant.  Mr. Bebee referred to the email he had sent earlier in the day 
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with revised calculations, noting that this would reduce the request to 310.29 square feet, 

which would only put them 50.29 square feet over the allowed signage.  Discussion ensued 

on the calculations and which signage was included and/or excluded from the calculations.   

 

Mr. Bebee commented that this property has frontage that is Industrial and frontage that is 

Commercial, arguing that these each need to be considered.  He also commented that there 

are multiple uses on the site;  the car wash, fueling station and restaurant portion of the 

business.  Mr. Bebee reiterated that he feels the Board should look at the entire property, not 

just the portion that is shown in the 1994 site plan.  He noted that it is "different out there" 

whereas normally there is one business on a parcel, however in this case there are several 

businesses on a single parcel.   

 

Chairman Orlik asked who called attention to the Rec 90 sign.  Mr. Bebee responded that 

the city contacted the applicant after the sign went up. 

 

Chairman Orlik commented that he has a concern with the height clearance and the clear 

sight issue.  Commissioner Ferden also noted a concern with possible vision obstruction.  

 

Chairman Fokens asked if the Rec 90 could be displayed on the L.E.D sign and if that 

would meet the distributor's requirements.  Mr. Coyne, applicant and owner of the property, 

indicated that it could be displayed there; however, he would have to check to see if it 

would meet the distributor requirements. He further commented that this is a specialty gas 

not offered by many places and using the L.E.D. sign doesn't satisfy him.  Mr. Coyne also 

noted that the high profile vehicles use the larger drives. 

 

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

public hearing was closed.  

 

Kench shared the correspondence submitted by the Department of Fire Safety. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Orlik commented that he has some concerns with the request, as the site 

already exceeds the allowable signage.  In addition, he feels that some consolidation could 

take place to help with the overall amount of signage on the site, along with the height 

issue.  Commissioner Orlik commented that he is not prepared to vote in favor, noting that 

perhaps a new site plan would help clarify the request and suggested that the case could be 

postponed to see if some consolidation could take place. 

 

Vice-Chair Raisanen agreed, commenting that approval would increase the non-conformity 

that already exists on the site. 

 

Commissioner Friedrich commented that he too feels steps could be taken to consolidate the 

signage and still allow the applicant to display the Rec 90 signage. 

 

Chairman Fokens commented that he feels they could utilize the existing L.E.D. sign. 
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Motion by Orlik, support by Raisanen, to postpone Case ZBA-15-15 until such a time that 

the applicant brings back a new site plan taking into consideration the Board's concerns and 

to consolidate and reduce the overall signage on the site to reduce the existing non-

conformity. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B.  ZBA-16-2015 - 510/612 W. Pickard. 

 

Kench introduced case ZBA-15-2015 submitted by McGuirk Mini-Storage Inc., asking for a 

variance from section 154.149 to install a new pylon sign within the required fifteen foot 

setback (154.149B), with an overall height of 20 feet where ten foot is permitted, and a 

ground clearance of 5.5 feet where eight feet is required. 

 

Kench reported that the site is zoned I-1 Industrial with I-1 Industrial property to the north, 

east and west and a combination of I-1 Industrial and C-3 General Business to the west.  

Future land use is designated as Industrial. 

 

Kench shared the site plan that was recently approved by the Planning Commission for the 

new development.  The first phase of this development will include a 100' x 100' 

warehouse, along with a mini-storage building.  

 

Kench shared photos of the site, along with aerial views, noting that the property sits 

directly behind an already developed site, which limits the visibility to the property, making 

this property somewhat unique.  In addition, Kench noted the limited access to the property, 

based on the location of the Railroad, the river and the site to the west of the entrance. 

 

Kench reviewed the Ordinance language for granting variances, and also noted that the 

applicant is trying to match the signage on the neighboring Pickard Place property. 

 

Vice-Chair Raisanen asked if this is one of the parcels that an updated zoning ordinance 

may benefit.  Kench indicated it was, noting that along with the insufficiencies in the sign 

ordinance for the Industrial districts, the ordinance doesn't address Industrial park type 

developments. 

 

Kench noted that this property is undergoing some environmental cleanup. 

 

Tim Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying and Development, representing the applicant, 

addressed the Board.  Mr. Bebee commented that this industrial park has a "throat" out to 

the main street.  Looking at the development, he noted that there could be several 

businesses located there and, as a business owner, noted that it is a concern that people are 

able to find you. 

 

Mr. Bebee commented that with several businesses potentially being located in the new 

development, there is a need to have the signage at the entrance to the park to identify that 

they are there.  In addition, he noted there will be signage on the individual buildings once 

you enter into the area. 
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Chairman Fokens stated he visited the site and has a concern with visibility when exiting 

the site and feels that keeping the shrubbery to a minimum or removing it would help.  

 

It was noted that there were stanchions located on the site, which are part of a water main 

vault, which extend 2' above the ground.  Chairman Fokens commented that the drawing 

shows 4 1/2 ft. from the cement to the signage and he would want assurance that a clear 

vision area would be maintained with no additional signage to be added in the future. 

 

Commissioner Ferden asked for clarification on the actual clearance of the requested sign.  

Mr. Bebee stated that it is 4 1/2 feet from the bottom of the sign to the concrete.  

Commissioner Ferden commented that she would prefer to see an increase in the clearance 

to the bottom of the sign even if this meant an increase in the overall sign height. 

 

Vice-Chair Raisanen commented that she appreciates the applicant's attempt to put in a sign 

that is congruous to others in the area. 

 

Chairman Fokens opened the public hearing. 

 

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

 

Kench shared the correspondence submitted by the Department of Public Safety. 

 

Board Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Ferden reiterated that she feels it is more important to have clearance from 

the ground up for safety reasons. 

 

Motion by Ferden, support by Orlik, to approve Case Number ZBA 16-2015, filed by Tim 

Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying & Development Company on behalf of Chuck 

McGuirk, seeking a variance to construct a new pylon sign for their new industrial park off 

West Pickard Street with the following modification:  That the sign meets the minimum 

ground clearance of 8', and in doing so would allow an increase in the height of the sign by 

1 1/2'. 

 

Vice-Chair Raisanen suggested including in the motion a limitation on the height.  Mr. 

Bebee clarified that the concrete extends 2' above the ground, therefore the 8' ground 

clearance would be 6' above the concrete.   

 

Vice-Chair Raisanen also suggested that the open space be kept clear of foliage. 

 

Kench noted that based on the plan, the Board would also need to address the setback issue. 

 

Commissioner Ferden rescinded her previous motion. 

 

Motion by Ferden, support by Orlik to approve Case Number ZBA 16-2015 filed by Tim 

Bebee, Central Michigan Surveying & Development Company on behalf of Chuck 
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McGuirk, seeking a variance to construct a new pylon sign for their new industrial park off 

West Pickard Street with the following conditions: 

 

1) The base of the sign will be no less than 6' above the cement casing, resulting in 8' 

minimum ground clearance. 

2) Foliage is to be kept clear of the area so as not to impair the clear vision area.  

3) The overall height of the sign shall not exceed a height of 21 1/2 ft above the ground. 

 

In addition, the Board approves the proposed setback. 

 

The Board finds that the request complies with section 154.164 to permit the variance 

request. 

 

The Board recognizes the site is part of an environmental clean-up project that has been 

redeveloped in phases over the past 10 years, creating difficulty in complying with the 

zoning standards. The new site has limited access from the public street, is surrounded by 

the railroad, the river and is screened from view by Pickard Place, which was part of the 

initial redevelopment that occurred on this site. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

 

VII.    Old & New Business - None 
 

VIII.    New Business 

 

A. November 18, 2015 Meeting:  Kench reported that no applications were submitted 

by the deadline, however, case ZBA-15-2015, which was postponed tonight may be 

on the November agenda. 

 

B. Citizen's Academy: Kench explained a new opportunity being presented to the 

 community.  The City is ready to launch its first Citizens' Academy.  This will be a 

 six session program beginning in January and going through February on Wednesday 

 evenings. The program is designed to help citizens gain knowledge of the functions 

 and structure of their city government. Applications are available online or through 

 the  Community Services office. 
 

XII. Adjournment 
 

Motion by Orlik, support by Ferden, to adjourn. 
 

Motion approved. 
 

Meeting adjourned at 8:21 p.m. 
 

BAM 
 



 

 

 

Zoning Board of Appeal Staff Report 

Case Number 01-2016 

Wednesday, February 24, 2016 

Reviewer: Brian Kench, Building Official, Board Secretary 

 

APPLICANT/ 

PROPERTY OWNER: 

 

 

 

LOCATION: 

 

REQUESTS: 

 

 

SITE AREA: 

 

ZONING DISTRICT: 

 

FUTURE LAND USE: 

 

 

Asad & Taleb Dabas 

1701 Stockman Street 

Mt Pleasant, MI 48858 

 

721 East Lincoln Street 

 

Applicant is asking for a finding to reinstate a non-conforming 

residential use in the C-3 zoning district. 
 

66' by 66'    4,356 Ft
2
 land area 

 

C-3, Commercial 

 

Commercial

BACKGROUND:   

 

An application has been filed by Asad & Taleb Dabas, who are 

looking to purchase the home at 721 East Lincoln Street.  They 

are seeking a finding under section 154.007 to re-establish a non-

conforming residential use on the property.  

 

The site is located in the C-3, General Business District, which 

does not permit ground floor residential and is considered a 

nonconforming use in the District. According to the applicant, the property is going through a foreclosure 

and has remained vacant for more than year. As a result, the applicant is requesting a finding under 

section 154.007 of the zoning ordinance to resume the residential use on the property. 

 

The City Assessing records indicate the home on this property was constructed in 1909 and has remained 

a residential use since that time. The Board should review the applicant's application and supporting 

documentation in consideration on this. The Board will need to find that the residential use represents a 

marked decrease in the degree of nonconformity, improves the character of the neighborhood and is a 

decided benefit to adjacent conforming uses to grant the request. 

 

SUBJECT PARCEL: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LAND USES: 
 

721 E Lincoln St. 
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 Land Use Zoning 

North Commercial PNC Bank C-3, Commercial 

East Commercial PNC Bank C-3, Commercial 

South Commercial - Retail C-3, Commercial 

West Single Family Dwelling R-3 Residential 

 

CODE VIOLATIONS: 

 

There have been no code enforcement violations listed for this property during the preceding 5 years.   

 

FINDING OF FACT 
 

154.007  (4) Nonconforming uses discontinued. If a nonconforming use is discontinued or ceased for a 

period of one year, any subsequent use shall conform to the provisions of this chapter unless the Zoning 

Board of Appeals permits a new nonconforming use. Resumption, restoration, reconstruction, extension 

or substitution of the structure or land may be authorized by the Zoning Board of Appeals if said new use 

or resumption, restoration, reconstruction, extension or substitution represents a marked decrease in the 

degree of nonconformance, improves the character of the neighborhood and is of decided benefit to 

adjacent conforming uses. The Board may impose such structural changes, buildings or site modifications 

or other requirements it deems necessary to meet the above requirements. This division shall not be 

construed to permit the continuance of prior nonconforming use. 

 

The Board may wish to consider the following items in establishing a basis for rendering a finding to 

allow the resumption of the residential use on the property: 

 

• The home was constructed in the early 1900's and has remained in use as a single family dwelling 

since that time. 

• This is the first time in recent history the property has been vacant. 

• The property has been on the market for more than 224 days according to the listing. 

• There appears to be no interest in the property for commercial purposes by the adjoining 

commercial properties as noted in the applicant's supporting documentation. 

• While the site is zoned commercial, the property does not front on the Mission Street commercial 

corridor, distinguishing this property from the commercial uses to the north and south of the site. 

• The home, from the photos, appears to have been very well maintained as a residential use. 

• The approval will allow the residential use to resume on the property.  

 

Should the Board find the conditions necessary for making a finding in this case, the property may be 

purchased by the Dabas' and used as a single family home. 

 

Attachments: 

  

ZBA Application and Attachments 

Photos of Property 

DPW comments 

DPS Comments 
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Murphy, Becky

From: Moore, Jason
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 10:09 AM
To: Murphy, Becky
Cc: Tewari, Stacie
Subject: RE: ZBA 

Becky, 

 

There are no comments from DPW on this case. 

 

Thanks, 

Jason 

 

From: Murphy, Becky  

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 8:50 AM 

To: Moore, Jason <JMOORE@mt-pleasant.org>; Tewari, Stacie <stewari@mt-pleasant.org>; Keeler, Randy <rkeeler@mt-

pleasant.org> 

Cc: Dunham, Mike <mdunham@mt-pleasant.org>; Kain, Jacob <jkain@mt-pleasant.org>; Latham, Andy <alatham@mt-

pleasant.org>; Kench, Brian <bkench@mt-pleasant.org> 

Subject: ZBA  

 

Attached is a request that will be heard by the Zoning Board of Appeals on February 24
th

.  Please have any 

comments/concerns to us by February 15
th

 to have them included in packets.  Thank you! 

 

Becky Murphy 
City of Mt. Pleasant 
Community Services Division 
989-779-5347 

 



City of Mt. Pleasant Zoning Board of Appeals

Mount Pleasant Fire Department
804 E. High Street

Mount Pleasant, Mi 48858

Thursday February 4, 2016

Residence

721 E Lincoln ST 

Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858

ORDER TO COMPLY: Since these conditions are contrary to code, you must correct
them upon receipt of this notice. Please provide our department the documentation that

This list shall not be considered all-inclusive, as other requirements may be neccessary, 
additional requirements are located in Chapter 5 and appendixes B, C, and D of the 

A Site Plan Review was conducted on Thursday February 4, 2016
following requirements listed below.

Violation Code

verifies compliance with the code.  

and revealed the 

2006 Edition of the International Fire Code.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me  
at (989) 779-5122.

1 PROPERTY Identification

721 Lincoln St.
Mt. Pleasant MI 48858
ZBA 01-2016

     

NO COMMENTS/CONCERNS No Code Violations

In review of the subject property, I have no comments or concerns.

     

Lieutenant

Keeler, Randy

Mount Pleasant Fire Department

02/04/2016 08:26 1Page



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: December 3, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: M-2 Redevelopment Procedures update

 

The City Commission, following their adoption of the text changes related to the M

requested that the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals adopt a policy on the provision of 

two versus one bonus occupants for M

 

You will recall that the currently adopted M

However, the procedures document also includes information that is either inconsistent with or made 

redundant by the text changes passed earlier 

 

As the procedures have not been amended since February 7, 2013, and given the changes made to the 

zoning ordinance in relation to the M

procedures document for your consideration. 

 

The updated document retains the prior policy on the provision of two bonus occupants for M

redevelopment projects with the only modification being the clarification of “stacked parking” as a 

potential non-conformity given that the updated ordinance p

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

The Planning Commission adopt the updated procedures document

 

Attachments 

1. Proposed M-2 procedures 

2. Current M-2 procedures 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

 

2 Redevelopment Procedures update 

The City Commission, following their adoption of the text changes related to the M-2 zoning district, 

requested that the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals adopt a policy on the provision of 

two versus one bonus occupants for M-2 redevelopment projects.   

You will recall that the currently adopted M-2 redevelopment procedures includes such a policy.  

However, the procedures document also includes information that is either inconsistent with or made 

redundant by the text changes passed earlier this year. 

As the procedures have not been amended since February 7, 2013, and given the changes made to the 

zoning ordinance in relation to the M-2 zoning district since that date, staff has prepared a revised 

procedures document for your consideration.   

The updated document retains the prior policy on the provision of two bonus occupants for M

redevelopment projects with the only modification being the clarification of “stacked parking” as a 

conformity given that the updated ordinance permits limited stacked parking.  

adopt the updated procedures document. 

2 zoning district, 

requested that the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals adopt a policy on the provision of 

2 redevelopment procedures includes such a policy.  

However, the procedures document also includes information that is either inconsistent with or made 

As the procedures have not been amended since February 7, 2013, and given the changes made to the 

2 zoning district since that date, staff has prepared a revised 

The updated document retains the prior policy on the provision of two bonus occupants for M-2 

redevelopment projects with the only modification being the clarification of “stacked parking” as a 

ermits limited stacked parking.   



Documentation of Current Review Procedures and Standards 

Redevelopment of Housing in the M-2 Zoning District 

December 3, 2015 

Section 154.054 (M-2 Multiple Family) of the zoning ordinance was updated in 2015 with the intent of 

formalizing and updating the redevelopment process in that district for both conforming and non-

conforming properties as well as new developments.  Specific to non-conforming redevelopment projects, 

the Zoning Board of Appeals and Planning Commission may continue to consider occupancy increases of 

one or two people.  In order for consideration for an occupancy increase of two, the redevelopment 

projects must set itself apart as distinctive from others in the district. 

As it is the goal of these standards and procedures to both substantially reduce the degree of 

nonconformance of properties in the district (consistent with the standards listed in subsection 

154.007(B)(5) of the Zoning Ordinance) and to enhance and improve the general character of the 

neighborhood through improved building and site design, distinctive projects will only be considered 

for two additional occupants if they are characterized by all of the following: 

• Elimination of notable nonconformities – Many properties in the district are characterized by a 

number of typical nonconformities, such as: a lack of a sufficient number of parking spaces, stacked 

parking spaces beyond the number permitted, parking on gravel lots, a lack of appropriate separation 

between buildings on adjoining properties, and building setbacks less than those required by 

ordinance. 

 

However, the nature of the nonconformity on some properties is distinct from most others in the area, 

making them inconsistent with the general character of the neighborhood. Examples of such 

nonconformities include: 

 

o Parcels that are narrower in width or smaller in area than others along the same street and block. 

o Properties with former accessory structures that have been converted into dwellings (so-called 

“rear dwelling units”). 

o Properties with an inordinate number of nonconformities when compared to others on the same 

street and block. 

 

• Demonstrated track record or (for new owners) capacity for long-term maintenance and code 

compliance – Specific consideration will be given to the property owner’s ability to assure the long-

term maintenance of the proposed redevelopment and tenant compliance with City codes and 

ordinances. Property owners and their agents are expected to identify code violations on their 

properties and to accomplish timely compliance with ordinance requirements. Attention to these items 

will assure that properties will continue to enhance neighborhood character over the long run, while 

reducing demands on City staff and resources. 

• Durable and distinct building design – Redevelopment projects proposed for two additional tenants 

should be distinguished from other such projects by the extensive use of durable building materials 

and distinct building design and architectural details.  

 

Consideration will be given to those buildings that match the notable features of existing and past 

historically significant homes within the district and in surrounding areas. Applicants should 

demonstrate examples through photos of the homes and details that they identify as similar to the 

proposed redevelopment project and take particular note of the following: 



o Historic architectural style, including the use of details customarily expected with that style 

throughout the building design 

o Building massing and composition 

o Roof pitch 

o Architectural details, including bracketing; moldings; window and door surrounds; column 

details; the proportion and reveal of shingles, shakes, and clapboards, including decorative 

shingles; etc. 

o Window placement and proportion 

o The extent of the use of durable building materials, including brick and other masonry. 

o When shingles, shakes, and/or clapboards are used, the extent of the use of hardwood, fiber 

cement, and other similar products 

o Utilization of unique architectural elements such as turrets, box or bay windows, etc. 

The preceding review standards and procedures for the redevelopment of housing in M-2 zoned 

neighborhoods have been reviewed and endorsed by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Planning 

Commission of the City of Mt. Pleasant on the dates noted below. Copies of these standards and 

procedures will be made available in the Planning and Community Development Department in City Hall 

and will be posted on the City’s website where other planning and zoning related documents can be 

found. 

Planning Commission Date: March 1, 2012   

Revised: February 7, 2013  

Revised:  

 

Zoning Board of Appeals Date: May 23, 2012   

Revised: January 23, 2013 

Revised:  
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Documentation of Current Review Procedures and Standards 

Redevelopment of Housing in the M-2 Zoning District 

September 24, 2012  

 

INTRODUCTION: 

 

Since 2009, the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) and Planning Commission have approved several 

redevelopments of rooming dwellings (units occupied by more than 2 unrelated people) and Registered 

Student Organizations (fraternity and sorority dwellings occupied by more than 2 unrelated people).  The 

subject properties were nonconforming to a variety of current Zoning Ordinance regulations prior to 

redevelopment. 

 

Nonconformities on properties occur when the Zoning Ordinance is amended and an existing property 

that conformed to the previous ordinance no longer conforms to the new ordinance.  State law prohibits 

the City from requiring the existing property to be brought into conformance with the new ordinance and 

provides that nonconforming properties may be maintained. 

 

The ZBA has reviewed the redevelopment proposals on a case-by-case basis subject to subsection 

154.007(B)(5) of the Zoning Ordinance, which allows a nonconforming use to be changed to a new 

nonconforming use where the ZBA finds that the new use would markedly decrease the degree of 

nonconformance and would enhance the desirability of adjacent conforming uses.  Following a finding by 

the ZBA, the proposals are reviewed by the Planning Commission pursuant to the Special Use Permit 

standards of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

In a work session on November 14, 2011 staff reviewed the established review standards and procedures 

that have been implemented by the ZBA and Planning Commission regarding redevelopment proposals.  

The City Commission requested that these standards and procedures be documented in writing. 

 

The purpose of the documentation is to compile the procedure that has evolved over the course of a 

number of meetings of the ZBA and Planning Commission into a single document.  This will increase the 

opportunity for board and commission members, the general public, and the development community to 

be fully aware of the procedure and expectations.  Prioritization of an ordinance amendment will then be 

considered following completion of the Master Plan update. 

 

REVIEW STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES: 

 

The review of the redevelopment projects initially was discussed by the Planning Commission in 

September of 2009, after a local developer approached staff regarding the possibility of redeveloping a 

property he owned.  Staff was interested in having feedback from the Planning Commission about their 

willingness to review such a request in coordination with the ZBA.   

 

Both the Planning Commission and ZBA have held a number of work sessions to discuss various aspects 

of the review, including analysis and discussion following completion of the projects.  These sessions, 

along with the added experience of processing several applications have refined the standards and 

procedures as follows: 
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� Decrease in Nonconforming Conditions – The current Zoning Ordinance permits consideration of 

these redevelopment requests where nonconformities exist and the new development is found to 

“markedly decrease the degree of nonconformance.”  The applicant is expected to demonstrate how 

the redevelopment will reduce the nonconforming conditions on the property.   

 

The following are examples of nonconformities that have been reduced or eliminated with previously 

approved redevelopment projects: 

� Increased number of on-site parking spaces 

� Replacement of gravel parking areas with paved spaces 

� Improved setback between buildings on neighboring properties 

� Increased the square footage of living area in the dwelling per resident 

� Elimination of rear dwellings 

� Reconfiguration of nonconforming lots  

 

� Improved Building Appearance – Buildings approved by these procedures are expected to be of 

materials and design that represent an improvement to the buildings that they replace.  Consideration 

is given to assuring that the buildings are consistent with the historic character of the neighborhood.  

This means that attention must be paid to providing building materials that are durable, with some 

portion of the building often clad in brick.  It is also expected that the redeveloped buildings will 

exhibit architectural features found elsewhere in the vicinity.   

 

Examples of these features include: 

� Window and building trim details 

� Divided light windows 

� Dormer details 

� Accent colors and siding materials 

� Covered porches, including decorative columns and railings 

� Window symmetry and building massing 

� Increased roof pitch, and roof profiles 

 

Applicants are encouraged to review the existing buildings on the street and neighboring street for 

examples of appropriate architectural detailing.  Applicants are also encouraged to not replicate the 

same design on multiple properties they develop.  Staff has photographic examples of existing houses 

in portions of the Main and Washington neighborhoods. 

 

� Improved Site Design – In addition to site improvements that may result from the elimination of 

nonconformities (like providing paved parking), redeveloped sites also exhibit improved site design.  

Many of these features are uncommon in the existing dwellings in the neighborhood. 

 

Approved projects often include: 

� Foundation plantings 

� Yard and landscaping irrigation systems 

� Decorative fences to screen parking from the street 

� Dedicated bike parking 

� Reduction in the number of driveways 
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� Elimination of front yard parking, with parking access often to rear alleys 

� Elimination of dumpsters in favor of screened trash carts 

 

� Improved Lease Agreements – In order to anticipate and reduce any issues that might result from 

even modest increases in density, applicants have offered improved lease provisions during their ZBA 

reviews.  These agreements often include greater landlord responsibility in policing tenant issues, and 

increase tenant fines for trash and nuisance party violations.  In addition to making an effort to reduce 

ordinance violations and the City resources associated with enforcement, these provisions help to 

protect the applicant’s investment in the property. 

 

� Modest Increase in Building Occupancy – From the time of the first redevelopment request, the ZBA 

and the Planning Commission have been asked by the applicants to consider allowing additional 

tenants in the redeveloped projects.  The additional rental income allows the applicant to offset some 

of the costs associated with the building and site improvements, as well as the increased property 

taxes, that result from the redevelopment. 

 

Consideration will be given to redevelopments that will result in increases in occupancy of one or two 

people.  Projects that can be found to meet all of the previous standards and procedures listed in this 

document may be considered for an increase of one occupant.  Those redevelopment projects that set 

themselves apart as distinctive from others may be considered for an increase of two occupants.   

 

As it is the goal of these standards and procedures to both substantially reduce the degree of non-

conformance of properties in the district (consistent with the standards listed in subsection 

154.007(B)(5) of the Zoning Ordinance) and to enhance and improve the general character of the 

neighborhood through improved building and site design, distinctive projects will only be 

considered for two additional occupants if they are characterized by all of the following: 

 

� Elimination of notable nonconformities – Many properties in the district are characterized by a 

number of typical nonconformities, such as: a lack of a sufficient number of parking spaces, 

stacked parking spaces, parking on gravel lots, a lack of appropriate separation between buildings 

on adjoining properties, and building setbacks less than those required by ordinance.  

 

However, the nature of the nonconformity on some properties is distinct from most others in the 

area, making them inconsistent with the general character of the neighborhood.  Examples of such 

nonconformities include: 

� Parcels that are narrower in width or smaller in area than others along the same street and 

block. 

� Properties with former accessory structures that have been converted into dwellings (so-

called “rear dwelling units”). 

� Properties with an inordinate number of nonconformities when compared to others on the 

same street and block 

 

� Durable and distinct building design – Redevelopment projects proposed for two additional 

tenants should be distinguished from other such projects by the extensive use of durable building 

materials and distinct building design and architectural details.  Consideration will be given to 
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those buildings that match the notable features of existing and past historically significant homes 

within the district and in surrounding areas.  Applicants should demonstrate examples through 

photos of the homes and details that they identify as similar to the proposed redevelopment 

project and take particular note of the following: 

� Historic architectural style, including the use of details customarily expected with that style 

throughout the building design 

� Building massing and composition 

� Roof pitch 

� Architectural details, including bracketing; moldings; window and door surrounds; column 

details; the proportion and reveal of shingles, shakes, and clapboards, including decorative 

shingles; etc. 

� Window placement and proportion 

� The extent of the use of durable building materials, including brick and other masonry. 

� When shingles, shakes, and/or clapboards are used, the extent of the use of hardwood, fiber 

cement, and other similar products 

� Utilization of unique architectural elements such as turrets, box or bay windows, etc. 

 

� Demonstrated track record or (for new owners) capacity for long-term maintenance and code 

compliance – Specific consideration will be given to the property owner’s ability to assure the 

long-term maintenance of the proposed redevelopment and tenant compliance with City codes 

and ordinances.  Property owners and their agents are expected to identify code violations on their 

properties and to accomplish timely compliance with ordinance requirements.  Attention to these 

items will assure that properties will continue to enhance neighborhood character over the long 

run, while reducing demands on City staff and resources. 

 

� Concurrent Review of Applications – As noted above, requests to redevelop rooming dwellings and 

Registered Student Organizations require application to both the ZBA and the Planning Commission.  

If an applicant desires, staff will process the applications to both boards concurrently.  This means 

that if the ZBA takes action on the request at their meeting (on the fourth Wednesday of the month), 

the request can be before the Planning Commission as soon as the next week (on the first Thursday of 

the following month).  In any case, ZBA action must occur first. 

 

This procedure keeps the review time between the two groups to a minimum.  It also affords at least 

two public hearing opportunities; and it assures that two independent boards have completed a careful 

review before discretionary approvals will be granted. 

 

The preceding review standards and procedures for the redevelopment of housing in M-2 zoned 

neighborhoods have been reviewed and endorsed by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Planning 

Commission of the City of Mt. Pleasant on the dates noted below.  Copies of these standards and 

procedures will be made available in the Planning and Community Development Department in City Hall 

and will be posted on the City’s website where other planning and zoning related documents can be 

found. 

 

Planning Commission  Date:  March 1, 2012    Revised:  February 7, 2013 

Zoning Board of Appeals Date:  May 23, 2012  Revised:  January 23, 2013  



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

2016 Meeting Schedule 

Submission deadline  MEETING DATE 

January 4 January 27 

February 1 February 24 

February 29 March 23 

April 4 April 27 

May 2 May 25 

May 31 June 22 

July 5 July 27 

August 1 August 24 

September 6 September 28 

October 3 October 26 

October 24 *November 17 

December 5 December 28 

January 3, 2017 January 25, 2017 

January 31, 2017 February 22, 2017 

*Note that the November meeting has been rescheduled to  

November 17, 2016 
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