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This report is provided in accordance with the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, Public 
Act 33 of 2008.  It reports the Commission’s operations during the 2014 calendar year 
and the status of planning activities. 

Introduction 

Planning Commission Applications    

The following table and chart provide a summary of the number of applications 
processed by the Planning Commission in 2014, as well as the previous five years.  
The total number of applications in 2014 remains steady with numbers experienced 
over the past two years. 
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Application Type 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Special Use Permits 14 14 9 15 13 12 

Site Plan Reviews 27 24 14 18 18 21 

Site Plan Revisions 2 1 3 3 2 0 

Zoning Map Amendment 2 5 4 1 3 1 

Zoning Text Amendment 1 1 2 0 3 1 

Street & Alley Vacations 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Total Applications 46 45 32 38 39 37 

Planning Commission Applications by Type 

Planning Commission Applications by Year 



Highlights 
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The Planning Commission approved two new projects under the Mission Redevelopment 
Overlay Zone.  Popeye's Louisiana Kitchen was constructed at 807 S. Mission.  The Planning 
Commission and staff worked with the applicant to overcome challenges with the site in re-
gards to traffic and an existing billboard on the site. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Planning Commission also approved the construction of a 19,650 square foot mixed use 
building 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 Over-
lay Zone.  This approval consists of two buildings; one two-story building and one three-story 
building.  The proposal includes an outdoor patio area complete with landscaping and bicycle 
parking.  The project included the demolition of an existing building on the site, which took 
place in December.  The actual construction has not yet commenced as the applicant contin-
ues to work out issues with the Department of Public Works, but it is anticipated that it will get 
underway in the spring of 2015.  The City Commission recently approved a Brownfield Plan 
for 915 E. Broomfield St. as presented by the applicant. 

  

 

 

 



 
Highlights, continued…. 
 

Another significant request was submitted for 200 E. Broadway.  The applicant is proposing 
a mixed use development including office uses, a Class I dining establishment and 16 multi
-family dwelling units.  The proposed development would be contained to the existing 
building envelope.  The site was granted approval for a redevelopment Liquor License by 
the City Commission in March and an OPRA District was established by the City 
Commission to assist with the cost of redevelopment.  The applicant is in the process of 
finalizing their financing package and refining their development team.  Options being 
explored include private financing, the OPRA program, historic tax credits, and state grant 
funding, among others.  It is expected that the project will begin to move forward in the 
spring of 2015 as these elements are finalized. 

 

 

The Planning Commission continued working with Graff Buick/Cadillac on improvements to 
their 116 North Mission Street location.  The applicant obtained a building permit and 
completed the addition and site improvements in 2014 that were approved by the Planning 
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals in 2013.  In 2014, the applicant was able to 
purchase an adjoining property and appealed to the Planning Commission to allow an 
expansion of their parking lot, which was approved.  

 

In the M-2 Zoning District, the redevelopment of 911 S. Main was approved under the M-2 
redevelopment standards adopted by the Planning Commission and the Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  The project will likely take place in the Spring of 2015.  
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Highlights, continued... 

In addition to the more visible Mission Street properties and M-2 Redevelopments, we 
saw growth in the Industrial districts as well.  Site plans were approved for the expansion 
of a construction business on North Kinney, an addition to Fastenal on Isabella Road 
that doubled the size of their current operation; a new 16,528-sf building for Coyne Oil 
Corporation and a 60,428–sf addition to the Dayco Industrial Building on Gover Park-
way. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Staff Changes –  

The Planning Department continued to work with Spicer Engineering who provided plan-
ning services as the search for a City Planner continued.  Alan Bean continued as the 
liaison to the Planning Commission and was called on to meet with and advise appli-
cants with project requests, and to prepare monthly reports and recommendations to the 
Planning Commission.   

 

Master Plan Update -  

The Planning Commission continued with their work that began in 2012 to update the 
City's Master Plan.  The Planning Commission held several work sessions throughout 
the year to discuss various portions of the plan. An initial draft was approved by the City 
Commission in March, and at that time the required 63 day review period began.  The 
first public hearing was held in June.   
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Master Plan Continued………. 

The Planning Commission approved a draft plan in September, inclusive of the Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan and forwarded their recommendation to the City Commission.  Following 
public comments expressing concern over the proposed language under the Neighborhood 
Goals Section and concerns with protecting owner-occupied residential neighborhoods, the 
City Commission rejected the plan asking that the Planning Commission revisit  this section of 
the plan.  The Planning Commission revised the language and another public hearing was set 
for November.  Following additional comments and concerns expressed during the public 
hearing, the Planning Commission voted to revert to the 2006 wording under General Goals 
for Neighborhoods.  The Plan was sent back to the City Commission and was approved at 
their November 26th meeting. 

 

M-2 Housing Redevelopments –  

As noted in the 2013 Annual Report, the City Commission requested that the Planning Com-
mission look at codifying the M-2 Redevelopment procedures that have been used by the 
Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals since they developed the standards in 
2012.  In May of 2013, Rowe Professional Services was awarded a contract to work on the 
project.  In January, 2014, two open houses were held to gain input from the public.  In addi-
tion, contact was made with individual developers to get their input on the process. Following 
the public input sessions and several meetings with the Planning Commission, Rowe provided 
three proposed alternatives for the Board to consider.   The Board initially rejected all three 
proposals, noting their desire to postpone making a recommendation until the M-2 study noted 
in the Master Plan was implemented.  The Planning Commission held additional work ses-
sions, and after much discussion and deliberation, the Board voted to adopt the "As Is" proce-
dures for redevelopments in the M-2 zoning district.  The Board recognized that by adopting 
the "As Is" procedures, there will be processes in place to handle nonconforming uses/sites.  
They further recognized that the boundary issue will need to have further review and commit-
ted to continue to work on a solution to the proposed "buffer zone". 

 

Sidewalk Construction Prioritization Policy -   

The City Commission asked the Planning Commission to review the Sidewalk Construction 
Prioritization Policy that was developed in 2004.  The Board was asked to review the recom-
mendations from the policy and determine whether the policy was still relevant and to deter-
mine the highest priority areas.  In addition, the Board was asked to consider recommenda-
tions regarding sidewalk construction standards.  The Board reviewed the document and sug-
gested references be included identifying the City as a "Walkable" Community, and also sug-
gested that a reference to the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan and Complete Streets sec-
tion of the City's Master Plan be included in the policy.  The prioritization list remained basi-
cally the same; however a recommendation was added to schedule an annual work session 
with the City Commission to review the policy.  
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Community Improvement Awards –   

Based on the fact that we were working with no City Planner, the Board decided to post-
pone consideration for Community Improvement Awards until 2015.  The local artist that 
was contracted with for the past several years has moved away and the Board will need to 
decide whether to continue with past practices with a new artist or to revise the program. 

Review of 2014 Goals 

In 2014, the Planning Commission identified their priority goals and included a goal to pur-
sue as time permits.  The Commission was able to complete both priority goals.  The fol-
lowing is a brief summary of the 2014 goals.  

 

Priority Goals 

 

1. Complete and adopt the Master Plan. 

 

The Master Plan was approved by the City Commission at their November 26th meeting. 

 

2. Conduct Residential Redevelopment Study (M-2 Procedures) 

 

The Planning Commission recommended adoption of the "As Is" option presented by Rowe Spe-

cialty Services at their December 4, 2014 meeting.  The City Commission has scheduled a Public 

Hearing for January 12, 2015. 

 

The Planning Commission has noted their desire to continue to work towards creation of a buffer 

zone between the high density M-2 neighborhoods and lower density residential areas. 

 

As Time Permits Goals  

 

3. Complete the Mission Redevelopment Overlay zone north of High Street. 

 

Based on the time that was devoted to the Master Plan and M-2 Codification, the Planning Com-

mission did not begin to address this goal.  They will be holding a joint meeting with the City 

Commission early in 2015 to discuss expanding the Mission Street Overlay District boundary 

north as well as defining the limits of the current boundary. 
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Report on Zoning Ordinance Options – Student Housing Redevelopment 
 
The City of Mt. Pleasant has been undertaking an effort to encourage the redevelopment of student 
housing in the area zoned M-2 adjacent to Central Michigan University’s campus. The redevelopment 
effort has been primarily focused in the area fronting Main and Washington Streets between Bellows 
and High Street, although a recent proposal being reviewed by the city is east of that area. ROWE 
Professional Services Company was contracted by the city to assist in the development of zoning 
ordinance text that would help to “codify” the current process. This report outlines the existing process, 
key elements any zoning ordinance amendment should address, summary of public comments received 
as part of the public involvement efforts of this project as it relates to those key elements, and an 
outline of three alternative approaches. Attached is the specific text amendment related to each of 
those amendments and details on the public input received. 
 
THE CURRENT PROCESS 
The current process used by the city is based on the provisions of Section 154.004-5 which states that: 
 

“A nonconforming use may be changed to a new nonconforming use if the Zoning Board of 
Appeals finds that the new use would markedly decrease the degree of nonconformance and 
would enhance the desirability of adjacent conforming uses. Where no structural alterations 
require a building permit are involved, a similar nonconforming use may be converted to a 
similar nonconforming use of a basic character and intensity.” 

 
Based on this authority, the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) has negotiated with property owners on the 
redevelopment nonconforming student housing in the M-2 District, allowing changes to the 
nonconformity requested by the property owner including marginal increases in the permitted number 
of residents in return for reductions in other nonconformities including lot size, setback and parking as 
well as aesthetic improvements and operational changes such as elimination of the use of dumpsters 
and revisions to rental contracts to improve the landlord’s accountability for disruptive tenants.  
 
It is important at this point to clarify that although the approval being granted by the ZBA has been 
referred to as a “variance” in some instances, the provisions in 154.004-5 are not dealing with variances 
but with administrative waivers of ordinance standards. This is important for two reasons; (1) the 
standards for granting a variance in 154.164 (D) of the city zoning ordinance are more stringent than the 
standards in Section 154.004-5 because the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (MZEA) requires that a 
variance can only be granted with a showing of practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship, and (2) the 
power to grant variances found in Section 604 of the MZEA can only be exercised by the ZBA, but the 
authority to treat nonconformities in a flexible manner as authorized in Section 208 of the MZEA can be 
granted to other bodies or individuals including the Planning Commission. 
 
The student housing being addressed is classified as either “Registered student organization dwellings” 
or “Rooming and boarding house”, either of which require a Special Use Permit (SUP) in the M-2 district. 
Therefore, after gaining ZBA approval, the project needs to obtain a SUP and site plan approval from the 
Planning Commission.  
 
As the process has been used over the past few years it has been refined. The ZBA and Planning 
Commission have approved a set of criteria to be used in evaluating proposals and the city staff has a 
role in conducting a preliminary review of the proposal with the applicant. The process flow chart 
follows: 
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ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 
In evaluating an appropriate approach to “codifying” the current process we identified four issues that 
should be considered.  
 
Process transparency/public input opportunities – There were comments made at the two open houses 
about the lack of public awareness concerning this process. Because the current process requires two 
public hearings with notices published in the paper and sent to all residents and property owners within 
300’ of the subject property, it cannot be said that the current process does not provide opportunities 
for residents nearby to know about the proposals. However, because the current process has been 
refined by staff from a more general authority to address changes to nonconformities, there has never 
been a public hearing on it at the City Commission level regarding the process itself. This amendment 
process is intended to address that.  
 
Steps and participants in the process – The current process includes three steps and two public hearings. 
Some of the comments at the open house and in the phone interviews suggested eliminating either the 
ZBA or the Planning Commission’s role in the review process. The concern was not as much about the 
two public hearings as it was the potential for a project that could be bounced back and forth between 
the two bodies trying iron out details. Other open house participants expressed a concern about 
reducing the number of public meetings.  The Planning Commission and ZBA indicated they felt that the 
current three step process had worked well and had not been a significant hindrance to the approval 
process.  
 
Geographic and use range – The current process so far has been limited to the redevelopment of 
student housing and with one exception it has been limited to the study area described in the city’s 
Request for Proposal (RFP) for this amendment update (the area fronting Main and Washington Street 
between Bellows and High Street.) However there is nothing inherent in the provisions of Section 
154.004-5 that would limit it either to only student housing or to any particular portion of the city. While 
there were several comments at the open house and in the phone interviews that this process could be 
a valuable tool in the redevelopment of commercial or industrial facilities, there were also concerns 
expressed that without firm limitations it could be used as an inappropriate “work around” the zoning 
district requirements.  

Staff Review of 
Application/Plans 

• Site plan/Special 
Use 
Permit/Variance(s) 
required? 

Process 
Variance App. 

• Zoning Board 
of Appeals 

• Variance sets 
ordinance std. 
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• PC action still 
required for site 
plan/SUP 
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th
 

Wednesday of 
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Process Site 
Plan/SUP App. 

• Planning 
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• Plan review 
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ordinance as 
varied by ZBA 
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Thursday of 
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The consensus at the joint Planning Commission/ZBA meeting was that the process should be limited to 
the M-2 District. There was also discussion that there might be an opportunity to use a revised process 
to create a “buffer zone” between the redevelopment area and single-family residential districts 
surrounding it by limiting the number of occupants per dwelling unit in the M-2  District outside the 
project area, but allowing multiple dwelling units. So, rather than having a parcel with one large 
structure with 16 residents, perhaps allow two duplexes, each with 4 residents. 
 
Standards – As noted earlier, the current process uses a set of criteria as the basis for evaluation of 
proposed projects, but the criteria is used in a subjective way. The criteria do not constitute a “floor” 
that all projects must meet, but permit evaluation on a “case-by-case” basis. In addition, the criteria are 
not part of the zoning ordinance text. Many of the comments received at the open houses and the 
phone interviews supported retaining the subjective approach to the criteria rather than establishing a 
set of standards similar to those agreed to by the Planning Commission and ZBA for the current process 
or using an objective point system in evaluating proposals. Most developers and residents felt that the 
current approach had achieved the best results. A few developers did express frustration with the 
subjective standards and the concern that the city’s expectations for a project increased with each 
successive project. 
 
There was near universal agreement that a set of standards similar to those agreed to by the Planning 
Commission and ZBA for the current process should be incorporated into the text of the ordinance, the 
issue is the extent to which they are objective minimum standards or not.  
 
 
THREE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Below are the outlines of three proposed alternatives followed by draft text to incorporate each into the 
city’s zoning ordinance. 
 
“As-is” – This alternative would add a separate subsection to Section 154.004 that deals with 
nonconforming uses and structures. It is generally consistent with the consensus of the Planning 
Commission and ZBA at the joint meeting. The subsection would: 

1. Specifically authorize the ZBA to review for approval proposed redevelopments of 
nonconforming lots/structures/uses within the M-2 zoning district for the purpose of providing 
for registered student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses.  

2. Authorize the ZBA to modify the ordinance requirements with regards to dimensional and 
developmental requirements and permit an increased occupancy by one, and in rare 
circumstances two persons 

3. Require follow-up approval by the Planning Commission of the necessary SUP as authorized in 
the Section 154.054. 

4. Incorporate guidelines similar to the Mission Street Overlay district based on those previously 
adopted by the ZBA and Planning Commission as the basis for evaluation of the proposal. 

5. Include an initial staff review meeting at the beginning of the process. 
 
This approach would retain the requirement for two public hearings; limit its use to registered 
student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses to the M-2 District only; maintain 
the use of established subjective criteria and maintain the city staff’s role.  Because this alternative 
would apply to the entire M-2 District it would make it difficult to allow a portion of that district to 
be a “buffer zone” 



Page 4 of 11 
 

 
SUP Approach – This alternative would add to the subsections in the existing M-2 District dealing 
with registered student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses. It would reduce 
the number of public hearings to one, and is provided due to some of the public comments in 
support of simplifying the review process and incorporating objective standards. The subsection 
would: 
1. Permit the Planning Commission to modify the ordinance requirements with regards to 

dimensional and developmental requirements and to permit an increased occupancy up to two 
persons  (see note 2 below) for nonconforming parcels when granting SUP for student 
organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses.  

2. Establish a set of minimum objective standards based on the standards previously adopted by 
the ZBA and Planning Commission as the basis for evaluation of the proposal. This includes a 
two-tier approach with standards necessary to permit a second additional occupant being more 
subjective. 

3. Include an initial staff review meeting at the beginning of the process. 
 

This approach would reduce the number of public hearings from two to one, limit its use to registered 
student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses in the M-2 District only, incorporates 
the use of objective criteria for basic approval while providing more subjective criteria for greater 
occupancy approval and maintains the city staff’s role.  
 
Overlay Zone Approach – This alternative would create an overlay zone in Article __ that would grant 
flexibility in issuance of SUPs for registered student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding 
houses that are permitted in the underlying zoning district. The subsection would: 

1. Permit the Planning Commission to modify the ordinance requirements with regards to 
dimensional and developmental requirements and to permit an increased occupancy up to two 
persons for nonconforming parcels when granting SUP for student organization dwellings and 
rooming and boarding houses provided the property is in the overlay zone.  

2. Incorporate the standards previously adopted by the ZBA as the basis for evaluation of the 
proposal. 

3. Include an initial staff review meeting at the beginning of the process. 
 

This approach would involve the City Commission in this process because the City Commission would 
need to approve the boundaries of the overlay zone and any future amendments to its boundaries. 
Except when establishing and amending boundaries the process would only require a single public 
hearing, limit its use to registered student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses in 
the overlay district only, maintain the use of established subjective criteria and maintain the city staff’s 
role.  Because this alternative would allow for different parts of the M-2 District to be treated 
differently, it would make it easier to allow a portion of that district to be a “buffer zone” 
 
It should be noted that none of the proposed options impact Section 154.004-5, which still allows for the 
broader discretion by the ZBA in approving changes to existing nonconforming uses. If it is the intent of 
the city, as part of this ordinance amendment process to limit this broader discretion, than Section 
154.004-5 would need to be amended. 
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Text for “As-Is” Amendment Option 

 
§ 154.007 NONCONFORMING LOTS AND USES. 
 
Add 
(C) Redevelopment of Nonconformities in the M-2 Zoning Districts. A nonconforming lot, building or use 
in the M-2 zoning district may be redeveloped / rehabilitated for the purpose of providing for registered 
student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses provided compliance with the 
following: 
 (1) Prior to submission of the project to the ZBA the applicant shall schedule a review meeting with 
the zoning administrator. 
 (2) Final approval of the proposed project shall be conditioned on the project also receiving a Special 
Use Permit from the Planning Commission as authorized in Section 154.054. 
 (3) In granting approval for redevelopment the ZBA may waive dimensional zoning requirements 
such as setback and lot coverage and development requirements such as parking space requirements 
and may permit an increase in the total occupancy of the project by one resident. In unusual 
circumstances where the level of community benefit warrants it the total occupancy may be increased 
by two. 
 (4)  In evaluating the application the ZBA shall apply the following standards: 
  (a) The redevelopment shall decrease the number and extent of nonconformities to the 
greatest extent possible. Reductions to nonconformities can include improving setbacks, increasing lot 
size by combining lots, increasing parking and complying with pavement and location requirements, 
elimination of secondary dwellings and increase in square footage of dwelling units.  
  (b) The redevelopment shall improve the building and site appearance, taking into 
consideration the shape, location and architectural details of homes in the neighborhood and including 
elements such as foundation planting and decorative fencing.  
  (c) The redevelopment shall improve the site’s layout and function of the property including 
such issues as trash disposal and elimination of front yard parking.  
  
  
Text for SUP Amendment Option 
 
§ 154.054 M-2 MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 
 
Add (h) 
(C) Principal uses permitted subject to special use permits 
 (1) Registered student organization dwellings. 
        (h)   The Planning Commission shall have the authority to modify ordinance requirements to 
permit the development on a nonconforming lot, or redevelopment of a nonconforming use or building 
provided the following: 
   1. Prior to submission of the project to the Planning Commission the applicant shall 
schedule a review meeting with the zoning administrator. 
   2.  In granting approval for the project the Planning Commission may waive dimensional 
zoning requirements such as setback and lot coverage and development requirements such as parking 
space requirements and may permit an increase in the total occupancy of the project subject to the 
provisions of  (C) (1) (h) 3 and 4. below. 
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   3.  In granting approval of the proposal and to permit an additional occupant the Planning 
Commission shall find that the proposed project complies with the following: 
    a. Elimination of at least one existing nonconformity. 
    b. Combination of adjacent lots under common ownership when such is necessary to 
eliminate or reduce a nonconformity. 
    c. Eliminate front yard parking. 
    d. Provide the required number of off-street parking spaces with a paved surface. 
    e. Provide model lease agreements that include greater landlord responsibility in 
policing tenant issues, and increase tenant fines for trash and nuisance party violations. 
    f. Eliminate dwellings in accessory buildings.  
   4. To grant two additional occupants to a project the Planning Commission shall find that 
the in addition to the requirements in (C) (1) (h) 3 above, the proposed project complies with the 
following: 
   a. Elimination of notable nonconformities such as parcels narrower in width or smaller in 
area than others along the same street and block. 
   b. The applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed project incorporates notable 
features of existing and past historically significant homes within the district and in surrounding areas. 
Applicants shall 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. 
 

 (2)   Rooming and boarding house, tourist house   
  (h)   The Planning Commission shall have the authority to modify ordinance requirements to 
permit the development on a nonconforming lot, or redevelopment of a nonconforming use or building 
provided the proposed project complies with the requirements in subsection (C) (1) (h) above. 
 
 
Text for Overlay Zone Amendment Option 
 
Add 
154.055  SH-O STUDENT HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE DISTRICT. 
   (A)   Intent.  The SH-O Student Housing Overlay Zone District is designed to provide sites within the M-
2 Multiple-Family Residential District that are appropriate for the redevelopment of quality student 
housing through the provision of regulatory flexibility and incentives. 
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   (B)   Principal uses permitted.  The SH-O Student Housing Overlay Zone District buildings and land shall 
be used for one or more of the following specified uses unless otherwise provided for in this chapter: 
      (1)   All uses permitted and as regulated in the underlying M-2 Multiple-Family Residential District. 
      (2)   Accessory buildings and uses customarily incidental to any of the above permitted uses. 
   (C)   Principal uses permitted subject to special use permits.  The following special uses shall be 
permitted, subject to the conditions imposed for each use and subject further to the review and 
approval of the Planning Commission. 
      (1)   Registered student organization dwellings. 
         (a)   The building shall have its access from a major thoroughfare or be so located that traffic does 
not conflict with adjacent residential uses. 
         (b)   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. 
         (c)   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. 
         (d)   The lot shall not have a common lot line with a lot in an “R” single-family zoned district. 
         (e)   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. 
         (f)   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 if the interior floor plan of the use includes areas for assembly. 
         (g)   The building must comply with all applicable structural and housing requirements. 
   (h)   The Planning Commission shall have the authority to modify ordinance requirements to permit 
the development on a nonconforming lot, or redevelopment of a nonconforming use or building 
provided the following: 
   1. Prior to submission of the project to the Planning Commission the applicant shall 
schedule a review meeting with the zoning administrator. 
   2.  In granting approval for the project the Planning Commission may waive dimensional 
zoning requirements such as setback and lot coverage and development requirements such as parking 
space requirements and may permit an increase in the total occupancy of the project by one resident. In 
unusual circumstances where the level of community benefit warrants it the total occupancy may be 
increased by two. 
   3.  In evaluating the proposal for approval the Planning Commission shall apply the following 
standards: 
    a. The redevelopment shall decrease the number and extent of nonconformities to the 
greatest extent possible. Reductions to nonconformities can include improving setbacks, increasing lot 
size by combining lots, increasing parking and complying with pavement and location requirements, 
elimination of secondary dwellings and increase in square footage of dwelling units.  
    b. The redevelopment shall improve the building and site appearance, taking into 
consideration the shape, location and architectural details of homes in the neighborhood and including 
elements such as foundation planting and decorative fencing.  
    c. The redevelopment shall improve the site’s layout and function of the property 
including such issues as trash disposal and elimination of front yard parking.  
  
      (2)   Rooming and boarding house, tourist house. 
         (a)   The building shall have its access from a major thoroughfare or be so located that traffic does 
not conflict with adjacent residential uses. 
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         (b)   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. 
         (c)   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. 
         (d)   The lot shall not have a common side lot with a lot in an “R” single-family zoned district. 
         (e)   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. 
         (f)   The building must comply with all applicable structural and housing requirements. 
   (h)   The Planning Commission shall have the authority to modify ordinance requirements to permit 
the development on a nonconforming lot, or redevelopment of a nonconforming use or building 
provided the proposed project complies with the requirements in subsection (C) (1) (h) above. 
      (3)   Accessory buildings and uses customarily incidental to any of the above permitted uses. 
   (D)   Required conditions. 
      (1)   All site plans for other than single or family duplex residential buildings shall be submitted to the 
Planning Commission for its review and approval before a building permit is issued. 
      (2)   All access to the site shall be in accordance with this chapter. 
   (E)   Area and bulk requirements.  See § 154.095, Schedule of Regulations, limiting the height and bulk 
of buildings, the minimum size of lot by permitted land use, maximum density permitted and providing 
minimum yard setback requirements. 
   (F)   Other requirements.  See §§ 154.004 through 154.022, General Provisions and § 154.050, General 
Provisions for Residential Districts, for additional requirements. 
 
Alternated Design Standards Provision: 
Consider replacing or augmenting the general design standards in the “As-Is” and Overlay Zone options, 
with a more detailed set of guidelines similar to the Design Considerations for Mission Street tied to the 
Mission Street Overlay Zone by revising and/or replacing the general guidelines in both those options 
with: 
 
In evaluating the proposal for approval the Planning Commission shall apply the following standards 
outlined in Design Considerations for the Student Housing Overlay Zone adopted by resolution of the 
Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission on _______. 
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Appendix A – Summary of Comments from Phone Interviews 
 

A total of 7 stakeholders identified by the City of Mt Pleasant were interviewed over the phone to gather determine their attitude regarding 
several key elements of the current redevelopment review process in the M-2 District and potential improvements to the process. 
 

Are you familiar with 
the process that the 
City of Mt Pleasant 
has been using to 
promote upgrading 
housing in areas 
zoned M-2? 

Have you been 
involved in the 
process?  How 
(Owner, 
Developer, 
Neighbor)? 

What is your 
general opinion of 
the process? 

Does the process 
provide adequate 
opportunity for 
public input? 

Does the process 
provide 
adequate 
standards for 
applicants to use 
in submitting a 
proposal? 

The process 
currently involves 
both the Planning 
Commission and 
ZBA.  Should the 
process continue 
to include both or 
either bodies? 

The tool has to date 
been used primarily 
in the M-2 District 
to address student 
housing. Should it 
be expanded to 
other areas/uses? 

Are there anyways you would 
recommend that the process/ 
outcome be improved? 

Yes Developer, 3 of 
new homes in area 

Process provides 
flexibility on case by 
case basis, if you 
codify it you will 
lose opportunities 

Current opportunity 
for public input is 
fine 

If you put it in 
order it might 
reduce flexibility 

The fewer bodies 
to involve the 
better 

Yes to areas and 
uses 

Maximize flexibility, Empower 
staff and commission to make 
decisions, City Commission 
needs to understand the 
process 

Yes Owner/Developer Comfortable, All 
understand process 
routine 

Allows more than 
average, People are 
aware of projects 

Comfortable with 
standards, but 
nothing to 
compare it with, 
Current approach 
allows flexibility 

It would be nice to 
have one body to 
approve rather 
than two 

No opinion, may not 
work if overbroad 

Best interest of city and public 
to continue these opportunities 
for redevelopment, Don't make 
process too complicated 

Yes Owner of most 
projects approved 
to date 

Doesn't need to 
change 

With two public 
hearings 

Works wells with 
staff, concerned 
that with lack of 
standards city is 
asking too much 

Need the ZBA 
because of the 
their authority it 
get variances, Like 
it 

Support both range 
of uses and 
geographic 
locations, replace 
eyesores 
throughout the city 

So far added 12 students in 17 
blocks, Current problem is 
inadequate standards not 
density 

Yes Engineering for 
Olivieri 

Kind of unique, but 
is win-win 

No opinion No guidelines in 
place, Need to 
address storm 
water 
management 
requirements 

No opinion, 
Sometimes 
appears to ping-
pong btw ZBA and 
PC 

No opinion  Storm water Management 
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Are you familiar with 
the process that the 
City of Mt Pleasant 
has been using to 
promote upgrading 
housing in areas 
zoned M-2? 

Have you been 
involved in the 
process?  How 
(Owner, 
Developer, 
Neighbor)? 

What is your 
general opinion of 
the process? 

Does the process 
provide adequate 
opportunity for 
public input? 

Does the process 
provide 
adequate 
standards for 
applicants to use 
in submitting a 
proposal? 

The process 
currently involves 
both the Planning 
Commission and 
ZBA.  Should the 
process continue 
to include both or 
either bodies? 

The tool has to date 
been used primarily 
in the M-2 District 
to address student 
housing. Should it 
be expanded to 
other areas/uses? 

Are there anyways you would 
recommend that the process/ 
outcome be improved? 

Yes Involved in 2 
projects 

Some anti-
development bias 
on PC, ZBA, and 
staff, standards not 
related to meeting 
requirements of 
order 

Plenty of opportunity 
but no one shows up 

Written 
guidelines but 
opportunity for 
flexibility 

Having one 
meeting would be 
better, too long of 
process 

No opinion Give staff admin approval of 
smaller decisions, expand area 
to include outside M-2 not as 
high density (buffer zones), 
allow for more than 2 unrelated 
occupants 

Yes Several projects as 
Engineer 

Think you get 
everything at staff 
level, then more 
expectation from PC 
& ZBA, should let 
staff make deals, 
excessive plan 
drawing gets 
expensive 

Everything is 
advertised and 
decided at public 
hearing 

No, standards 
would make 
developers work 
easier, always 
asking for more 

Getting ZBA 
variances out of 
process would 
stream line it, 
frustrating when 
staff 
recommendations 
are not the end 
point 

Have used it on 
Commercial>Central 
Square Mission 
Mall, current 
process for 
development on 2 
vacant properties 

City Depts- clear reviews that 
identify any specific issues that 
they stand by 

No Neighbor Community 
residents are not 
aware of meetings, 
need more 
community 
involvement 

No, residents are not 
contacted about 
meetings 

No opinion Keep all involved, 
more community 
awareness 

No opinion Make community more aware 
of meetings, MONEY SPEAKS, 
too much housing on north side 
of Bellows 
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Appendix B – Open House Input 
 

Two open houses were conducted as part of this project to gather information on the public’s attitudes 
regarding the current redevelopment review process in the M-2 District and potential improvements to 
the process. Notices were mailed to identified stakeholders and published in the newspaper. The first 
open house was conducted on Tuesday, January 14th from 3:00 pm to 5:00 pm and the second on 
January 23rd from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  
 
The open houses were held in the City Commission Chambers. The room was set up several display 
boards describing the current review process and potential changes to the process. Each member of the 
public was given a survey form to provide input. Several participants took the form with them indicating 
they wanted to think about the issues before completing them. To date the city has only received three 
of the forms back, copies of which are attached. 



COMMISSION LETTER #206-14  
MEETING DATE:  DECEMBER 8, 2014 

 
TO: MAYOR AND CITY COMMISSION DECEMBER 5, 2014 

  
FROM: NANCY RIDLEY, CITY MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: RECEIVE RECOMMENDATION FROM PLANNING COMMISSION ON M-2 

CODIFICATION AND SET PUBLIC HEARING FOR JANUARY 12, 2015 ON 
THE SAME 

 
The attached memo from Director of Community Services and Economic Development Bill 
Mrdeza provides the background and recommendation from the Planning Commission 
regarding the proposed text amendment to section 154.007 (C) for redevelopment of non-
conforming properties in the M-2 Zoning District. In addition to his memo, attached are the 
written comments received.  Because many of them were received via email it is not possible 
to identify which ones are City residents/taxpayers.  
 
Staff recommends the City Commission accept the recommended text amendment 
recommended by the Planning Commission and set a public hearing for January 12, 2015 
on the same. 
 
Recommended Motion:  
Move to accept the text amendment for section 154.007 (C) for redevelopment of non-
conforming properties in the M-2 Zoning District and set a public hearing for January 12, 
2015 the same. 
 
 
NJR/ap 
 
 
 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL MEMO 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Nancy Ridley, City Manager 

FROM: William R. Mrdeza 
Community Services and Economic Development Director 

DATE: December 5, 2014 

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Recommendation on M-2 Codification Language 

Background 

In early 2013, the City Commission indicated an interest in possibly codifying the procedures 
being used to redevelop non-conforming registered student organization dwellings and rooming 
and boarding houses in the M-2 zoning district. Rowe Professional Services was subsequently 
contracted to work with City staff and the Planning Commission to explore the options available 
for such codification. After inventorying the current conditions and practices, as well as 
soliciting public input at a number of open houses and one-on-one meetings with identified 
stakeholders, the consultant proposed three alternatives to codification for the Planning 
Commission's consideration. These three alternatives included 1) codifying the current 
procedures ("As Is"), 2) codifying the process under a Special Use Permit, and 3) creating an 
overlay district within which these redevelopments can occur. 

Following extensive debate of the attributes of each alternative, the Planning Commission voted 
to recommend the "As Is" alternative at their September, 2014 meeting. A public hearing on this 
proposed "As Is" language was held at the December 4, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. 
Prior to the hearing, staff received 41 e-mails from interested citizens. Of those e-mails received, 
four urged the Planning Commission to consider an alternative other than the "As ls" language 
while 37 supported the proposed "As Is" recommendation. At the meeting, one individual spoke 
during the public comment period but offered no opinion regarding the preferred alternative. 
After the close of the public hearing, the Planning Commission voted on the motion to 
"recommend to the City Commission the adoption of the text amendment to the zoning 
ordinance that incorporates the "As Is" procedure for redevelopment in the M-2 zoning district." 
The motion passed by majority vote. 

City of Mt. Pleasant Community Services Division 
320 W. Broadway Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858 (989) 779-5311 

William R. Mrdcza, Community Services and Economic Development Director 



Requested Action 

Staff recommends the City Commission consider the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission, to adopt the "As ls" text amendment language as attached, and vote to approve said 
alternative as a text change to the City's zoning ordinance. 

Attachments 

1) Proposed "As ls" text amendment language 
2) Written public comments as received 

City of ML Pleasant Community Services Division 
320 W. Broadway Mt. Pleasant, MI 4885'8 (989) 779-5311 

William R. Mrdeza, Community Services and Economic Development Director 



Text for "As-ls" Amendment Option 

§ 154.007 NONCONFORMING LOTS AND USES. 

Add 
(C) Redevelopment of Nonconformities in the M-2 Zoning Districts. A nonconforming lot, building or use 
in the M-2 zoning district may be redeveloped/ rehabilitated for the purpose of providing for registered 
student organization dwellings and rooming and boarding houses provided compliance with the 
following: 

(1) Prior to submission of the project to the ZBA the applicant shall schedule a review meeting with 
the zoning administrator. 

(2) Final approval of the proposed project shall be conditioned on the project also receiving a Special 
Use Permit from the Planning Commission as authorized in Section 154.054. 

(3) In granting approval for redevelopment the ZBA may waive dimensional zoning requirements 
such as setback and lot coverage and development requirements such as parking space requirements 
and may permit an increase in the total occupancy of the project by one resident. In unusual 
circumstances where the level of community benefit warrants it the total occupancy may be increased 
by two. 

(4) In evaluating the application the ZBA shall apply the following standards: 
(a) The redevelopment shall decrease the number and extent of nonconformities to the 

greatest extent possible. Reductions to nonconformities can include improving setbacks, increasing lot 
size by combining lots, increasing parking and complying with pavement and location requirements, 
elimination of secondary dwellings and increase in square footage of dwelling units. 

{b) The redevelopment shall improve the building and site appearance, taking into 
consideration the shape, location and architectural details of homes in the neighborhood and including 
elements such as foundation planting and decorative fencing. 

{c) The redevelopment shall improve the site's layout and function of the property including 
such issues as trash disposal and elimination of front yard parking. 
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