
 

 

 

 

 

Meeting Announcement and Agenda 

Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 
 

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

City Hall Commission Chamber 
 

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

 II. Approval of Agenda: 
 

III. Approval of Minutes: 
 

A. November 5, 2015 Regular Meeting 

B. November 5, 2015 Work Session 
 

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

 V.  Communications: 
 

VI.  Public Hearings:  
 

A. SUP-15-17 – 111 E. Michigan – The Paul Clayton Collection, Inc. DBA Dog Central – Request for a Special Use 

Permit to allow a Class I Restaurant. 
 

VII. Public Comments: 
 

 VIII. Site Plan Reviews: 
 

A. None 
 

 IX. Unfinished Business: 
 

A. None 
 

X.    New Business: 
 

A. Presentation from Kris Crawford, Code Enforcement Officer, on enforcement activities in the student 

neighborhood north of campus 

B.   Receive and provide feedback on 2016 Division of Public Works roadway project list 

C. Consider endorsement of updated M-2 procedures 

D. Michigan Citizen Planner training – Commissioner Hoenig  
 

XI. Other: 
 

A. Staff report. 
 

    1. Administrative review report 

    2. January Planning Commission meeting – Anticipated agenda items. 
 

XII.    Adjournment 

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

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



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

Minutes of Regular Meeting 

November 5, 2015 

 

I. Chairman Cotter called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 

 

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

  Absent:  Hoenig 

  Staff: Kain, Murphy  

 

II. Approval of Agenda: 

 

Kain noted that the agenda has been updated, with copies on the dais, which include approval of 

the minutes from the joint work session. 

 

Motion by Ranzenberger, support by Kostrzewa to approve agenda. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

III. Approval of Minutes 

 

A. October 1, 2015 Regular meeting 

 

Motion by Kostrzewa, support by Irwin, to approve the minutes from the October 1, 2015 regular 

meeting as submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

B. October 28, 2015 Joint Work Session 

 

  Motion by Ranzenberger, support by Dailey, to approve the minutes from the October 28, 2015 

joint work session as submitted. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IV.    Zoning Board of Appeals Report for September: 

 

Commissioner Friedrich reported that the ZBA heard two cases in October, both involving 

signage and both on Pickard Street.  The first case was for Coyne Convenience Stores at 914 W. 

Pickard Street.  The applicant was requesting a variance to add an additional sign to the sign 

board in front of the building.  The sign required a variance in the minimum height of signs from 

the grade and would further exceed the maximum square footage of signs for the property, which 

is already over the maximum allowed.  The Board felt that the applicant could do a better job of 

consolidating the signs and therefore postponed the case to allow the applicant to rework the 

signs to better comply with the zoning ordinance.  
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The second case for 510 & 612 W. Pickard, McGuirk Mini-Storage, was a request for a variance 

to construct a pylon sign within the required setback with a height greater than what is allowed 

by ordinance.  The property has a very narrow frontage because it is boxed in by the river to the 

east, the railroad to the west and another property to the south.  Commissioner Friedrich stated 

that the property is shaped like a flagpole planted on Pickard Street. In light of the unusual shape 

of the property and the practical difficulty this presents for the applicant, the Board granted the 

variance to allow a sign that is no more than 21.5 feet tall with the bottom of the sign no less than 

8 feet from grade and allowing the sign within the required setback.  One additional requirement 

was that the foliage below the sign be removed to maintain sight lines onto Pickard Street. 

 

     V.     Communications:  Kain noted that one communication was included in Board packets, received 

from someone who is interested in the old Michigan State Police post on North Mission.   The 

developer is interested in developing the property under the Mission Redevelopment Overlay 

Zone (MROZ) and asked that his interest be shared with the Planning Commission.  Kain noted, 

however, that currently the MROZ doesn't extend north of Pickard. 

 

VI.    Public Hearings: 

  

 A.  SUP-15-14 -701 E. Pickard. 

 

 Kain introduced Case SUP-15-14 submitted by Ralph Eslinger, who is requesting a special use 

permit to allow a used car dealership on the site.  Kain shared the map of the area, noting that the 

property is zoned C-3 General Business, with I-1 Industrial zoning to the north, east and west and a 

mixture of R-3 and C-3 to the south.  

 

Kain shared photos of the site and the current conditions, noting that there is a vacant building that 

will be used as office space and antique sales.  The antique sales is not regulated by Special Use 

Permits and is therefore, not part of the consideration. 

 

Kain shared the conditions that need to be met for the Special Use Permit to be approved.  The 

required 10-foot greenbelt is sufficient in size; but is lacking some required landscaping.  Kain 

noted that this is a condition that will need to be met and the applicant has indicated they are willing 

to work with staff to assure the plantings are sufficient to meet the requirements. 

 

Kain reported that during the review of this request it was found that the site was not constructed as 

approved under a 1988 site plan, as all of the parking was not built.  The applicant has again been 

very cooperative and has already made the improvements necessary to meet the requirements for the 

SUP. 

  

In regards to the site plan, Kain noted that with the improvements noted for landscaping and 

parking, the site meets the requirements of the ordinance.  

 

Kain concluded his report, recommending approval of the SUP with the following conditions: 

 

1. A landscape plan that meets the greenbelt requirement for this use shall be submitted. 
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2. At no time shall more than the 8 vehicles be displayed for sale on the site and those vehicles 

shall only be parked in the areas denoted for display on the approved site plan. 

3. Vehicle and trailer parking on the site shall be confined to hard-surfaced areas only. 

4. The parking area located on the north side of the Mr. Muffler building shall be paved and striped 

in accordance with the approved 1988 site plan.   

5. Hours of operation shall be limited to Monday through Friday 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., as offered by the 

applicant. 

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

Public Safety (DPS). 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa questioned why we would limit the hours of operation even if the 

applicant offered it.  Kain noted that this will be a very limited auto sales operation.  He further 

noted that it is important to place some restrictions as there is residential property across the street. 

 

Commissioner Dailey asked if the city had any ordinance that restricts hours of operation.   Kain 

noted that the only restrictions would be through the limitations placed on the SUP and further 

commented that the applicant does not own the property and that it is currently for sale.  He 

indicated he doesn't anticipate this to be a long term auto sale location. 

 

Chairman Cotter commented that if the applicant decides to extend the hours of operation in the 

future he can always come back.  Commissioner Driessnack asked if it would make sense to extend 

the hours now.  Discussion ensued. 

 

Karen Mead, daughter of property owner, addressed the board on behalf of Mr. Eslinger.    

 

Chairman Cotter asked how long the lease was for.  Ms. Mead indicated it would be a one year 

lease. 

 

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

hearing was closed. 

 

Motion by Dailey, support by Irwin that the Planning Commission approve SUP-15-07 with the 

following conditions: 

1. A landscape plan that meets the greenbelt requirement for this use shall be submitted. 

2. At no time shall more than the 8 vehicles be displayed for sale on the site and those vehicles 

shall only be parked in the areas denoted for display on the approved site plan. 

3. Vehicle and trailer parking on the site shall be confined to hard-surfaced areas only. 

4. The parking area located on the north side of the Mr. Muffler building shall be paved and 

striped in accordance with the approved 1988 site plan.   

5. Hours of operation shall be limited to Monday through Friday 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. 

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

and Public Safety (DPS). 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 
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B.  SUP-15-15 1006/1008 E. Lincoln Street 

 

Kain introduced SUP-15-15, submitted by Charles and Barbara McCollom to allow a two-family 

dwelling in the existing structure. 

 

Kain explained that the property was built as a two-family dwelling in 1983, prior to the SUP 

requirements for the use.  The property was foreclosed on and the use was discontinued for over a 

year and therefore, the site must be brought into conformance with the provisions of the current 

Zoning Ordinance before resuming.   

 

Kain commented that the owners have been working to rehabilitate and renovate the property.  

 

Kain shared an overview of the site, along with photos, noting the property is zoned R-3 Residential 

and is surrounded on all sides by R-3 properties. The use is an allowed use with a Special Use 

Permit.  Kain also noted that the use is consistent with the character of the area and with the future 

land use identified in the City's Master Plan.  

 

Kain shared the site plan, and reviewed the Special Use requirements for two-family dwellings in 

the R-3 zoning district, noting that the site meets all requirements. In addition, Kain noted that the 

site meets the lot area, height, setback and parking requirements.  

 

Kain concluded his report recommending approval of the SUP. 

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa questioned whether the definition for a two-family dwelling and a duplex 

were the same.  Kain noted they are; the zoning ordinance primarily uses the term two-family 

dwelling. 

 

Tiffany Sloan, representing the applicant addressed the group.   

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger asked if both units would be rentals or if one would be owner 

occupied.  Ms. Sloan commented that eventually she intends to own the property and has plans to 

live in one half. 

 

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

hearing was closed. 

 

Motion by Friedrich, support by Ranzenberger, to approve SUP-15-15. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

C.  SUP-15-16 - 418 W. Broomfield 

 

Kain introduced SUP-15-16 submitted by Chi Alpha Christian Fellowship for a Special Use Permit 

for a Registered Student Organization (RSO) in an existing single family dwelling.   
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Kain shared photos of the site, along with the site plan, noting that the property is zoned M-2, with 

M-2 zoning to the north, east and west and U-University zoning to the south.  Kain noted that the 

proposed use is permitted in the M-2 zoning district with a SUP.   

 

Kain reviewed the SUP criteria for the use, noting that the site meets all criteria and regulations.  

RSO's are required to provide two parking spaces plus one per occupant.  The request is for two 

occupants; therefore, the site is required to provide four parking spaces, which it does.  Kain noted 

that RSO's are required to provide a solid waste enclosure and staff has asked that this be addressed 

in the conditions for approval. 

 

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

 

Commissioner Dailey asked if two of the four parking spaces were in the garage.  Kain noted that 

they are all in the driveway and the garage is mainly used for storage.  

 

Commissioner Kostrzewa commented on the garage door and discussion ensued on whether the 

letters currently there are considered signage or artwork.   

 

Kain noted that if they are approved for the SUP, they will be allowed to display their letters. 

 

Jacob Oebel, 418 W. Broomfield, addressed the Board as the current director of Chi Alpha Christian 

Fellowship at CMU.  He noted that they "inherited" the garage door and they hope to redo the 

artwork with a higher quality. 

 

Chairman Cotter opened the public hearing. 

 

Matt Kelliher, 613 Whitney, addressed the Board, noting his is the faculty advisor for the group and 

has been involved since 1982.  Mr. Kelliher commented on the garage door and that they wish to 

make the property recognizable, but also noted they would like to improve on the quality. 

 

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

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger asked if the occupancy is limited to two occupants of if a family 

would be eligible.  Kain noted that this would be considered a single family rental, and based on 

ordinance language, this means no more than two unrelated; therefore a family could occupy the 

site. 

 

Motion by Driessnack, support by Irwin, that the Planning Commission approve SUP-15-16 with 

the following conditions: 

1. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Division of Public Safety 

(DPS). 

2. The applicant shall install screening for the solid waste containers in accordance with 

Section 154.025 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Motion approved unanimously. 
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VII.   Public Comments: 

 

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

 wished to speak, public comments was closed. 

 

    VIII.     Site Plan Reviews: 

 

  A. SPR-15-21 - 1006-1008 E. Lincoln. 

 

  Kain reported that SPR-15-21 is associated with SUP-15-15 and noted staff recommends 

approval with condition noted in staff report. 

 

Motion by Friedrich, support by Dailey, that the Planning Commission approve SPR-15-21 with 

the following condition: 

 

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

(DPW) and Public Safety (DPS). 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 

 

IX.     Unfinished Business:  None 
  

X.      New Business: 

 

A. 2016 Meeting Schedule. 

 

Kain reported that two of the members of the Planning Commission have already been re-

appointed for another term.  Also, with the recently passed Charter Amendment, Commissioner 

Kostrzewa, who would have been term limited, is also eligible for an additional term, although 

the City Commission has not yet reappointed him.  Kain commented that in the past, the 

schedule for the following year is set prior to new appointments, and even though it appears that 

our membership will remain the same, looking forward, he feels it makes more sense to set the 

schedule for March through February to allow new members to weigh in.  With that being said, 

Kain introduced the prospective schedule for 2016 to run through February 2017. 

 

Kain noted that it is proposed that the July meeting be moved up a week to avoid conflicts with 

the 4th of July holiday and this would keep the schedule consistent with 4 weeks between 

meetings.  All other meetings remain scheduled for the 1st Thursday of the month, with no 

conflicts with area schools' spring breaks. 

 

Motion by Dailey, support by Ranzenberger, to adopt the 2016 meeting schedule as proposed. 

 

Motion approved unanimously. 
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B. December Planning Commission meeting: 

 

1. Kain reported that the Planning Commission has received one application to date for a Class 

1 restaurant for Dog Central. 

 

2. Kain reported that the City Commission has asked that the procedures for awarding two 

bonus occupants in the M-2 redevelop area be better defined.  Kain commented that he and 

Mr. Kench would work on putting together a draft for the Board to look at, which pares down 

the current adopted procedure to focus on that issue only. 

 

3. Citizen’s Academy:  Kain reported that the City is hosting a Citizens’ Academy, which is a 

six week program that is designed to expand knowledge of the structure and functions of City 

government.  The program will run on consecutive Wednesday evenings beginning in 

January.  The program is free to participants and dinner will be provided.  Applications are 

available at the Community Services office or on the city's website.   

 

XI.     Adjournment: 

 

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

 

 Motion approved unanimously. 

 

 Meeting adjourned at 7:43 p.m. 

 

 

 bam 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

Minutes of Work Session 

November 5, 2015 

 

 

I. Roll Call: 

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

Absent:   Hoenig 

Staff:  Kain, Murphy 

 

II. Kain explained that the PC would not be asked to take any action during the work session; however there 

are two items that he would like to have some discussion on to get the Board's thoughts and impressions. 

 

A. Mission Redevelopment Overlay Zone (MROZ): 

 

Kain provided some background on the Mission Overlay, which was established in 2009 to address 

deficiencies in the Zoning Ordinance in regards to developments in the C-3 Zoning District.  The 

City Commission has asked the Planning Commission to look at three things: 

 

1. Whether the ordinance should be amended to put some constraints on the percent of the 

redevelopment which should be residential versus commercial. 

2. Whether limits should be placed on density of any residential units on Mission Street that 

abut residential properties. 

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

 

Commissioner Horgan asked staff to explain the purpose of the overlay and if there were any 

incentives for developers choosing to develop under those standards vs. traditional C-3 zoning 

standards.  Kain commented that the current ordinance doesn't require much in regards to aesthetics 

and doesn't fit the vision the city would like to go; as the setback requirements are fairly large, there 

is a high level of parking requirements, etc. and only office/retail type uses are allowed.  The 

Overlay was a way of working towards something better and opens up opportunities for other uses, 

i.e., mixed uses. Commissioner Horgan commented that it would make more sense to change the 

code to reflect the direction the city would like to go. 

 

In regards to incentives, the Downtown Development Authority (DDA) has provided some incentive 

funding to some projects that have chosen redevelopments under the MROZ for things such as 

connector streets, decorative fencing, etc.  Commissioner Dailey commented that all properties 

within the TIFA district were eligible for DDA funds. 

 

Discussion ensued on limitations of the MROZ and the questions posed by the City Commission. 

 

Kain explained that because the MROZ is optional, and traditional zoning is typically an easier and 

more certain path for development, there is a disincentive to utilize the MROZ which results in 

undesirable development.  The language is also complicated and cumbersome although for many 

projects the MROZ would be beneficial.   

 

Current language is imprecise regarding the extent of the overlay zone.  The board discussed rolling 

the good aspects of the overlay into updated C-3 district standards during the zoning ordinance 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

November 5, 2015 

Page 2 

 

rewrite.  The board discussed the need for nuance in that district to address unique contexts and 

adjacent uses within the district. 

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that he feels the reduced setbacks help with traffic 

calming, as was one of the goals.  He also noted that he prefers the monument signage over the 

pylons. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented on a project that he was involved in that went through the 

MROZ and the additional time and money that went towards the project.  He spoke of the frustration 

of working with MDOT on easements and in hindsight, he commented that although the end result is 

nice, it was so cumbersome and expensive that they wouldn't choose to do another development 

under the current MROZ language.    

 

Board consensus was that in order to achieve the vision of the MROZ the process must be easier, 

more predictable for all involved, and include the entire C-3 district.   

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented that we want to be development friendly and having a clear 

ordinance creates predictability. 

 

Commissioner Friedrich agreed that right now the MROZ is wide open with all the waiver options 

available to developers, which is not predictable for anyone. 

 

Kain asked the Board to give some thought about what they would like to see; what they do and 

don't like in other communities; etc. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented that for the short term, he is not in favor of constraining the 

percentage of residential or type of residential units.  The board agreed that any discussion of use 

percentage would be best addressed during the zoning ordinance update. 

 

 

B. Owner Occupied Incentive Program (OOIP): 

 

Kain provided information from the OOIP program.  Kain explained that since its inception in 2008, 

twelve buyers have received the incentive.  To date, approximately $60,000 of the initial budget of 

$100,000 has been expended.  Kain provided maps showing all the rental properties in Mt. Pleasant, 

the change in rental licenses during the period 2009-2014, and a comparison of how Mt. Pleasant 

compares with peer communities around the state.  Kain also provided results of a survey that was 

sent to the recipients of the program. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack questioned what the goal of the program is and if it isn't achieving it, why 

continue it.  Kain noted that there isn't a clear record of the discussions during the inception of the 

program but that the program does target owner-occupancy in a defined area of the City.  Within the 

program area, the number of licenses issued and deleted is virtually identical, which is similar to 

trends citywide during the period. 

 

Chairman Cotter questioned the benefit to the City in converting single-family rentals to single-

family owner-occupied housing.  Chairman Cotter suggested that incenting the conversion of non-

conforming properties, such as rooming and boarding dwellings, would be a better focus for the 

program and accomplish more for the City.   
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Commissioners Horgan and Driessnack agreed, with Commissioner Driessnack commenting that if 

the pool of eligible properties was narrower, the incentive could possibly be increased. 

 

Commissioner Dailey commented he feels this was developed as a "feel good" program; however 

most of the incentives are only a "burp" in the price of the house. 

 

Commission consensus was if the program were to continue the focus should narrow.  Kain noted 

that he will be passing along an update on the program to the City Commission along with the input 

provided by the Planning Commission for their consideration.   

 

Work session adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Planning Commission Staff Report

Special Use Permit 15

December 3

Reviewer: 

APPLICANT: 

 

PROPERTY OWNER: 

 

LOCATION: 

 

REQUEST: 

 

SITE AREA: 

 

ZONING DISTRICT: 

 

FUTURE LAND USE: 

The Paul Clayton Collection, 

 

Basin Lofts LLC

 

111 E. Michigan Street

 

Special use permit to 

 

0.37 

 

C-2, 

 

Central Business District

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The applicant is proposing to convert the 

defined under Section 154.003 of the Zoning Ordinance.  A Class I Restaurant differs from a traditional 

restaurant under the zoning ordinance in that Class I Restaurants are licensed to serve a

Class I Restaurants are permitted in the C

 

Figure 1. Current conditions  

 

Planning Commission Staff Report 

Special Use Permit 15-17 

December 3, 2015 

Reviewer: Jacob Kain, City Planner 

The Paul Clayton Collection, Inc. DBA Dog Central 

Basin Lofts LLC 

111 E. Michigan Street 

Special use permit to allow a Class I Restaurant. 

0.37 acres 

, Central Business 

Central Business District 

to convert the existing restaurant, Dog Central, into a Class I Restaurant as 

Section 154.003 of the Zoning Ordinance.  A Class I Restaurant differs from a traditional 

restaurant under the zoning ordinance in that Class I Restaurants are licensed to serve alcoholic liquors.  

Class I Restaurants are permitted in the C-2 zoning district subject to a Special Use Permit. 

 

into a Class I Restaurant as 

Section 154.003 of the Zoning Ordinance.  A Class I Restaurant differs from a traditional 

lcoholic liquors.  

2 zoning district subject to a Special Use Permit.   
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No site work is proposed in conjunction with the special use permit application.  As the site is located 

within the C-2 zoning district and within 300’ of municipal parking, no parking is required.  The applicant 

may explore expansion within the existing footprint of the Basin Building in the future; such expansions 

will be subject to review and approval by the Building Safety Department and held to Zoning Ordinance 

standards for Class I Restaurants.   

 

  
Figure 2. Zoning and overview map            

 

Land uses and zoning on the surrounding properties are as follows: 

 

 Future Land Use Zoning 

North Central Business District C-2, Central Business 

East Central Business District C-2, Central Business 

South Central Business District C-2, Central Business 

West Central Business District C-2, Central Business 

 

The proposed use as a Class I restaurant is permitted in the C-2 zoning district subject to special use 

permit under Section 154.066 of the Zoning Ordinance (C-2 Central Business Districts).  The following 

conditions are imposed as a special use: 

 

 

 

JC Penney 

Target 

SITE 
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Special Use Condition 

The establishment shall provide the City Manager with reports and business records, in the form and manner 

required by an administrative order prepared by the City Manager and approved by the Commission, to 

permit the city to review and determine continued compliance with the requirements and performance 

standards of § 154.003 for a Class I Restaurant. 

The requirements and performance standards of § 154.003 for a Class I Restaurant and the reporting 

requirements of this subsection shall be a written condition of all special use permits issued to Class I 

restaurants. 

Trade secrets or commercial or financial information received by the City Manager pursuant to this section 

shall be exempt from disclosure to the public as a public record and shall not be published pursuant to the 

provisions of M.C.L.A. § 15.243(g) if the proprietor requests that the records be kept confidential and the 

premise of confidentiality is authorized by the City Manager at the time the promise is made, except that such 

records shall be admissible before all courts and administrative tribunals in proceedings brought for the 

purpose of enforcing this chapter. 

The Zoning Administrator or Building Official shall make periodic investigations of developments authorized 

by special use permit. Any violations shall be corrected within 30 days after an order to correct has been 

issued by the Building Official. Violations not so corrected shall automatically cancel the certificate of 

occupancy and compliance. If the Building Official finds conditions prohibited by § 154.003 for a Class I 

Restaurant continue unabated for seven days during any 30-day period after a notice of violation and order 

to correct have been issued, the special use permit shall be suspended and the certificate of occupancy and 

compliance canceled until the proprietor of the restaurant provides adequate assurances that the adverse 

conditions have been remedied, which assurances may include the requirement of a cash bond in an amount 

sufficient to reimburse the city for any unusual expenses and the adjacent property owners for any damages 

suffered; or if no adequate assurances can be provided, shall revoke the special use permit and the certificate 

of compliance and occupancy subject to review as provided by §§ 154.163 of this code. 

 

DIVISION COMMENTS: 

 

Downtown Development Department: A memorandum from Downtown Development Director 

Michelle Sponseller is attached related to the applicant’s request for a Redevelopment Liquor License.  

That request is reviewed by the City Commission and Michigan Liquor Control Commission following 

issuance of a Special Use Permit.  The memorandum is attached for informational purposes only.   

 
Division of Public Works (DPW) – No comments. 

 

Division of Public Safety (DPS) – DPS comments are included in the memorandum from Ms. 

Sponseller. 

 

ANALYSIS: 

 

The proposed special use complies with the minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance.  The 

proposed conditions are consistent with the character of the area and with the future land use identified in 

the Master Plan.  With the findings and analysis stated in this report, the following actions are offered for 

consideration by the Planning Commission. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

The Planning Commission approve SUP-15-17 with the following conditions: 

 

1. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of Section 154.066(D)(3) of the Zoning 

Ordinance and the performance standards listed in Section 154.003 related to Class I restaurants. 
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2. Use of the property as a Class I restaurant shall be subject to issuance of a liquor license and 

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

Commission. 



•

VIII. DEVELOPMENT SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS
Site plans for Special Use Permits of more than one acre land shall be sealed by a licensed surveyor, engineer,
architect, or community planner, unless specifically waived by the City. The site plan drawing shall be drawn to a
readable scale and include all of the following information:
o Lot lines

o Existing and proposed structures

o Site improvements
o Parking areas and spaces

o Screening requirements
o Trash container location and screening

o Type and location of exterior lighting

o Signago
o Landscaping features to be retained, added, and removed
o Ratio of green space to lot area

o Vehicle and pedestrian circulation plans, including vehicle access areas, loading areas, sidewalks and bike
paths

o Proposed exterior buildinQ materials, includinQ elevation drawinQS and/or photos of similar buildinQs

IX. APPLICATION DEADLINES
Planning Commission meetings are generally held on the first Thursday of the month al 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall
Commission Chambers. The submission deadline for each meeting is described in the attached Planning
Commission meeting calendar.

Upon receipt of a complete application and installation of a Zoning lssue sign at the property site (see guidelines for
placement), the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at its next regular meeting. Notice will be published
in the Morning Sun and mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property.

Following the pUblic hearing, the Planning Commission may approve, deny, or approve the request with conditions.
Conditions imposed by the Planning Commission are considered an integral part of the Special Use Permit.

x. REVIEW CRITERIA
The Zoning Ordinance imposes the following general requirements on the use requested by the applicant (see
Section 154.171 (A) for details). Under each requirement, the applicant should explain, in writing with supporting
evidence, how the proposed use satisfies the requirements. For those requirements where there is potential for
negative or adverse effects, applicant will propose measures to mitigate such effects.

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

General Goals for Downtown, section A: Dog Central will improve the overall variety of restaurant offerings downtown. We
intend to exclusively carry an extensive canned beer tineup- offering happy hours and dollar hours on certain beers. We
hope to soon expand into other spaces of 111 EMichigan and then expand our beverage and food options again at that
time; along with additional seating.

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

Dog Central intends to cut off all alcohol service at 1am Thursday-Sunday. We already experience tines out the door with
customers waiting for food. We'd rather concentrate on food serviceat that time rather than worry about alcoholic
beverage service issues, bouncers, underage customers, etc. Thisaddition is intended to grow Des dinner business and
weekend sales and launch it into another phase of growth and expansion of its concept We don't anticipate a noticeable
increase in noise, light., traffic.. density of people. etc than we already have been experiencing for the past 3 years.
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(3) Applicant shall demonstrate how the exterior structure is compatible with the surrounding area (defined as
adjacent and/or abutting properties including those properties separated by streets alleys or other rights-of
way) and how the use is compatible with surrounding land uses.

'I The exterior structure will remain unchanged and is compatible with the surrounding area. The use is compatible with the
surrounding land uses as it lies within the immediate downtown business area.

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

Dog Central's liquor license will not interfere with any adjoining or abutting properties. We do not anticipate any
noticeable interference with the publics' enjoyment ofany surrounding areas due to alcoholic beverage service at Dog
Central. Dog Central also sits back off the road and its noise, light, and wonderful food smells do notaffect the surrounding
area much at all.

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

The only difference in Dog Centrals hours of operation wilt be opening on Sundays, most likely dosing at 3pm on
Mondays, and cutting off alcohol service at 1am on weekends. We have experienced multiple hour lines out the door at
night for 3 years straight We do not antidpate any increase in noise, traffic, lighting, odors, or stress on the architectural
capabilities of the Basin Building.

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

The addition of alcohol at Dog central will not be hazardous to any adjacent property in anyway. It will not involve any
dangerous materials or activities. There will be no increase in traffic. noise, smoke, odor, fumes. or glare. There will be no
glass bottles at DC until later expansions - canned lineup only.

~ The special use shall be adequately served by the existing capacity of essential public facilities and services,
~ or it shall be demonstrated that the person responsible for the proposed special use shall be able to

continually provide adequately for the serv1ceS and facilities deemed essential to the special use under
consideration.

Anachments:
1. Site Plan Requirements for DPW Approval
2. Sile Plan Requirements for the Fire DepartmentlDPS Approval
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Statement from Dog Central on FinancialjDevelopmentallmpacts of surrounding area:

Dog Central has grown by at least 15% each year since its inception in 2012. Paul is committed

to growing this business as large as it is able to become. The 10 year plan for Dog Central is to take its

concept to other places around Michigan. The addition of alcohol at DC will be a major step to making

Dog Centra! a desirable restaurant concept to put it other areas around the state. Dog Central also

hopes to expand its current location into 111 #3 - currently an apartment on the alley, 111 #4 currently

AE White Photography, and later upstairs into the apartments above the current Dog Central space. The

financial, economic, and developmental impacts of the hopeful growth and expansion of Dog Central

would have a great impact on the surrounding area. We hope to become a landmark for hot

dogs/sausages in the state of Michigan. We already have a large out of town following and people

seeking us out from all around the state almost every weekend. Paul hopes to be able to transform the

111 EMichigan portion of the Basin Building into a large restaurant space capable of multiple concepts

and service areas. We believe the success and growth of Dog Central by a young entrepreneur and CMU

Business Alumnus should be encouraged and will have a good impact on the downtown business district

as a whole.



Memo 
 

To: Jacob Kain, City Planner 

 

From: Michelle Sponseller, Downtown Development Director 

 

CC: Nancy Ridley, City Manager 

Bill Mrdeza, Community Services Director 

 Glenn Feldhauser, Public Safety Director 

 

Date: November 5, 2015 

 

Re: Paul Clayton Collection, Inc Redevelopment Liquor License Request 

 

Paul Clayton Collection, Inc is requesting City Commission approval for a Redevelopment Liquor 

License pursuant to Public Act 501 of 2006 in order to provide liquor service for the existing 

restaurant, Dog Central, located at 111 East Michigan, in downtown Mt. Pleasant. 

 

PA 501 of 2006 is designed to make on-site premises licenses more readily available in downtowns 

and other redevelopment areas, as a tool for economic development.  This request comes to the 

City subsequent to the City Commission action on January 24, 2011, establishing the Redevelopment 

Liquor License Development District and approval of the Redevelopment Liquor License policy on 

June 27, 2011. 

 

The Paul Clayton Collection, Inc. meets the requirements for consideration by the State of Michigan 

Liquor Control Commission per MCLA 436.1521a(1)(b) and the City of Mt. Pleasant’s local policy. 

Answers to the City’s ten application requirements can be found on the attached letter from the 

applicant. 

 

LOCAL POLICY REVIEW: 

On June 27, 2011 the City Commission approved a Redevelopment Liquor License policy for the 

consideration of applications for liquor licenses pursuant to PA 501 of 2006. This approval was 

comprised of ten benchmarks for consideration: 

 

1. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY ORDINANCES, CODES, AND REGULATIONS. 

• Special Use Permit review and consideration by the Planning Commission on December 

3, 2015. 

• Public Safety Director Glenn Feldhauser states “Our investigation disclosed the premise 

at 111 E. Michigan Street, Suite 5, currently has two deficiencies for fire safety which should 

be corrected by November 24th Two emergency lights are not functioning properly and 

there are no business numbers visible from the street side.  The applicant, Paul Clayton 

McFall, does not have any criminal records, nor has he been charged with a violation of the 

liquor law.  The premise is within 500 feet of Sacred Heart Academy, 200 S. Franklin Street. 

The contact person for Sacred Heart is Mary Kay Yonker, (989) 772-1457. The nearest bar to 

the premise is Marty’s Bar, 123 S. Main Street or 120 South, 120 S. University.  We 

recommend approval.”  Director Feldhauser’s memo is attached. 

• Please note that the above deficiencies have been corrected as of November 5, 2015. 

• Applicant has stated, as per the attached document, that if there are any future 

conditions which violate the City’s Code of Ordinances, the owner will immediately 

address and/or correct the problem.  



 

• The business owner is not delinquent in the payment of any taxes, charges or fees 

owed to the city as confirmed by the City Code Enforcement and Treasurer’s Office. 

• Applicants do not have any criminal records, nor have they been charged with a 

violation of liquor law. 

 

2. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE MLCC. 

• Applicant meets the requirements of MCLA 436.1521a(1)(b) for a RLL and will forward the 

RLL application to MLCC for review once the Planning Commission and City Commission 

have approved the Special Use Permit.  

o Within the RLL district; 

o Engaged in dining; 

o Investment has invested $242,698 in the property within the past five years, 

meeting the minimum investment of $75,000; 

o Establishment will have seating for 50, MLCC minimum is 25. 

 

3. FACTS AND EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATED IN THE APPLICATION MATERIALS PROVIDED 

BY THE APPLICANT. 

Based on the information provided by the applicant the project will: 

• Exceed the City’s minimum investment level;  

• Conform to the City’s adopted goals and objectives, including the Master Plan; 

• Be compatible and have no adverse effect on the surrounding neighborhood; 

• Have a positive economic impact to the City. 

 

4. CONFORMANCE WITH AND ADVANCEMENT OF THE CITY’S ADOPTED GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES AND ITS MASTER PLAN, AS AMENDED (COPIES OF THESE DOCUMENTS 

ARE AVAILABLE AT THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE). 

• The proposed establishment is consistent with the HyettPalma Blueprint for Downtown, a 

comprehensive five-year plan to revitalize the downtown, as indicated by the following 

recommendations:  

o Cluster retail, food, art, and entertainment in recommended areas of Main and 

Broadway. 

o Provide all incentives, technical assistance, and any other means of support to 

existing business owners who want to open additional appropriate businesses, 

expand operations, or relocate to better serve downtown Mt. Pleasant customers 

and patrons. 

• The proposed establishment is consistent with the city’s Master Plan as indicated by the 

following recommendations:  

o Make the downtown more user-friendly, including increasing the variety of 

businesses, flexible hours of operations and entertainment and events. 

o Create a greater focus on historic buildings within the downtown, particularly the 

preservation of historic structures. 

 

5. ANTICIPATED ECONOMIC BENEFIT(S) OF THE PROPOSAL. 

• This request will continue the help foster the adaptive reuse of a historic structures in 

downtown. 

• To the extent the applicant is able to identify alcohol as a necessity for a successful dining 

establishment, the requested action is anticipated to have a positive impact on the tax base 

for the City.  

• The amount of investment on the restaurant has been $242,698 and an addition to the 

establishment based on anticipated growth.  Six part-time jobs will be created with a 

payroll of approximately $72,000 annually.     

• Operationally compatible with surrounding businesses.  



 

 

6. COMPATIBILITY OF THE PROPOSED USE WITH THE CHARACTER AND NATURE OF THE 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. 

• The business in question is a Class I restaurant, which is compatible with commercial uses 

within downtown. 

• Adaptive reuse and rehabilitation of a building which has enhanced the architectural 

character of downtown. 

 

7. RECOMMENDATION OF THE CITY MANAGER OR THE CITY MANAGER’S DESIGNEE. 

• Pending public comment, staff recommends approval and finds the applicant has met all 

necessary State and local requirements for a Redevelopment Liquor License from the 

Michigan Liquor Control Commission.  This RLL recommendation is based on the merit of 

the job creation and expansion of an underutilized building a historic building downtown.   

 

8. ANY OTHER INFORMATION THAT THE CITY COMMISSION DEEMS RELEVANT. 

• Review of Public Safety indicates that the proposed establishment is within 500’ of Sacred 

Heart.  No action by staff or city commission is required for this issue. MLCC licensing 

procedure states “A church or school within 500 feet of a proposed licensed location may 

object based on such location adversely affecting its operations. If a proper objection is filed, 

the Commission shall hold a hearing to determine whether the granting of the application 

will adversely affect the operation of the church or school.”   

• The proposed establishment is within 300’ of three public parking lots (#’s 5, 6, and 7) which 

includes short-term and long-term parking for employees and patrons. 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: December 3, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: Complete Streets update

 

The Division of Public Works (DPW) has provided a list of projects programmed for 2016 for review and 

comment by the Planning Commission in accordance with the City’s Complete Streets ordinance.  

 

You will recall that the City Commission adopted a Complet

recommendation of the Planning Commission.  Among other things, the ordinance calls for the Planning 

Commission to review DPW projects for consistency with the Complete Streets ordinance during the 

annual Capital Improvement Plan process.  Since that review took place in May of last year, prior to 

adoption of the ordinance, the DPW has submitted this project list for review.  

 

Staff notes on the project list: 

 

• You will recall that complete streets

will differ depending on a number of factors, including context and constraints.  As many of the 

2016 projects were under design prior to implementation of the Complete Streets ordinance, 

available funding may be a constraint on the proposed design.   

• You may note that no new sidewalk installations are 

City Commission has directed DPW staff to provide 3 years of notice to property owners 

regarding sidewalk construction as it will be associated with a special assessment.  As a result, no 

sidewalk construction is anticipated until 2018.

• Sidewalk construction along local streets is prioritized separately from resurfacing projects.  As 

such, resurfacing projects will not typically include sidewalk construction unless their 

prioritization is the same. 

• Pavement marking projects often present a low

street.  As per the ordinance, the DPW will continue to work with P

Development staff to identify and implement complete streets through updated roadway markings 

whenever possible.  The list of marking projects for 2016 is not yet finalized.

 

You should expect to review and provide comment on the 2017

in May 2016.   

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

The Planning Commission receive the update on 2016 projects from DPW and provide comments or 

recommendations if desired. 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

 

Complete Streets update 

The Division of Public Works (DPW) has provided a list of projects programmed for 2016 for review and 

comment by the Planning Commission in accordance with the City’s Complete Streets ordinance.  

You will recall that the City Commission adopted a Complete Streets ordinance on June 22, 2015 at the 

recommendation of the Planning Commission.  Among other things, the ordinance calls for the Planning 

Commission to review DPW projects for consistency with the Complete Streets ordinance during the 

Improvement Plan process.  Since that review took place in May of last year, prior to 

adoption of the ordinance, the DPW has submitted this project list for review.   

complete streets is a broad concept and that the elements of a complete street 

will differ depending on a number of factors, including context and constraints.  As many of the 

2016 projects were under design prior to implementation of the Complete Streets ordinance, 

able funding may be a constraint on the proposed design.    

that no new sidewalk installations are planned in 2016.  Beginning this year, the 

City Commission has directed DPW staff to provide 3 years of notice to property owners 

walk construction as it will be associated with a special assessment.  As a result, no 

sidewalk construction is anticipated until 2018.   

Sidewalk construction along local streets is prioritized separately from resurfacing projects.  As 

rojects will not typically include sidewalk construction unless their 

Pavement marking projects often present a low- or no-cost opportunity to create a complete 

street.  As per the ordinance, the DPW will continue to work with Planning and Community 

Development staff to identify and implement complete streets through updated roadway markings 

whenever possible.  The list of marking projects for 2016 is not yet finalized. 

You should expect to review and provide comment on the 2017-2021 Capital Improvement Plan as usual 

receive the update on 2016 projects from DPW and provide comments or 

The Division of Public Works (DPW) has provided a list of projects programmed for 2016 for review and 

comment by the Planning Commission in accordance with the City’s Complete Streets ordinance.   

e Streets ordinance on June 22, 2015 at the 

recommendation of the Planning Commission.  Among other things, the ordinance calls for the Planning 

Commission to review DPW projects for consistency with the Complete Streets ordinance during the 

Improvement Plan process.  Since that review took place in May of last year, prior to 

is a broad concept and that the elements of a complete street 

will differ depending on a number of factors, including context and constraints.  As many of the 

2016 projects were under design prior to implementation of the Complete Streets ordinance, 

.  Beginning this year, the 

City Commission has directed DPW staff to provide 3 years of notice to property owners 

walk construction as it will be associated with a special assessment.  As a result, no 

Sidewalk construction along local streets is prioritized separately from resurfacing projects.  As 

rojects will not typically include sidewalk construction unless their 

cost opportunity to create a complete 

lanning and Community 

Development staff to identify and implement complete streets through updated roadway markings 

2021 Capital Improvement Plan as usual 

receive the update on 2016 projects from DPW and provide comments or 



 

Attachments 

1. Complete Streets ordinance 

2. DPW 2016 Projects Complete Streets Review 
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ORDINANCE NO. 996 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO ADD NEW SECTIONS 98.20 THROUGH 98.24, COLLECTIVELY 
ENTITLED “COMPLETE STREETS,” TO THE MT. PLEASANT CITY CODE TO 
ESTABLISH A COMPLETE STREETS POLICY 
 
IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF MT. PLEASANT: 
 
Section 1.  Amendment.  Sections 98.20 through 98.24, collectively entitled “Complete 
Streets,” are added to the Mt. Pleasant City Code to read as follows: 
 
 § 98.20.  Purpose. 
 

(a)  Sections 98.20 through 98.24 of this Code shall serve as the City’s complete 
streets policy for purposes of Public Act 51 of 1951, as amended, MCL 247.651 et 
seq. (“PA 51”). 
(b) The purpose of these sections is to provide for the planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance of a transportation system within the City that 
satisfies the access and mobility needs of all users, regardless of age, ability, 
mode of transportation, or trip purpose. The road network should function as an 
integral part of the overall transportation system and provide for safe, accessible, 
comfortable, and efficient transportation options for people and goods in order 
to support the City’s quality of life, economic vitality, and environmental 
sustainability.   

 
 § 98.21.  Definitions. 

 
The following words, terms and phrases when used in this complete streets 
policy shall have the following meanings:  
(a) Complete streets means roadways planned, designed, and constructed to 
provide access to all legal users in a manner that promotes safe, efficient, and 
convenient movement of people and goods whether by car, truck, transit, 
assistive device, foot, bicycle, or other means.  
(b) Transportation project means the construction, reconstruction, retrofit, 
alteration, or repair of any element of the transportation system, and includes the 
planning, design, approval, and implementation processes.  The term 
“transportation project” does not include minor routine maintenance such as 
cleaning, sweeping, mowing, spot repair, interim measures on detour routes, or 
emergency repair work and does not include projects that are not included in the 
City’s capital improvement plan. 
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 § 98.22.  Implementation and Applicability. 

 
(A) The City shall develop and implement standards for complete streets with 
the goal of creating a complete streets network throughout the City. As it 
endeavors to implement those standards, the City shall routinely approach every 
transportation project and program as an opportunity to further implement 
complete streets, especially in the planning, design and construction of public 
streets.  All proposed transportation projects shall be subject to the review 
procedures described in Section 98.23. 
(B) The City shall endeavor to implement standards for complete streets into 
projects involving only preservation or minor routine maintenance of a roadway, 
bridge, public parking facility, or other transportation right-of-way, but such 
projects are not subject to the review procedures in 98.23.  
(C) The City shall meet or exceed the requirements for the funding of non-
motorized transportation enhancements provided in PA 51. 
(D) The City shall work in partnership with the Charter Township of Union, 
Isabella County, the Michigan Department of Transportation, and Central 
Michigan University to facilitate the implementation of complete streets, to the 
extent feasible, on projects under the jurisdiction of those entities. 
 

 § 98.23.  Review of Transportation Projects. 
 
(A) During the annual capital improvement plan process, the Division of 
Public Works shall submit to the Planning Commission a list of proposed 
transportation projects for the next fiscal year that showcase, prioritize, and 
incorporate complete street infrastructure. The list shall include street projects 
that improve existing public streets to be complete streets.  
(B) The Division of Public Works shall also submit to the Planning 
Commission a list of transportation projects to be excluded from incorporating 
complete streets infrastructure, and shall provide information explaining the 
exclusion.  Transportation projects may be excluded from incorporating 
complete streets infrastructure for the following reasons: 

(1) Use by non-motorized users is prohibited by law; 
(2) The cost would be excessively disproportionate to the need or 

probable future use over the long term, generally adding 25% or more 
to the budgeted project cost; or 

(3) Planning, design, and construction as complete streets would be 
unreasonable or inappropriate in light of the scope of the project. 

(C) The Planning Commission shall review the lists of transportation projects 
submitted by the Division of Public Works, and may provide comments and 
recommendations regarding those lists to the City Commission prior to its 
consideration of the capital improvement plan.  
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(D) Upon the completion of the annual Street Financial Report, as required by 
PA 51, the Division of Public Works shall provide the City Commission and 
Planning Commission with a summary of transportation projects performed 
during the past year, including funding sources for each, and a calculation of the 
share of the City’s PA 51 funding spent on non-motorized transportation 
facilities.  

 
Section 2.  Publication and Effective Date.  The City Clerk shall cause to be published a 
notice of adoption of this ordinance within 10 days of the date of its adoption.  This 
ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its adoption. 
 
 
             
Jim Holton, Mayor     Jeremy Howard, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
PC Hearing: June 22, 2015 
Introduced: May 26, 2015 
Adopted: June 22, 2015 
Published: June 30, 2015 
Effective: July 21, 2015 
 

 

 



2016 Project Complete Streets Review City of Mt. Pleasant

Division of Public Works

1303 N. Franklin Ave.

Mt. Pleasant, MI  48858

Ph. 989-779-5401

Project

Anticipated 

Start Date

Anticipated 

End Date Comments Regarding Complete Streets Elements

Broadway Street Phase II Reconstruction (Major 

Street) - Harris to Bridge 6/27/2016 8/5/2016

The second phase of the Broadway Street reconstruction project will include 

extension of the sharrows placed in phase 1.   There are existing sidewalk on both 

sides of the roadway and a pedestrian bridge at the river crossing.  Any sidewalks 

in poor condition will be replaced as part of the project along with upgrade of the 

sidewalk ramps to meet ADA requirements.

Pickard Ave. Bridge Rehabilitation Design (2017 

construction) N/A N/A

The Pickard Ave. bridge over the Chippewa River was funded by MDOT in 2014 

for 2017 construction.  The project will be designed and bid in 2016.  This is a 

rehabalitation project which includes replacement of the bridge deck and guard rail 

on the existing foundations.    The new deck will be installed to match the existing 

width.  The bridge would be able to accomodate a road diet with pavement 

marking changes if this is considered for Pickard Ave. in the future.

Southmoor St. Reconstruction (Local Street) - Crawford 

to Watson 8/1/2016 8/26/2016

Southmoor Street will be reconstructed to match existing.  Due to the low volume 

of traffic, no pavement markings or revisions to the roadway layout are proposed.  

No sidewalks will be installed as part of this project with the exception of new 

ramps at Crawford and Watson to meet ADA requirements.

Roudabout - Bellows and Washington 6/6/2016 7/29/2016

The roundabout will be designed to accommodate bikes and pedestrians.  Special 

rumble strips will be installed to alert blind pedestrians of vehicular movements 

within the roundabout.  Pedestrian crossings will be raised for additional safety.  

This project is a collaborative effort between the City of Mt. Pleasant and Central 

Michigan University.

Connector Street - Labelle Development/Gordon Foods 

- East Campus to Mission 6/6/2016 7/29/2016

The proposed connector street is part of a master plan for construction of 

connector streets to alleviate traffic on Mission Street.   A sidewalk will be installed 

along the south side of the proposed street.  This project is being built in 

coordination with Labelle Development and Gordon Foods as part of a new multi-

use development project.

Pedestrian street lighting will be installed on Lansing, Douglas, University and 
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Pedestrian Lighting 6/20/2016 8/12/2016

Pedestrian street lighting will be installed on Lansing, Douglas, University and 

Franklin Streets between Bellows and High Street to enhance walkability and 

safety in these residential areas.

*Asphalt Overlays (Local Streets) 6/13/2016 8/5/2016

The 2016 thin asphalt overlays will include low volume local streets.  No other 

work is proposed for these roadways.

Sidewalk Replacement 5/2/2016 6/10/2016

Sidewalks will be replaced in order of priority based on budget, condition and 

citizen complaints.  Engineering staff is currently completing evaluation of 

replacement priorities.

Pavement Markings 6/27/2016 7/1/2016

Pavement markings will be redone as needed throughout the city to improve 

visibility and safety.  Pavement markings are typically redone on a 2-3 year cycle 

depending on condition.

Mill and Overlay - Trail - Leaton to Adams 6/13/2016 8/5/2016 Park project - mill and overlay of an existing trailway.

*List of Asphalt Overlay Streets:

Anna - Maple to Broadway

Harold - Henry to Harris

Fessenden - Henry to Leaton

Lyons - Bradley to Adams

Wood - Belnap to Fessenden

Illinois - Mission to Brown

Leaton - Broadway to Fessenden
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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 



 

 

Page 4 of 4 

 

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  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: December 3, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: Administrative reviews

 

Since your November meeting, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plan

 

Application Address 

SPR-15-22 1221 N. Washington

Description: The approved site plan would permit construction of a 

building, diesel generator, and antenna to the existing equipment com

 

SPR-15-23 111 E. Pickard

Description: The approved site plan would permit construction of a 12 by 25 foot concrete 

parking area adjacent to the existing parking lot.  

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission  

 

eviews 

meeting, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plans

 Owner    Approval Date

1221 N. Washington  City of Mt. Pleasant  11/6/2015

: The approved site plan would permit construction of a 228 square foot equipment 

building, diesel generator, and antenna to the existing equipment compound for AT&T mobility

111 E. Pickard  DTE Gas Co.   11/9/2015

: The approved site plan would permit construction of a 12 by 25 foot concrete 

parking area adjacent to the existing parking lot.   

s administratively: 

Approval Date 

/2015 

228 square foot equipment 

pound for AT&T mobility.   

11/9/2015 

: The approved site plan would permit construction of a 12 by 25 foot concrete 
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