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Mt. Pleasant Zoning Board of Appeals 
Minutes of the Regular Meeting 

April 27, 2022 
 
       

I. Chair Raisanen called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m. 
 
Present:  Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik, Raisanen, Stressman 
Absent: Aaron White 
 
Staff: Brian Kench, Laura Delamater 
 
Raisanen welcomed newly appointed member David McGuire and re-appointed PC 
cross-over member Corey Friedrich. 
 

II. Approval of the Agenda: 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by Friedrich to approve the agenda. 
 
Ayes: Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik, Raisanen, Stressman  
Nays: None  
 
Motion was approved unanimously. 
 

III. Approval of the Minutes: 
 
A. January 26, 2022 
 
Motion by Stressman, support by Friedrich to accept the minutes as presented. 
 
Ayes: Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik, Raisanen, Stressman  
Nays: None 
 
Motion was approved unanimously. 

 
IV. Communications: 

 
Kench noted that there were no communications. 
 

V. Public Comments: 
 
Chair Raisanen opened the public comment.  Kench noted that there were no public 
comments submitted via zoom or electronically.  There being no one who wished to 
address the board, Chair Raisanen closed public comment. 
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VI. Old Business: 
 

A. None 
 

VII. Public Hearing: 
 

A.  ZBA-22-01 – 931 S. Fancher & 505 E. Gaylord – Request for a variance from 
Section 154.608.B of the Zoning Ordinance to obtain a variance to reduce the 50-
foot required lot width to permit a lot split. 

 
Raisanen reviewed the bylaws and board procedures for the Public Hearing.  
 
Kench introduced the ZBA-22-01 submitted by Sean Staricha requesting a variance 
from Section 154.608.B of the Zoning Ordinance to obtain a variance to reduce the 50-
foot requited lot width to permit a lot split.  Kench explained that staff had met with 
the applicant and discussed possible scenarios where the line should be.  Kench 
discussed the rental license history for the property. 
 
Kench reviewed the property’s zoning and other characteristics as well as the current 
use, zoning, and future land use of adjacent properties.  The property is zoned CD-3 
with the future land use being designated as residential. 
 
Kench discussed the survey of the property.  Kench reviewed the proposed parking for 
the property. 
 
Kench shared photos of the area and current conditions of the buildings currently on 
the property. 
 
Kench explained that the applicant is looking for a variance to reduce the required lot 
width of 50-feet down to 39.45 feet. 
 
Raisanen asked if the board had any questions for Mr. Kench before the applicant 
presents his case. 
 
Friedrich asked if staff had explored with the applicant the possibility of moving the 
new property line to the other side of the garage?  It appears this would allow 50-foot 
on both sides without taking the garage down. 
 
Kench explained that it would put the garage in the front yard and that the front yard 
would be on Gaylord Street with this option.   
 
Discussion took place regarding the way the frontage of a lot is determined and how 
this would create another code violation. 
 
Raisanen called on Mr. Staricha to present his case. 
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Staricha explained that the houses were built well over 100 years ago and the garage 
was built in the mid 1900s.  Staricha would like to have the ability to sell 505 (E. 
Gaylord) as single-family home down the road if needed to.  If would allow him to 
meet code by applying for a two-family home on 931(S. Fancher) so that garage is 
actually of some use to him whether that be renting it or using as a guest house for 
anyone staying with them. His main concern though was planning from the get go when 
he purchased the property was to split the two is he would be able to sell the 505 E. 
Gaylord on its own.  This whole process of finding out that the apartment was an illegal 
residence has kind of fast forwarded the need to split them.  He has been working with 
Brian Kench to come up with the best way to meet the zoning conditions that have been 
set out and match neighboring lots as much as they can.  He wanted to add one other 
note to the gentleman’s question as to why they didn’t move the line between the garage 
and house.  We also noted that by doing that would leave minimal space in what is now 
called the back yard. They would only have about 2-feet where the property line would 
end up, so that’s another reason they avoided that route. 
 
Raisanen opened discussion. 
 
Orlik asked how Mr. Staricha got the impression that the duplex was allowed or that 
the rental property was allowed when he bought the property? 
 
Staricha stated that his realtor at the time had given him a packet of information about 
the house itself and it noted that there was three structures on the property.  The garage 
being one, which netted about $450.00 of rental income.  The 505 (E. Gaylord) address 
which at the time netted about $725.00 rental income and then the main house which 
he was also renting out, which was about $1200.00 of rental income.  Other than that, 
it was just verbal discussions between him, the seller and the realtor.  He found out 
about the illegal residence while working with his property management company on 
inspections.  The Fire Department had been out and done inspections and went back to 
the office to input the information and it came up as an illegal residence. 
 
Stressman asked whether the property was presented as a duplex or a tri-plex?   
 
Staricha stated that they did not use that verbiage, they mentioned the property had 
three (3) dwellings. 
 
Kench explained that with a tri-plex generally has shared common walls.  In this case 
we potentially have a duplex and a single-family, would be considered three (3) 
dwelling units on the property under the rental licensing program. 
 
Stressman asked if the Realtor went over what constitutes being done for this to become 
a licensed rental unit on the property. 
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Staricha stated he was told that to have 505 (E. Gaylord) by itself, is to split it off.  The 
realtor told him he would be able to rent out the apartment immediately and do the split 
at a later date, which obviously is not the case.  Sean stated that this was the first 
property he had purchased and the whole purpose they purchased the property was the 
intent of the rental income to help them pay the mortgage and have a little more of a 
gap of income so they don’t have to worry as much.  Obviously, this property is a little 
more complicated than the realtor presented. 
 
McGuire asked about the property management company that Sean had mentioned and 
whether or not he was in the business of buying property for rental purposes? 
 
Staricha explained that they were moving to the 931 (S. Fancher) home this weekend.  
He discussed how the property had been presented to he and his wife and how the rental 
income would impact his mortgage payment. 
 
Stressman asked about the Fire Department Inspections that were mentioned and 
whether or not they had inspection the 505 (E. Gaylord) and assessed whether it could 
be a licensable rental. 
 
Staricha stated that the 505 (E. Gaylord) and the 931 ½ (S. Fancher) were inspected.    
The 505 did pass and has an updated rental license.  The 931 ½ (S. Fancher) was the 
only one that came up with issues. 
 
Stressman asked about the parking for 931 A (S. Fancher) which is going to be the 
main house or are you looking at creating a garage unit to be able to rent out? 
 
Staricha stated that it would be used as a garage; they had no plans to convert or use it 
as a rental.  A portion may become an office.  The two (2) car garage would be for 
parking. 
 
Stressman discussed the proposed uses of the three (3) dwelling units. 
 
Orlik pointed out for the applicant that although they had been talking about converting 
to a duplex and getting a Special Use Permit, we all need to keep in mind that that’s an 
issue for the Planning Commission, so whatever we do tonight, would not relate to the 
idea of the Special Use Permit for the duplex, that’s the other body. 
 
Staricha stated that he understood. If for some reason they decide not to allow that 
duplex, they would use the apartment as a guest house for anyone that might be visiting 
them. 
 
Stressman asked Mr. Staricha to share how the utilities are currently configured on the 
property. 
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Staricha stated that when he purchased the property, the water and gas at 931 (S. 
Fancher) were connected and are still currently connected.  He separated the electric at 
931 (S. Fancher) into two (2) services and that created a separate service for 931 ½ (S. 
Fancher).  505 (E. Gaylord) has their own gas, electrical and water meters.  He does 
not plan to separate the gas or electrical for the duplex or hopefully soon to be duplex.  
He is planning on adding a separate water shut-off for the 931 (S. Fancher).  He spoke 
with the Water Department and an excavating company and they found that 505 (E. 
Gaylord) has their own shut-off but the shut off for 931 (S. Fancher) is before 505 (E. 
Gaylord) so if you shut off 931 (S. Fancher) it also shuts off 505 (E. Gaylord).  Staricha 
stated he plans to correct this issue. 
 
Raisanen asked about a couple of different options on how to make the water and 
sanitary sewer work.  One of them was to draft an easement for 505 (E. Gaylord) so 
that their sanitary sewer can remain on the 931 S. Fancher property.  Are you prepared 
to do that once the property is no longer his to grant the easement for the sewer on your 
property?   
 
Staricha stated that he is prepared to draft an easement for the sewer. 
 
Discussion took place. 
 
McGuire asked for clarification that it could be a requirement to grant an easement as 
a condition of granting the variance. 
 
Discussion took place. 
 
Stressman asked where the sewer tied in? 
 
Discussion took place. 
 
Kench reviewed the communication from the Department of Public Safety and the 
Department of Public Works.   
 
Raisanen opened Public Comment.  Kench noted that there were no electronic 
communications.  There being no one who wished to speak, Public Comment was 
closed. 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by Friedrich, to approve case ZBA-22-01 to permit splitting 
of the single parcel containing 931 S. Fancher and 505 E. Gaylord to create two (2) 
separate parcels more in line with the neighborhood and reduce the E. Gaylord lot width 
to 39.45 feet.  The existing self-standing garage can be preserved, however, no increase 
in garage size will be permitted. Both created properties must comply with all DPW 
and Water Department regulations. 
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Raisanen explained that the findings of fact is how we (the ZBA) are legally required 
to make zoning variance decisions.  Raisanen went through the findings of fact.   
 
McGuire asked for clarification on whether all or just one of the findings of fact had to 
be met to grant a variance. 
 
All findings of fact must be met. 
 
Discussion took place on parking, yard size, and parking material that would be 
required. 
 
Stressman stated that the proposed lot width is just under 40 feet.  He is having a hard 
time with the less than 40-feet. 
 
Kench noted that the applicant identified several lots in the area that had lot widths of 
40-foot or under in his application. 
 
Discussion took place. 
 
Stressman asked about encroachment along the north property line with the neighbor’s 
property. 
 
Staricha stated that the metal fence is what he believes to be the property line.   
 
Raisanen asked to have Vice-Chair Orlik to repeat his motion. 
 
Motion by Stressman, support by Raisanen to postpone the decision on case ZBA-22-
01 until the May 2022 meeting.  He feels there is some questions that need to have 
some due diligence. 
 
Kench asked if there were things that staff could bring back to help answer the 
questions. 
 
More photos down the lot line 
Survey 
Discuss the case without the mention of the SUP for a duplex 
 
Stressman asked if the variance is granted and this parcel becomes two (2) parcels, 
what does that do to his mortgage? 
 
Staricha stated that he had spoken with his mortgage company and would provide the 
second tax i.d. to them and they would add it to the mortgage.  The mortgage company 
could come out and appraise the property again as (2) two separate properties.  Both 
properties would be attached to the mortgage. 
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Roll call vote: Postponement 
 
Ayes: Stressman 
Nays: Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik, Raisanen 
 
Motion failed. 
 
Roll call vote: Original motion 
 
Ayes:  Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik 
Nays: Raisanen, Stressman 
 
Motion carries; the variance is granted. 
 

VIII. New Business: 
 

A. None 
 

IX. Other Business: 
 
A.  None 

 
X. Adjournment: 

 
Motion by Friedrich, support by Orlik to adjourn. 
 
Ayes: Friedrich, McGuire, Orlik, Raisanen, Stressman 
Nays: None 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:19 p.m. 
 
lkd 
 
 

   


