
Meeting Announcement and Agenda 
Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

 

Thursday, November 7, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. 
City Hall Commission Chamber 

 
I. Roll Call:  Dailey, Friedrich, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa, Liesch, Ortman, Rise  
 

II. Approval of Agenda: 
 

III. Approval of Minutes: 
 

 A. October 3, 2019 Regular Meeting 
 

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

V. Communications: 
 

VI. Public Hearings: 
 

A. None 
  

VII. Public Comments: 
 

VIII. Site Plan Reviews: 
 

A. None  
 

IX. Unfinished Business: 
 

 A. None 
 

X. New Business: 
 

 A. None 
 

XI. Other: 
 

 A. Staff report. 
  1. Administrative review report 
  2. December Planning Commission meeting – Anticipated agenda items 
 

XII. Adjourn to work session 

All interested persons may attend and participate.  Persons with disabilities who need assistance to participate may call the 
Human Resources office at 779-5314.  A 48-hour advance notice is necessary for accommodation.  Hearing or speech 

impaired individuals may contact the city via the Michigan relay service by dialing 7-1-1. 



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 
Minutes of Regular Meeting 

October 3, 2019 
 
I. Chair Hoenig called the meeting to order at 7:23 p.m. 

 
Present:  Dailey, Friedrich, Hoenig, Horgan, Irwin, Kostrzewa, Liesch, Ortman, Rise. 
Absent:  None. 

 
  Staff: Kain, Murphy  
 
II. Approval of Agenda: 

 
Motion by Liesch, support by Friedrich, to approve the agenda. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 

III. Approval of Minutes 
 

A. September 5, 2019 
 
Motion by Ortman, support by Kostrzewa, to approve the minutes from the September 5, 2019 
regular meeting. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 

IV. Zoning Board of Appeals Report for September: 
 

Commissioner Friedrich reported that the Zoning Board did not meet in September. 

V. Communications: 

Kain reported that one communication was received from Kevin Keating, President of the Home 
Builders Association of Central Michigan, which was included in packets. 

VI. Public Hearings: 
  
 A.  SUP-19-12 – 718 S. Mission 

 
Kain introduced SUP-19-12, submitted by Blarney Castle Oil Co., to add a Specially Designated 
Merchants (SDM) license for beer and wine to the existing gas station and store.    
 
Kain reviewed the zoning and other characteristics of the subject property and the current use, 
zoning, and future land use of adjacent properties. 
 
Kain referred to the overview of the site, along with photos showing current conditions. 
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Kain noted that the SDM license allows for the sale of beer and wine and explained that under the 
City's code, a store that has a SDM license is classified as a liquor store and is considered a Group B 
Special Regulated use.   
 
Kain explained that Group B special regulated uses are subject to specific location criteria, such as 
they shall not be approved if there are four or more special regulated uses within 1,000 feet of the 
boundaries; it was noted that there are three other special regulated uses within that area.  
 
In addition, they shall not be approved if they are within 300 feet of a CD-3L or CD-3 zoned 
district, Mobile Home Park, K through 12 school, Civic Space, church or cemetery.  Staff found that 
there are 15 properties zoned CD-3; one K-12 school; and one Civic Space within that area. 
 
Kain noted that the Planning Commission is authorized to waive these location standards if the 
following findings are made:  

A. That the proposed Use will not be contrary to the public interest or injurious to nearby 
properties, and that the spirit and intent of this Section 154.410.C will be observed. 

B. That the proposed Use will not enlarge or encourage the Development of a “skid row” area. 
C. That the establishment of an additional Special Regulated Use in the area will not be contrary to 

any program of neighborhood conservation or interfere with any program of urban renewal.  
D. That all applicable regulations of this Section will be observed. 
 
Kain reported that during staff’s routine reviews for special use permits, it was noted that the site is 
out of compliance with the landscaping plan approved in 1987.  Kain noted that the staff 
recommendation includes a condition that the site come into compliance with the approved plan or 
the applicant submitting a new landscaping plan that conforms to current standards.  In addition, he 
noted that the dumpster on the site is currently sitting in the open without any enclosure, which has 
also been included as a condition in the staff recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Kostrzewa asked if the 300 ft. is measured from building to building or property 
lines.  Kain noted it was measured from property lines. 
 
Michael McKeough, representing Blarney Castle, addressed the Board offering to answer any 
questions.  The Board had no questions for Mr. McKeough. 
 
Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak the public 
hearing was closed. 
 
Board Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Rise stated that she would likely support this request to be consistent with previous 
approvals; however, she commented that if we have standards, we should uphold them or change 
them to something that we would uphold.  She questioned why we have location standards if we 
consistently waive them.   
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Commissioner Kostrzewa acknowledged Commissioner Rise’s concern; however, commented that 
this particular location would have no effect on the school located within the 300 feet. 
 
Motion by Liesch, support by Friedrich, to approve SUP-19-12 with the following findings and 
conditions: 

1. The proposed Use will not be contrary to the public interest or injurious to nearby properties, 
and that the spirit and intent of this Section 154.410.C will be observed. 

2. The proposed Use will not enlarge or encourage the Development of a “skid row” area. 
3. The establishment of an additional Special Regulated Use in the area will not be contrary to any 

program of neighborhood conservation or interfere with any program of urban renewal.  
4. All applicable regulations of this Section 154.410.C will be observed. 
5. The applicant will bring the site landscaping into compliance with the 1987 site plan or provide 

a new landscaping plan conforming to current standards.  
6. The applicant provides a code compliant dumpster enclosure.  
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 
B. SUP-19-13 – 1911 S. Mission 
 
Kain introduced SUP-19-13, submitted by Blarney Castle Oil Co., to add a Specially Designated 
Merchants (SDM) license for beer and wine to the existing gas station and store.    
 
Kain reviewed the zoning and other characteristics of the subject property and the current use, 
zoning, and future land use of adjacent properties. 
 
Kain referred to the overview of the site, along with the photos showing current conditions. 
 
Kain noted that the relationship criteria is the same as in the previous case, noting that there are two 
other special regulated uses within 1,000 feet of the property; however, there are no CD-3L or CD-3 
zoned properties, or any Mobile Home Parks, K – 12 schools Civic Space, church or cemetery 
within 300 feet of the site, therefore no waiver is required. 
 
Kain noted that as in the previous request, the applicant is not proposing any site changes or exterior 
modifications; however, it was noted that the dumpster is currently not within an enclosure and 
there is an existing non-conforming gravel parking area on the site.  Staff is recommending these 
items be addressed as a condition for approval.  
 
There were no questions for the applicant. 
 
Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak, the public 
hearing was closed. 
 
Board Discussion: 
 
Motion by Ortman, support by Rise, to approve SUP-19-13 with the following conditions: 
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1. The applicant provide a code compliant dumpster enclosure.  
2. The existing gravel parking spaces will be removed and lawn restored. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 
C. TC-19-06 
 
Kain introduced TC-19-06, which is a proposed ordinance to add a new Subsection 154.410.B.4.b 
and to amend Table 154.410.A of the zoning ordinance to regulate marihuana establishments as 
special uses. 
 
Kain provided the background on activities that have led us to this point, noting that voters passed 
the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act (MRTMA) in November of 2018.  Kain 
noted that six establishment types were established: 
 

 Retailers 
 Processors 
 Safety Compliance Facilities 
 Secure Transporters 
 Growers (Class A, B, and C) 
 Microbusinesses 

 
Kain further reported that the Marijuana Regulatory Agency (MRA) will begin accepting 
applications in November. 
 
Kain reported that the City Commission adopted a regulatory ordinance in September 2019 and that 
ordinance establishes that the City will accept applications beginning on January 6, 2020. Kain 
reported that there will be an annual license fee of $5,000. The City will permit up to 3 Retailers; 5 
class A Growers; 3 Class B or C growers; an unlimited number of Processors, Safety Compliance 
Facilities and Secure Transporters; and 2 Microbusinesses. In the event that more applications are 
received for establishments with a numeric limit than that limit, a competitive selection process will 
be used. The regulatory ordinance also requires that all establishment types obtain a Special Use 
Permit. 
 
Commissioner Dailey asked if Microbusinesses would count towards the 3 allowed Retailers.  Kain 
noted that Microbusinesses are a separate establishment category and therefore would not count 
toward the total of 3 Retailer licenses. 
 
Commissioner Dailey asked for clarification on the zero Excess Growers noted in the draft 
ordinance. Kain explained that an Excess Grower license allows a licensee who already holds five 
adult-use Class C grower licenses to expand their plant count. Because the City’s ordinance restricts 
stacking to a lesser number of licenses, Excess Growers would also not be possible.  
 
Kain reviewed the zoning districts where the establishments would be permitted, with Retailers 
being allowed in the CD-4 or CD-5 districts if they are also within the CBD-TIFA or Mission-
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Pickard DDA.  Retailers would also be allowed in the SD-I district but only if co-located with a 
Grower or Processor. All other types would be allowed only in the SD-I districts. In addition, the 
buffer map would be essentially the same. 
 
Chair Hoenig opened the public hearing.  There being no one who wished to speak, the public 
hearing was closed. 
 
Motion by Friedrich, support by Liesch, to recommend that the City Commission adopt TC-19-06. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 

VII.  Public Comments 
 

Chair Hoenig opened the floor for public comments.  There being no one who wished to speak, 
public comments session was closed. 

 
VIII.   Site Plan Reviews: 
 

None 
  

IX.      Unfinished Business: 
  

None 
 

X.  New Business: 
 

A. Presentation from McKenna & Associates on 2050 Master Plan. 
 

Paul Lippens from McKenna & Associates provided an update on the development of the new 
Master Plan for the City of Mt. Pleasant.  Mr. Lippens explained that the Master Plan is designed 
to provide guidance and a long range vision for the City and provided an overview of the layout 
for the plan, noting that it has been divided into five books: 
 
1) Sustainable Land Use (How should we grow?) 

This section focuses on housing types and the zoning ordinance. 
2) Connected Mobility Systems (How do we get there?) 

Focuses on transportation plan; city wide circulation, improved traffic flow, etc. 
3) Focused Redevelopment (Where should we grow?) 

Mission Street vision, University/downtown connection, etc. 
4) Exceptional Parks & Public Spaces (Where should we play?) 

Parks inventory and funding, infrastructure, etc. 
5) Innovative Services and Aspirations (What should we do now?) 

Action plan, prioritized city goals and objectives, summary of public input, and 
demographics. 
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Mr. Lippens commented that they relied heavily on public input when developing the plan, and 
thanked the Planning Commission for their involvement in the process.  Mr. Lippens provided a 
tentative timeline, noting that feedback to staff is requested before November 15.  They hope to 
have a 100% plan to submit for the Planning Commission, City Commission and Parks & 
Recreation Commission in December to initiate the statutory required 63-day public comment 
period prior to adoption. 
 
Mr. Lippens also noted that a copy of their presentation would be posted on the website along 
with a detailed summary of the plan. 
 
Mr. Lippens fielded questions from Commissioners regarding rerouting M-20, the Mission Street 
concept, the notion of Mission Street being a “by-pass to a by-pass”, the University Avenue 
concept, and items contained in the Information from the Public Input/Charrette related to urban 
farming.   
 
Commissioner Dailey inquired about the likelihood of the plan being implemented.  Mr. Lippens 
explained that a Master Plan establishes a vision that policy makers can utilize over several years 
and decades to implement policy and development. Staff provided some examples of projects 
that resulted from past Master Plans including the development of Town Center, the construction 
of the City water plant, and the extensions of Bellows and Preston Streets.   
 
Commissioner Liesch commended McKenna and Associates for the work they have done and 
commented on the success of the public input sessions which engaged a diverse and 
representative group of stakeholders. He also expressed appreciation for having the synopsis of 
public comments included in the plan. 

 
XI. Other: 

   
 A. Staff Report: 
 

1. November Planning Commission meeting - Anticipated items: 
 
Kain reported that he would have an administrative review report for next month and anticipates 
at least one special use permit/site plan review for a rooming dwelling on Washington Street.  In 
addition, he noted that a work session to discuss two-family dwellings was likely. 
 

XII.     Adjournment: 
 
 Motion by Liesch, support by Friedrich, to adjourn. 
 
 Motion approved unanimously. 
 
 Meeting adjourned at 8:37 p.m. 
  

bam 
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Kain, Jacob

From: Doug LaBelle II <doug@labellerealty.net>

Sent: Friday, October 04, 2019 12:33 PM

To: Ridley, Nancy; Mrdeza, William; Kain, Jacob; Kench, Brian

Cc: Joseph, William; Gillis, Lori; Kulick, Tony; Lalonde, Kristin; Ling, Kathy; Perschbacher, Amy; 

Tolas, Pete; Christine Ortman; Corey Friedrich; Glen Irwin II; Kathy Rise; Michael 

Kostrzewa; Susan Horgan; William Dailey; ' (matt.liesch@gmail.com)'; 'Lesley Hoenig 

(lesley@hoeniglaw.com)'

Subject: Commercial Zoning Ordinance Feedback

Attachments: IMG_0509.jpg; IMG_0510.jpg; IMG_0511.jpg; IMG_0512.jpg; IMG_0513.jpg; IMG_

0514.jpg; IMG_0515.jpg; IMG_0516.jpg; IMG_0517.jpg; IMG_0518.jpg; IMG_0519.jpg; 

IMG_0520.jpg; IMG_0521.jpg; IMG_0522.jpg; IMG_0509.jpg

EXTERNAL Message Warning 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  

Dear City Staff, City Commissioners and Planning Commissioners, 

 

Some of you may not be aware of the challenges many businesses and developers are having with the new character 

based zoning code that was adopted in 2018 so I would like to share some of them with you.  Some of these challenges 

include the requirements/limitations on storefront signage, storefront lighting, requiring the building to be located up 

near Mission Street and parking lot paving.  Here are a few examples of the issues this new ordinance has created: 

 

1.  In regards to signage, the McDonald’s on Mission Street wanted to put a small M over their entry door which is part 

of their standard design package however the new ordinance does not allow it.  The developer said of all the remodel 

projects he has done, this is the only municipality that has not allowed him to place the M over their door.  The 

ordinance also restricted this location from putting “McDonalds” anywhere on the building.  Any remodeled McDonalds 

that I have seen appears to have allowed both the “M” over the door, “Welcome” over their door and “McDonald’s” 

placed on the building.  Go look at the newly remodeled McDonald’s in Union Township on the NW corner of Remus and 

Lincoln(see photo 0509 compared to 0510).  This property looks really nice and has the proper signage to go with it 

unlike the lack of signage for the McDonald’s on Mission Street.  Also, the new Five Guys coming to town thought they 

would be allowed to place signage on the East and North facing parts of their space however the new sign ordinance 

does not allow that either.  This is one of the only times his business has not been allowed to put signage on both 

storefronts and he has quite a few stores in MI.  The City of MP is not being very amenable to businesses and when you 

have two big national chains experiencing this level of difficulty in MP compared to many other municipalities, MP ought 

to strongly consider changes.   

 

2.  The new lighting ordinance does not allow back lit signs on the storefront anymore and instead, requires their 

signage to be lit with gooseneck lighting.  I would encourage you to go look at the storefront lighting installed at Mr. 

Vapor in the Stadium Mall.  I do not think this looks very attractive 

(see photo 0511 compared to 0512).  What are your thoughts?   

 

3.  Another restriction hindering growth on Mission Street is that any new construction MUST be placed up near the 

road with parking in the rear of the property.  Every prospective tenant we have spoken with said they would not go into 

a retail shopping center on Mission Street if the building was placed near the road.  Also, every developer we have 

spoken with said they would never build a shopping center near the road on Mission Street.  Many commercial tenants 

and other developers have continued to offer their feedback to us regarding this issue and we continue to pass it along 

to you so you are informed.  Our feedback on this item appears to be brushed aside.  How many building permits have 
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been issued in these areas under the new ordinance compared to five or ten years prior to the new ordinance?  I suspect 

that this number is much lower under the new ordinance and I would love to see the data. 

 

4.  There have been multiple examples of businesses wanting to improve their parking lot and the new ordinance really 

hinders these folks from doing so.  I have spoken with a few asphalt companies and they have said their business has 

been drastically affected by this ordinance and they have done very little work in MP since this ordinance went into 

effect.  If they have been doing work, it has been some road patching or pot hole filling as not to trigger a storm water 

management plan and having to relocate their building up on the road.  Not only does this affect the aesthetics of the 

property it is also affecting the income for these asphalt businesses.  I am very happy to see the issue of requiring the 

building located up near the road was recently addressed and changed which allows the property owner to maintain his 

property keeping it safe for their customers and patrons however if more than 2,600 square feet is being improved, it 

would still require a storm water management plan which would be very costly to these businesses.  I have attached 

photos of Yorkshire Commons which would prefer to pave their parking lot however the storm water management plan 

is too costly to do.  I have attached some photos for you to see for yourself.  (see photos 0513 through 0522). 

 

Here is feedback from other people in and around our community that have experienced similar challenges with our 

new ordinance: 

 

The items listed below all share a common thread, as overregulation and development restrictions continue to arise, the 

tax base declines and ultimately the residents and business owners of this city will be forced to shoulder the burden of 

the deficit.  Swift corrective measures are needed to address specific portions of the new Zoning Ordinance. 

 

The new Zoning ordinance pre-adoption process was lengthy and seemingly thorough in many ways, but falls terribly 

short when it comes to evaluating the tax implications on the residents and business owners.  This failure appears to 

show a lack of fiduciary responsibility by City staff and Commissioners who worked on the ordinance. 

 

The Plan-a-palooza process should have resulted in valuable information being gathered from residents and the local 

development community.  However the expertise of countless well respected development industry professionals 

appears to have been disregarded.  Specifically in the conversion of the student-housing rental district, and the 

Industrial District.  

 

There appears to be a contradictory development focus for Industrial Property in this City.  Throughout the Plan-a-

Palooza process I repeatedly requested a conditional zoning district for a portion of Industrial Park South with Isabella 

Road frontage.  This idea was shot down because the claim was that industrial property is too valuable and in limited 

supply in the city limits.  Ironically the recent medical marijuana ordinance now allows for colocation of industrial and 

commercial uses for marijuana in the very same district.  At the very least this ordinance falsely inflates the marketability 

of industrial property for commercial use, taking away from the chance to fill vacant commercial property throughout 

the City.  This ordinance also has the appearance of impropriety and conflict of interest by the City whose Economic 

Development Corporation holds property in the City’s name in the South Park.   

 

The ordinance changes impacting the large student housing district South of High near the Campus of CMU may never 

have wide spread changes to the properties that convert that to a completely single family district.  Instead the only 

thing that is certain about this change is the immediate devaluation and loss of tax dollars due to loss of income 

potential.  This was a very short sided change. 

 

Not allowing property owners to improve their parking lots by completely repaving (while being in compliance with the 

Storm water ordinance) is counterintuitive to the idea of improving the character of our city.  I’ve had several customers 

who want to rebuild their old, failing parking lots including complying with the Storm Water Management 

Ordinance.  Under the new Zoning ordinance this is prohibited.  Imagine owning property in the City and not being able 

to maintain it because the Zoning Ordinance prohibits it.  The safety hazard that exists to commercial customers, 

employees, and residents at large is reason enough to allow this.  Never mind the ability to further reduce the storm 

water load of these properties on our very outdated and undersized storm system.  I realize this item has been targeted 
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as a working item to be re-evaluated, but it is simply taking too long.  Another paving season has nearly come and gone, 

and who knows how many people have been injured during that time.  

 

The State of Michigan Residential Building Code is the adopted code of record in this City.  That code is promulgated 

Under 1972 PA 230 the Stille-DeRossett-Hale Single State Construction Code.  Portions of the new Zoning Ordinance are 

in direct conflict with this regulation and have been referred to The State of Michigan Bureau of Construction Codes for 

investigation.  For example, regulating roof pitch and garage to house orientation would be limiting design elements and 

potentially restricting design elements that are allowable by State Code. 

 

As the new City wide slogan states “Meet Here” I’d welcome the opportunity Meet Here and participate in a citizens task 

force as a lifelong resident of Central Michigan and industry professional of the Local Development Community to help 

resolve the detrimental effects of the new Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Andy Theisen-Konwinski Construction 

 

 

I have been a resident of Mt. Pleasant since 1989 and purchased my first home in 1992.  We live in a very unique 

community with half our land within the recognized tribal boundaries and a university directly in the middle.  I started 

my business in 1996 and wanted to become more involved in the community so I applied and was accepted to the 

Planning Commission in the year 2000.  7 years later I was appointed then elected to the City Commission and was 

privileged to be mayor for 3 terms.   A zoning ordinance is a fact of life in most cities and it helps shape the community 

and guided by its Master Plan.    Being very involved in city politics I saw my fair share of zoning issues and voted on 

many of them.  Some I agreed with and other I didn’t but we moved forward.  It’s a business where you can’t please 

everyone but the hope is to come up with a solution to keep the city moving forward.   During my final few years on the 

commission I saw an unfortunate change moving forward when the city hired Jacob Kain as Planning Director and his 

vision to update the zoning ordinance.  You can hold as many public forums as you’d like but people just don’t get 

involved and normally trust the city staff and elected officials.    This updated ordinance while in theory was supposed to 

enhance better developments within the city actually stifled growth.      

  

I have speculated and opened other restaurants around the state and it’s amazing the difference in culture in these 

communities.   The City of Alma was thrilled we were looking to open a facility in their downtown.    Helped with 

ordinance interpretation and was integral in assisting during the construction process.    We moved our brewing 

operation form the City of Mt. Pleasant to Union Township.  It allowed us greater flexibility to have a mixed 

commercial and industrial operation, outdoor seating and better signage while reducing our property taxes by 60%.   We 

are currently working on opening a restaurant in St Johns.   The mayor reached out and asked what he could do to help 

the process.   St Johns city staff were helpful with forms and ordinance interpretation and are even revising an ordinance 

for more outdoor seating.  The culture in the City Planning department is “here are the things you can’t do”.  You can 

only take so much of that until you just stop doing anything in the city.  

  

The small developer is the one that gets hurt the worst because we don’t have the financial and technical resources to 

dig through the hoops to build or remodel something in this community.  Across the state when I travel it’s been said to 

me to stay clear of the City of Mt. Pleasant unless you have a lot of money and are ready to get “no you can’t do that” a 

lot.  You know you have a problem zoning ordinance when you have nothing coming through the planning commission 

like years past even with the biggest economic boom in years. 

  

The City Commission needs to take a serious look at this zoning ordinance and open it up again for comment then assess 

those comments and make a master amendment to fix the wrongs of it.  It is very unfortunate we have a Planning staff 

at the city that is very reluctant to make (recommend )sweeping updates to this ordinance to make it better because 

they want their vision to prevail in the city instead of the people.  

  

Jim Holton 
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I have developed properties in Mt. Pleasant for over 50 years. I have been centered on Downtown properties, the 

heartbeat of every community. For the last 5 years, several cities have used State and Federal programs to help 

developers turn around their downtown’s by building parking structures, adding new lighting, working with bars and 

restaurants on signage and outdoor space and creating an atmosphere conducive to attracting retail.  Mt. Pleasant has 

chosen not to be aggressive in this area and due to their attitude, the downtown has suffered as has other areas of the 

city.  

The city elected officials need to lead and direct their employees to change their attitudes. Encouraging good 

development is a big part of their commitment to the city voters and the growth of a community.  

 

W. Sidney Smith 

 

Doug, I have been in the development business since 1982 and moved back to Mt. Pleasant in 1986 and have lived here 

ever since.  My particular niche is developing affordable housing and I have developed over 30 projects across various 

communities in Michigan over the years, from rural communities to urban centers.  I have developed two affordable 

housing projects here in Mt. Pleasant, as well as a couple of office buildings and some smaller multi-family 

projects.  Since 2005 there has been a significant change in how the City interacts with developers.  I’m not certain the 

cause for such a shift, but the result has been one of wanting to control the development process every step of the way 

and not letting the market dictate what sort of development is warranted.  I am certain that city personnel can site 

many different justifications for such a shift in attitude, but the end result is that it is discouraging to the market place 

and developers will simply seek alternative communities  and markets within which to pursue their own particular 

development niche’s.   I made the decision three years ago to focus my efforts on SW Michigan communities where 

there is exponential growth occurring and the need for affordable housing is significant.  We currently have four projects 

in various stages of development in the City of Kalamazoo, a site in the City of Grand Rapids approved for a small multi-

family project, a site under contract in Hudsonville for development of an affordable Senior housing project, and 

pursuing affordable housing projects in other communities such as Spring lake, Gladwin, and Cadillac, as well as working 

with a large non-profit on developing several affordable senior projects in NE Michigan.   In each and every one of those 

communities we have been welcomed with open arms, encouraged in the development process by the grant of various 

variances and tax incentives that are necessary for affordable housing to be successful.  Many of these communities 

have relaxed standards for density and parking requirements, and all of them, have understood the need for tax 

abatement to make such projects economically viable.  I would note in particular, that on one recent project, we 

achieved better than a 100% variance on density (37 units to 80 units) as well as a height and parking variances.  In 

addition, a portion of the site is being purchased from the city and because we are building affordable housing, the city 

has a matrix that discounts the purchase price of the land based on the number of affordable housing units being built 

and as a result the purchase price of the property was reduced by 45% because we are developing 80 units of affordable 

housing.  Many of these communities recognize the need for a balanced housing stock,  including affordable housing, if 

they are going to grow as a community and have the opportunity to attract business and industry and create jobs in 

their communities.   Business and industry seek out communities that are willing  and receptive to working with them  as 

partners and not as adversaries.   I could elaborate further, but the message I would convey is, I’m a business man, it’s 

not that I don’t want to develop and create opportunity in this community, I do.  The fact is however I can spend the 

same time and effort  pursuing opportunities in SW Michigan and create assets that will have a greater chance for 

success because of the dynamics of that market place and the long term appreciation of those assets will be significantly 

greater than it would be here in Mt. Pleasant.  The opportunities are not here, the growth is not here, and city 

government wants to control every aspect of the development process through the passage of restrictive ordinances 

and offer few if any incentives.   I have lived in this community on and off since 1972 when I was a sophomore at CMU.  I 

have raised four children here, all of whom, for one reason or another, have chosen to live elsewhere and have no 

desire to return to Mt. Pleasant, why is that?  I don’t know the answer to that question, but I can tell you that I am 

discouraged and a bit disheartened at the prospects for this community.  The University has declined in enrollment 

significantly, there is no development pipeline for the city which is indicative of a declining community; there is no 

industry that I am aware of, seeking to locate in Mt. Pleasant and bring with it the opportunity for new high paying jobs, 

and there is little if any new single family housing being built within the city limits.  I truly wish I could find something 

positive to say, I have a connection to Mt. Pleasant, as we all do, and I want to see it thrive and prosper, but the current 
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administration of this community see’s it differently and until that changes, there is little if any reason for me to pursue 

any development opportunities here in Mt. Pleasant.     

 

Phil Seybert  

 

Are any of you aware of this growth happening outside the City of MP?  If not, the comments above ought to get your 

attention.  In addition, I have also spoke with the city managers in Clare, Alma and St. Johns and asked them what they 

are doing to grow as well as reduce retail vacancies.  They all said they were being amenable to businesses and 

developers.  For example, Clare has done an excellent job filling all their retail vacancies over the last 5 years.  Only 

recently has there been three vacancies and the reason why is because those businesses had grown so much, they 

needed more space and had to move.  Clare has completely revitalized their downtown.  Alma is doing the same 

thing.  They are focused on growth and they know that being amenable is the key!  They are even changing ordinances 

in an effort to get these businesses and developers into their city.  They are also doing some conditional rezoning to 

accommodate growth.  They are doing anything reasonable to assist the business owner or developer in getting their 

project from paper to completion.  St. Johns continues to do this as well.  They are being amenable to businesses and 

developers.  Do you see the common denominator?  They are working WITH the businesses and developers instead of 

making it difficult for them. They aren’t just saying this, they are doing it.  They aren’t just talking the talk, they are 

walking the walk.  Something that is not being done in Mt. Pleasant.  The city continues to say they are “open for 

business” however the new ordinance is promoting dilapidation.  You folks receiving this email are the decision makers 

and need to start being amenable and really consider the feedback from the people affected.  If you don’t, this will 

continue to have a negative impact on the businesses in this city and the residents will end of paying the price..   

 

I have spoken with many other businesses who have shared their concerns mentioned above however in fear of 

retribution by the city, they have asked me not to share their comments.   

 

Please include this email correspondence in the packet of the next Planning Commission and City Commission 

meetings.  If this correspondence is unable to be included in either of these packets, then I would like it read aloud at 

that respective meeting.  

 

Thanks, 

 

Doug LaBelle II 
Associate Broker 

 
405 S. Mission St., Suite B 
Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858 
(office) 989-817-4928 
(cell)     989-854-9126 
(fax)     989-953-4029  
doug@labellerealty.net 
www.labellerealty.net 
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Kain, Jacob

From: Brandon LaBelle <brandon@labellerealty.net>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2019 4:30 PM

To: Ridley, Nancy; Kain, Jacob; Mrdeza, William; Kench, Brian; Joseph, William; Gillis, Lori; 

Kulick, Tony; Lalonde, Kristin; Ling, Kathy; Perschbacher, Amy; Tolas, Pete; Christine 

Ortman; Corey Friedrich; Glen Irwin II; Kathy Rise; Michael Kostrzewa; Susan Horgan; 

William Dailey; '; 'Lesley Hoenig

Cc: Doug LaBelle II

Subject: 2050 Master Plan

EXTERNAL Message Warning 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  

Good afternoon, 

 

I have had a chance to review sections of the 2050 master plan and have some concerns. A boulevard on Mission is a 

terrible idea! If your goal is to decrease traffic on Mission street it will have a negative impact on businesses. Less traffic 

means less people. Less people will be a real struggle for businesses, struggling businesses usually end up closing. On 

street parking… WOW I can’t believe this is even being considered. Mission street is NOT a downtown! A roundabout at 

Mission and Broomfield will make it more difficult for pedestrians to cross. I do not think roundabouts on Mission is a 

good idea. Just over 5 years ago MDOT wanted to install a boulevard on Mission and the city was very out spoken 

against it. Why the change of heart?? If the 2050 master plan shows major changes to Mission Street then business 

owners and property owners that are affected should be invited to a round table and first, informed of the plan and 

asked how this will affect them, then ask for their feedback. City staff and the consultant hired by the city have not done 

that. This act by itself shows the city staff and consultants have not attempted to get our input nor do they care. Seems 

like common sense to me… I have spoken to many business owners on Mission and none of them have ever heard of the 

2050 master plan. They have no idea Mission street changes were being proposed or even discussed. Unfortunately over 

the past few years it’s been increasingly harder to conduct business in the city of Mt. Pleasant. Maybe time for new 

people with new ideas that will help Mt. Pleasant flourish… 

 

Concerned business owner, 

 

Brandon LaBelle 

Broker/Owner 

 
405 S. Mission St., Suite B 
Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858 
(office) 989-817-4921 
(cell)     989-621-3025 
(fax)     989-953-4029  
brandon@labellerealty.net 
www.labellerealty.net 
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     This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to whom or which it is addressed.  This communication may contain information 

that is proprietary, privileged, confidential, or otherwise legally protected from disclosure.  If you are not the named addressee, you are not 

authorized to read, retain, copy or disseminate this message or any part of it, or to use the information herein for any purpose.  Neither the 

information in this block, the typed name of the sender, nor anything else in this message is intended to constitute an electronic signature unless a 

specific statement to the contrary is included in this message.  If  you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by 

e-mail and delete all copies of the message, in whatever form, in your possession or control.  Thank you for your cooperation. 

 



 
 

 

TO:            Planning Commission  
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: November 7, 2019 
 
SUBJECT: Administrative review  
 
Since your September meeting packet, staff has reviewed and approved the following site plan 
administratively: 
 
Application Address  Owner      Approval Date 
SPR-19-17 201 E. Pickard    Habitat for Humanity of Isabella County  10/1/2019 
Description: Add an outdoor display structure and install parking lot screening.   
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