
Mt. Pleasant Zoning Board of Appeals 
Minutes of Regular Meeting 

August 28, 2019 
 
Kench called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
I. Roll Call: Staff called roll. 

 
 Members Present: Friedrich, Orlik, Raisanen, Stressman, White.  
 Absent:  Assmann 
 
 Staff:  Kench, Murphy. 
  

II. Kench welcomed Commissioner Friedrich to the Board as the reappointed cross-over 
member from the Planning Commission and new Board Member Commissioner Stressman. 
 

III. Election of Officers: 
 

Staff opened the floor for nominations for Chair. 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by White, to nominate Commissioner Raisanen as Chair. There 
were no other nominations. Motion approved unanimously. 
 
Staff turned the meeting over to Chair Raisanen. 
 
Motion by Stressman, support by White, to nominate Orlik as Vice-Chair. There were no 
other nominations. Motion approved unanimously. 
 

IV. Approval of Agenda:   
 
Motion by Friedrich, support by Orlik, to approve the agenda. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 

V. Approval of Minutes:  November 28, 2018 Meeting 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by Friedrich, to approve the minutes from the November 28, 2018 
meeting. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 

VI. Communications:  
 
Staff reported that there were no communications to share at this time. 
 

VII. Public Comments:   
 
Chair Raisanen opened the floor for public comments.    
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There being no one who wished to address the Board, the Public Comments session was 
closed. 
 

VIII. Public Hearings:   
 
Chair Raisanen explained board proceedings, noting that a quorum was present. 
 
A. ZBA-01-2019 – 520 N. Mission 

 
Kench introduced Case ZBA-01-2019, submitted by Chris Christensen, owner of Mid MI 
Sign on behalf of Urgent Care, located at 520 N. Mission.  Kench explained that the 
applicant is requesting a variance from Section 154.414, Sign Standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  Kench noted that the applicant is seeking a variance to install a “band sign” in 
the gable feature of the building. 
 
Kench reviewed the property’s zoning and other characteristics as well as the current use, 
zoning, and future land use of adjacent properties. Kench reported that the business relocated 
from Bellows Street about a year ago and they would like to reuse the signage that was at that 
location. 

 
Kench noted the property is on the SE corner of Mission and Andre, with frontage on both 
streets and reported that a band sign would be allowed on the frontage along Mission Street 
and a wall sign would be allowed on the secondary frontage. 
 
Kench reviewed the ordinance language and shared photos of the building showing the 
limited area and the limited visibility that the applicant would have for a band sign to be 
placed as prescribed in the code. 
 
Kench shared renderings of options submitted by the applicant for placement of the proposed 
signage. 
 
Kench noted that there is a non-conforming pylon sign on the property, that as long as it 
wasn’t changed, it could remain. 
 
Vice-Chair Orlik commented that one of the options submitted by the applicant appeared 
similar to a previous case that was denied.  He asked if granting a variance for the gable sign, 
along with the existing pylon sign would put the property over their allotted signage.  Kench 
responded it would not. 
 
Kench also noted that this building is somewhat unique, as typically a commercial building 
would not be so limited in wall height. 
 
Chris Christensen, Mid-Michigan Sign, addressed the Board as representative for Urgent 
Care.  Mr. Christensen commented that they have looked at other sign options that may be 
available for this location; however, noted that because this is a medical facility they want 
easy to read signage.  He further noted that although the pylon sign would help identify the 
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building, there is another tenant in the building and they want to make sure it is clear which is 
the entrance to Urgent Care.  
 
Chair Raisanen asked if the proposed sign that would be reused from the Bellows Street 
location was backlit.  Mr. Christensen responded that there are currently LED’s but that it 
could be used without them. 
 
Commissioner Friedrich asked the applicant if they had explored other types of signage that 
would be allowed by ordinance.  Mr. Christensen responded that they had but did not feel 
those options offered enough visibility. 
 
Chair Raisanen opened the public hearing. 
 
There being no one who wished to speak, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Kench reported that no correspondence was received. 
 
Board Discussion: 
 
Vice-Chair Orlik commented that he understands some of the difficulties because of the 
structure of the building. He reiterated that he is leery of supporting Option 1 on Exhibit B 
because of the similarities in a previous case that was denied.  He noted, however, that the 
roof line in back is nearly the same height as the gable and would not have a problem 
supporting option B for the sign to be located on the gable portion of the building.  He further 
commented that he did not feel there was a need for back-lighting. 
 
Kench clarified that option B-1 would be placed against the façade. 
 
Commissioner Friedrich commented that he feels there are other options available to the 
applicant, especially with the pylon sign and therefore, does not support a variance. 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by Friedrich, to approve option B-2 to allow a band sign to be 
placed on the gable portion of the building, excluding any back lighting, noting that he feels 
this would fulfil the needs of the applicant without going against the intent of the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Stressman asked if there were other options for lighting the signage other than 
back lighting.  Kench commented they could still use external lighting. 
 
Motion approved 3:2, with Raisanen and Friedrich voting nay.  

 
 

B. ZBA-02-2019 – 1111 W. Pickard 
 
Kench introduced Case ZBA-02-2019, submitted by Patricia Lyon, requesting a variance 
from the wall/fencing standards outlined under section 154.405.A. of the zoning ordinance. 
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Kench reviewed the property’s zoning and other characteristics as well as the current use, 
zoning, and future land use of adjacent properties, noting that the use is a use by right in the 
CD-3 zoning district. 
 
Kench provided some background on the request, noting that the applicant applied for a 
permit in April and was granted approval.  Kench shared the site plan that was submitted 
with the application and which was approved, noting that the ordinance permits a 6-foot solid 
fence to be constructed along the side and rear property lines and a four-foot solid fence to be 
installed along the frontage.   
 
Kench reported that our office received an inquiry about the height of the fence in July, 
which prompted a site visit.  Kench noted that the fence had already been installed at that 
time.  There are retaining walls running along the property lines of the parcel.   Kench noted 
that the neighbor’s house (1104 W Pickard) was built in 1940, at which time the retaining 
walls were constructed along the common lot line and the alley.  Ms. Lyon’s property was 
constructed in 1947.  The retaining walls measure anywhere from 1 ft. to 4 ft., and although 
the fence measures the correct height from the applicant’s property, the overall height from 
the walk and neighboring properties exceeds what is allowed by ordinance.  
 
Kench shared photos of the site, along with an illustration showing the location of the 
retaining walls.  Kench noted that the ordinance does not require staff to conduct inspections 
prior to approving a permit; however, in this instance, it would’ve revealed the retaining 
walls, and although the owner would’ve still need a variance to install the fence, they would 
have been aware of the need prior to proceeding with the project. 
 
Kench again noted this is a fairly unique situation, with only a very few properties that have 
retaining walls as property lines. 
 
Chair Raisanen asked if there were safety concerns for the applicant with the height of the 
retaining walls.  Kench responded that there were, and in some areas, based on ordinance 
language the applicant would only be allowed an 18” fence.  He further noted that the 
building code requires any height above grade of over 30” to have a guardrail, so it is 
somewhat of a “Catch 22” situation. 
 
Patricia Lyon, 1111 W. Pickard, addressed the Board.  Ms. Lyon reiterated Kench’s comment 
that this is a unique situation.  She noted that her lot, although small, is consistent with other 
lots in the area.  She noted that without the fence, her line of sight is right into her neighbor’s 
window.  She noted that the fence was installed not only for privacy, but for safety reasons 
and to help with noise reduction. 
 
Ms. Lyons noted that the retaining wall was put in front during the 1998 street widening 
project.  At that time, she stated there were some trees that the City wanted to save, which 
helped with traffic noise, however, since that time the trees have died.   
 
Ms. Lyons commented that the retaining walls create a fall hazard when there is no fence.  
She noted that there was a chain link fence, which helped with that; however, did nothing to 
help with the noise. 
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Ms. Lyons commented that she applied for the permit and was approved and noted that this 
project was done in good faith.  Ms. Lyons thanked the Board for their time and for hearing 
her request. 
 
Chair Raisanen opened the public hearing. 
 
There being no one who wished to speak, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Kench reported that no correspondence was received.  He noted that one neighbor had come 
in concerning the fence between them and Ms. Lyons.  
 
Board Discussion: 
 
Vice-Chair Orlik commented that this is a text-book example of why you need a Zoning 
Board of Appeals.  He noted that the 79-year-old retaining wall and the 1998 Street widening 
project was beyond the applicant’s control.  He further noted that the applicant acted in good 
faith and had obtained a permit.  He further noted the safety issue with the height of the 
retaining walls, could be dealt with positively if the variance was approved.  He noted that 
these are unique circumstances that can’t be covered by the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Friedrich concurred with Vice-Chair Orlik’s comments. 
 
Motion by Orlik, support by Friedrich, to approve case number ZBA 02-2019 filed by 
Patricia R. Lyon, requesting a variance from section 154.405.A. (fence & wall provisions of 
the CD-3, Sub-Urban Character District), noting that the Board finds the conditions 
necessary to grant a variance under section 154.608 B. to allow a 6-foot fence along the side 
and rear property lines and 4-foot fence to be installed at the front property line have been 
met. The Board recognizes the use of the retaining wall/s constructed with the new home on 
the adjoining property constructed in 1940 and the retaining wall constructed in 1998 as part 
of the street widening project creates a hardship to the applicant to construct a privacy fence 
on her property.  

 
Motion approved unanimously. 

 
IX.  Old Business: 
 

  Kench reported there was no old business. 
 

XI.    New Business 
 

A.  September ZBA Meeting:  Kench reported that he recently met with a potential 
applicant that may be filing for a variance regarding lot coverage.  He further noted that 
staff will be unavailable for the September meeting date due to conferences; and we 
therefore, may need to reschedule the September meeting to a week later. 

 
XI. Adjournment 
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Motion by Friedrich, support by White, to adjourn. 
 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
 
 

bam 


