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PLANNING COMMISSION 
October 9, 2018 - 6:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
201 West Ash Street, Mason MI  

 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (August 14, 2018 and September 25, 2018) 

5. PUBLIC HEARING 

A. Resolution 2018-14: Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC, has requested an amendment to the 
Mason Code to amend Chapter 100 – Table 100-2 Building Dimensional Regulations to add 
footnote (14) under the maximum height allowed in a C-1 Central Business District stating: An 
additional 5’-0” maximum height may be added for residential occupancy, with a minimum 10’-0” 
setback from the front building face and a maximum square footage equal to 25% of the grade 
floor gross area. 

 

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Resolution 2018-10: Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC has submitted a request for a special 
use permit and preliminary site plan approval for new construction of a 24,287 sq. ft., three-
story, mixed-use building to include mercantile, business and single-family residential, on 
property located at 154 W. Maple Street, parcel 33-19-10-08-233-021, City of Mason, Ingham 
Co. Continued from the August 14 meeting. 

B. Development Update: Administrators Report 

C. Workplan Update 

7. NEW BUSINESS 

8. LIASON REPORT 

9. ADJOURN 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
MINUTES OF AUGUST 14, 2018 

DRAFT 
 

 

Call to Order: 

Sabbadin called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 201 W. Ash Street, Mason, Michigan.  

Roll Call: 

Present: Commissioners: (7) Droscha, Feintuch, Hagle, Sabbadin, Waxman, Barna, Reeser 
Absent: Commissioners: (1) Howe 
Also present: Elizabeth A. Hude, AICP, Community Development Director  

Public Comments: 
None. 

Approval of Minutes: 
Motion to approve July 10, 2018 minutes was made by Reeser, second by Waxman. 

MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY 

Unfinished Business: 
 
A. Resolution 2018- 10 – Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC has submitted a request for a special use permit 

and preliminary site plan approval for new construction of a 24,287 sq. ft., three-story, mixed-use building to 
include mercantile, business and single-family residential, on property located at 154 W. Maple Street, parcel 
# 33-19-10-08-233-021, City of Mason, Ingham Co.  

 
Staff received email from Mr. Brady requesting that the Planning Commission postpone approval until a future 
date. Director Hude suggested postponement until the October meeting. Waxman asked if there was a time 
limit on how long they are allowed to postpone resolution. Staff responded that as long as they are continuing 
to review the project, they are allowed to postpone. 
 
Vote: 
MOTION made by Waxman, second by Reeser to postpone discussion and vote on Resolution 2018-10 to the 
October meeting. 
Yes: (7) Droscha, Feintuch, Hagle, Sabbadin, Waxman, Barna, Reeser 

No: (0) 

Absent (1) Howe 
 
B. Development Updates 

The Administrators Report was distributed and discussion took place about the various listings. 
 

C. Workplan Update 
Staff discussed the various planning projects ahead – Cedar Street corridor study, TriCounty Regional Planning 
Commission Regional Transportation Plan update, and that the new Community Development Department 
Assistant has been chosen and is expected to start in early September. 



 

201 West Ash Street; Mason, MI  48854-0370 
Office:  517.676.9155; Website: www.mason.mi.us 

2 

New Business: 

A. Resolution 2018- 12 – Pat McCaffrey, President, Mason Hospitality Group LLC is seeking approval of a Final 
Site Plan to construct a private road and a new four-story, 44,376 sq. ft., 72-room hotel and conference 
center on vacant property located on the north side of West Kipp Road and west of US-127. The parcel is 
zoned C-2 General Commercial District. 

PC Discussion: 
Director Hude met with the applicant on August 9, 2018 along with many outside organizations – MDOT, City 
Police, City Fire, Public Works, Ingham County Road Commission and Consumers Energy. Applicant agreed to 
comply with requested changes by the agencies. MDOT had no concerns. Applicant met with Drain Commission 
as well. DEQ included comments and questions that were answered and included in plan. 
 
Director Hude reviewed the staff report and the recommended approval of the Final Site Plan. 
Waxman expressed concern with Ordinance 94.173, a project of this magnitude is required to be accessed by a 
major road. Reeser asked if this is the same situation as Cedar Woods being attached to Cedar Street. 
 
Staff explained the reason for the ordinance is to discourage business patrons from driving through residential 
neighborhoods looking for a business. In this situation, that is not the case. Applicant is creating a private drive 
off of a major road, Kipp road, which complies with ordinance by allowing appropriate access and frontage. 
Commissioner Hagle expressed concern with the name of the road, South Franklin Farm Drive, and that it might 
be confused with the same name on the other side of the creek. There are many streets in Mason that have the 
same name and it can add confusion to drivers. 
 
Director Hude stated that she met with the City Fire Chief who was not concerned with the name of the street 
as the address follows the recommended numbering sequence in the City. Sabbadin stated that he understands 
the issue, however, naming is consistent with the structure of City. If, in the future, development was to happen, 
a bridge could be built and the road would be connected. The road would then have the same name. 
 
Feintuch stated concern that technology does not always provide the correct directions, many travelers not 
familiar with the City will be traveling through neighborhoods confused and looking for the hotel where local 
residents may not what them to be traveling during odd hours of the day.  
 
Barna disagreed with Commissioner Feintuch, feels that travelers will be able to see the building from the 
highway. Waxman agreed with Barna in that the travelers will be able to see the hotel from the highway. 
 
Director Hude suggested different options - keep the road name for now and if issues arise, it can be changed. 
Commissioner Droscha stated that the other Franklin Farms Drive is extremely hard to find and the proposed 
new road will be much easier to find. 
 
Commissioner Reeser stated that as a frequent traveler, the problem happens more that most think. Suggests 
that at this time, the Commission votes to pass the proposed resolution and revisit the road name issue at a 
future date. He does not want to see the whole project at a standstill over the name of the road. 
 
Commissioner Sabbadin asked the applicant if they were going to comply with the additional fire hydrant 
suggested by the City Fire Chief? 
 
Robert Ford, 809 Center Street, Lansing, stepped to the podium and answered yes, on behalf of the applicant, 
a second fire hydrant would be placed on the property. One will be located on the north and the other on the 
south of the property. 
 
Commissioner Sabbadin asked Mr. Ford if the applicant had received notice of the new fire apparatus and if the 
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Commissioner Sabbadin: Noted that he will be out of town on September 11th, the next scheduled Commission 
Meeting. Commissioner Waxman will be representing Commissioner Sabbadin as the Chair of the Commission at 
thus meeting. 

 

Liaison Report: 
A. Commissioner Droscha: Stated that the City Council approved the Preliminary Plat Plan for Enclave at 

Rainer Ponds. All other projects have been put on hold for the festivities coming up in the next month. 

 
Adjourn: 
The meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m. 
 
___________________________________   
Lori Hagle, Secretary                    

apparatus would be able to maneuver in the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Ford replied that he had received the notice and after running geometrics of the turn radius of the new 
apparatus, the vehicle should be able to properly operate in the parking lot. 
 
Director Hude referenced the City Engineer letter, #6, stating that the information on the hydrants was required 
for the building.  
Vote: 
MOTION made by Droscha, second by Waxman to approve Resolution 2018-12. 
Yes: (7) Droscha, Feintuch, Hagle, Sabbadin, Waxman, Barna, Reeser 

No: (0) 

Absent (1) Howe 
 
MOTION PASSED 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2018 

SPECIAL MEETING 
DRAFT 

 
Call to Order: 

Sabbadin called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 201 W. Ash Street, Mason, Michigan.  

Roll Call: 

Present: Commissioners: (5) Barna, Droscha, Feintuch, Howe, Sabbadin, Reeser 
Absent: Commissioners: (2) Hagle, Waxman 
Staff: Elizabeth A. Hude, AICP, Community Development Director  

Public Comments: 
None. 

New Business: 
Resolution 2018-13 Teresa Wren, Kean Properties, LLC submitted an application for Final Site Plan Review 
proposing the renovation of an existing two-story building that has sustained extensive fire damage. The plan 
includes a 1st floor restaurant and 2nd floor apartments. The basement previously contained restaurant storage 
but will be renovated to include a proposed office or bar and storage for the proposed restaurant.  The property 
is located at 402 S. Jefferson Street. 
 
Teresa Wren, of Kean Properties LLC, of 529 Vanderveen Dr. Mason presented an overview of the proposed 
project.  She presented two visuals of the project and a memo from the MCSA Group, Inc. This memo detailed 
proposed options that were considered for adding an elevator to provide access to the basement of the building, 
which were all deemed infeasible. Each option would compromise either the historic significance of the building 
or impact the amount of usable/rentable space reducing the leasing opportunities. 
 
Barna expressed concern about the use in the basement and the lack of accessibility to those in wheelchairs. Barna 
posed questions regarding the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for historic buildings. Staff 
noted that there were allowances and exceptions to ADA for historic buildings and that those would be reviewed 
further by the building inspector.  

Howe commented that the address is incorrect on the application. Staff noted that the correct address was listed 
in the Resolution and on the plans. Howe further disclosed that his employer does have a financial interest in the 
project. 
 
Vote: 
MOTION made by Reeser, second by Droscha to approve Resolution 2018-13. 
Yes (5) Barna, Droscha, Feintuch, Howe, Sabbadin, Reeser 
No (0) 
Absent (2) Hagle, Waxman 
 
Adjourn: 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:03 p.m. 
 
___________________________________   
Lori Hagle, Secretary                    



 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Elizabeth A. Hude, AICP - Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: Workplan Update and General Information 
DATE:  October 5, 2018 
 

SEPTEMBER 
· Down Home Days – City of Mason Booth: Focus on Bond Park 
· 2018 MI APA Planning Michigan Conference in partnership with Michigan Municipal League  
· Community Development Administrative Assistant started – Kerry Neville-Palmateer  
· Library Feasibility Study – kick-off  

OCTOBER 
· National Planning Month! 
· Creative Placemaking Summit, Thursday, October 4 – Lansing Center 
· City of Mason Open House, Saturday, October 6 – City Hall: Focus on Bond Park 
· Art Alley publicity begins 
· CIP/Asset Management begins 
· Regional Comprehensive Economic Development Plan (CEDS), Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) – Tri-

County Regional Planning Commission 
NOVEMBER – FEBRUARY 
· Library Feasibility Study 
· Parks/Recreation/Trails Plan 
· Bond Park 
· CIP/Asset Management 
· Planning Project scoping – M-36 Corridor, Kipp/Temple Corridor, Master Plan 
· Ordinance updates: 

o ZBA Ordinance 219 
o Signs 
o Projecting garages 

· Planning Commissioner Training/Workshop 
 

  
  City of Mason 
  Planning Commission 
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TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Elizabeth A. Hude, AICP - Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: C-1 Central Business District Height Amendment  
DATE:  September 19, 2018 
 
Chapter 94 Article XII. Amendments of the Mason Code Section 94-392 provides for an amendment to 
this chapter (94 – Zoning) may be initiated by the city council, by the planning commission, or by 
petition of one or more persons having an interest in property located within the jurisdiction of this 
chapter.  

Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC, has requested an amendment to the Mason Code to amend Chapter 
100 – Table 100-2 Building Dimensional Regulations to add footnote (14) under the maximum height 
allowed in a C-1 Central Business District stating: An additional 5’-0” maximum height may be added for 
residential occupancy, with a minimum 10’-0” setback from the front building face and a maximum 
square footage equal to 25% of the grade floor gross area. 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Notice was given to agencies and abutters as required in Sec. 94-394 and Sec. 94-395. The public hearing 
notice was published in the Ingham County Community News Legal Section on Sunday, September 23, 
2018. 

 
HISTORY  
In May 2018 staff received an application for Site Plan Review of a project at 154 W. Maple Street. The 
project design exceeds the maximum height limit by two feet. The project is not eligible for a variance 
from the Zoning Board of Appeals as it is a self-created hardship by design and not a practical difficulty 
related to the soil, shape or topography of the lot itself. The applicant is therefore requesting that the 
City consider amending its height requirement to accommodate the project design which includes a 
residential loft on the top floor. 
 
The Planning Commission tabled their review of a Special Use Permit and Preliminary Site Plan received 
by Red Oak Holdings, LLC for the property at 154 W. Maple St. An amendment to Ch.100 Table 100-2 
would be required in order for the applicant’s design option to meet the height requirements in the C-1 
Central Business District. 
 
STAFF REVIEW 
In accordance with Sec. 94-396, the matters to be considered by the planning commission shall include 
the following findings of fact: 
 

  
  City of Mason 
  Planning Commission 
   Staff Report 
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   (1)   Compliance with the master plan of the city. 
The City of Mason Master Plan provides guidance in several areas. Staff noted these specific 
references that apply: 
 
Future Land Use – The master plan calls for the future land use in the C-1 District to continue as 
commercial use. 
 
Growth Management, Public Services, and Quality of Life, p. 2-2, Encourages a ‘smart-growth’ 
approach to direct development where there is existing infrastructure and capacity. The proposal 
would allow for increased density in Downtown Mason, an appropriate location for added density in 
an area currently supported by existing infrastructure.  
 
Community Character, Historic Preservation and the Environment p. 2-3, Objective #2, Preserve the 
small-town and historic character of the Court House square and its visual role in defining the City’s 
downtown business area, through appropriate land use and development standards. The proposal 
does increase the height limit beyond the current limit of 45’ to 50’ with special provisions. The three-
story limit was adopted in part to preserve the small-town character and ensure the buildings would 
not unreasonably obstruct the view of the county courthouse from the surrounding neighborhoods. 
The additional five (5) feet in height for 25% of the grade floor gross area will not uniquely impact the 
view of the historic County Courthouse which reaches 100’ to the top of the clock tower. By 
comparison, the Hilliard Building’s south elevation is approximately 48’. Further, the ten-foot set-back 
from the face of the building will ensure the massing of the building stays in proportion to the 
surrounding buildings. 
 
Economic Development, p.2-5, Objective #2 calls for the reevaluation of zoning regulations that 
impede reasonable commercial and industrial development.  
 
   (2)   What, if any, identifiable conditions related to the proposed amendment have changed which 
justify the proposed amendment? 
A great deal of investment has occurred in Downtown Mason over the years by the City, County, 
special programs and grants through the State, our dedicated property owners, and more recently 
through Creative Placemaking grants for murals and artwork. This has generated greater interest in 
Mason for economic development. There is a growing trend in land use to return to the traditional 
mixed-use pattern of older communities. This is consistent with the historical pattern of Mason’s 
downtown which was built prior to the adoption of zoning. These conditions support a change in the 
amendment to encourage mixed use and increase the density in the C-1 District. 
   (3)   What, if any, error in judgment, procedure or administration was made in the original chapter 
which justifies the petitioner's change in zoning? 
There is no known error of this sort. 
   (4)   What are the precedents and the possible effects of such precedent which might result from 
the approval or denial of the petition? 
Similar to the discussion in item (2) above and (6) below, land use practices have shifted to promote 
more mixed-use zoning in downtown districts. The approval of the petition may result in increased 
property values, more economic activity and development, an increase in pedestrian activity, and 
improved vitality overall. 
   (5)   What is the impact of the amendment on the ability of the city and other governmental 
agencies to provide adequate public services and facilities, and/or programs that might reasonably 
be required in the future if the petition is approved? 
There is no unique impact. The C-1 District is currently served with public utilities. 
   (6)   Does the proposed amendment adversely affect the value of the surrounding property? 
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The amendment may result in an increase in property values due to potential development in the 
district. 
   (7)   Are there any significant negative environmental impacts which would reasonably occur if the 
petitioned zoning change and resulting allowed structures were built? Examples include: 
      a.   Surface water drainage problems. 
      b.   Wastewater disposal problems. 
      c.   Adverse effect on surface or subsurface water quality. 
      d.   The loss of valuable natural resources, such as forest, wetlands, historic sites, wildlife, 
mineral deposits or valuable agricultural land. 
There are no known significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendment.  
   (8)   The ability of the property in question to be put to a reasonable economic use in the zoning 
district in which it is presently located.  
All properties in the C-1 Central Business District will benefit from any increase in design flexibility as a 
result of the additional development potential made possible by this amendment. This increases the 
ability of the property to be put to a reasonable economic use. 

 
(b)   All findings of fact shall be made a part of the public records of the meetings of the planning 
commission. The planning commission shall transmit its findings of fact, a summary received at the 
public hearing and its recommended action to the city council. 
 
This application has brought forward an aspect of our zoning ordinance that challenges our goals for 
economic development, community character, and vitality downtown. In considering the importance of 
the C1 District as the historical, commercial center of Mason, Staff offers a broader view of the request 
for the C-1 District that would allow for even more flexibility in the future: 

· Remove the restriction for residential occupancy; allow a market-driven approach to the use of 
the building on all levels. 

· Consider allowing a greater percentage than 25% of the grade floor gross area, perhaps 50-75% 
with or without an additional set-back requirement on the rear building face where the building 
is adjacent to a district with a lesser maximum height restriction. 

· Consider increasing the height to allow an additional full story at ten (10) feet instead of five (5) 
feet. This would potentially result in a four-story building which accommodates the higher 
ceilings that are customary in historic buildings. This could also result in a five-story building if 
built with traditional eight (8) foot floors. A maximum of up to three to four stories is a 
reasonable building size in traditional small towns. The set-back from the building face would 
minimize the visual impact of the added story from the view of the pedestrian on the street. 

 
 
ACTION 
The Planning Commission has the following options: 

· Recommend City Council approve the request as presented,  
· Recommend City Council deny the request as presented,  
· Recommend City Council consider an amendment to the request with consideration for one or 

more of the items noted by staff above and/or presented by others through the public hearing 
process. This option would require that a new public hearing be posted to allow the public to 
reconsider the revised request. 

· Recommend City Council approve the request as presented, separately discuss options for a 
future amendment which considers one or more of the items noted by staff above and/or 
presented by others through the public hearing process. 

 
Relation to Other Actions  
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Pending the recommendation of the Planning Commission, City Council would conduct the first reading 
at their October 22, 2018 meeting, second reading and possible adoption on November 12, 2018. The 
ordinance would go into effect on the date of its publication, anticipated to be November 18, 2018. If 
the Planning Commission recommends adoption, staff would recommend allowing the applicant to 
move forward with Final Site Plan approval and Building Permit submittal, at their own risk. The Building 
Permit would not be issued until the new ordinance went into effect. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
With the findings and analysis described above, the following action is recommended for consideration 
by the Planning Commission:   
 
The Planning Commission approve Resolution No. 2018-14 recommending that City Council adopt 
Ordinance 221. 
 
Attachments: 
1. Resolution  
2. Application  
3. Graphic highlighting parcels in the C-1 Central Business District 
 



CITY OF MASON 
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION No. 2018-14 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMEDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL 
ADOPT ORDINANCE NO. 221 – AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND 

CHAPTER 100 TABLE 100-02 (i)e – BUILDING DIMENSIONAL REGULATIONS 

Mason Planning Commission Resolution No.  2018-14  October 9, 2018 
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October 9, 2018 

WHEREAS, Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC, has requested an amendment to the Mason 
Code to amend Chapter 100 – Table 100-2 Building Dimensional Regulations to add footnote 
(14) under the maximum height allowed in a C-1 Central Business District stating: An additional 
5’-0” maximum height may be added for residential occupancy, with a minimum 10’-0” setback 
from the front building face and a maximum square footage equal to 25% of the grade floor 
gross area. 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that proposed Ordinance 221 is consistent with the 
relevant criteria of Section 94-396(a) and accepts the Staff Report dated October 5, 2018 as 
findings of fact which includes: 
 

1. Compliance with the Master Plan of the City. The proposed amendment supports 
several objectives of the City of Mason Master Plan including Future Land Use; 
Growth Management, Public Services, and Quality of Life; Community Character, 
Historic Preservation and the Environment; Economic Development. 

  
2. What, if any, identifiable conditions related to the proposed amendment have 

changed which justify the proposed amendment? Significant investment in 
Downtown Mason over the years has made it more attractive for economic 
development; land use practices today are encouraging a return to mixed-uses in 
downtowns which is consistent with the historical pattern in Downtown Mason. 

 
3. What, if any, error in judgment, procedure or administration was made in the 

original chapter which justifies the petitioner’s change in zoning? There is no 
known error of this sort. 

 
4. What are the precedents and the possible effects of such precedent which 

might result from the approval or denial of the petition? Land use practices have 
shifted to promote more mixed-use zoning in downtown districts. The approval of the 
petition may result in increased property values, more economic activity, an increase 
in pedestrian activity, and improved vitality overall.  

 
5. What is the impact of the amendment on the ability of the City and other 

governmental agencies to provide adequate public services and facilities, 
and/or programs that might reasonably be required in the future if the petition 
is approved? There is no unique impact. The C-1 District is currently served with 
public utilities. 

 
6. Does the proposed amendment adversely affect the value of the surrounding 

property? The amendment may result in an increase in property values due to 
potential development in the district. 
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7. Are there any significant environmental impacts which would reasonably 
occur if the petitioned zoning change and resulting allowed structures were 
built? There are no known significant environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed amendment. The additional height will not uniquely impact the view of the 
County Courthouse. 
 

8. The ability of the property in question to be put to a reasonable economic use 
in the zoning district in which it is presently located. The increased design 
flexibility made possible by this amendment will increase the ability of all properties in 
the C-1 Central Business District to be put to a reasonable economic use. 

 
 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Mason planning Commission does 
hereby recommend that the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 221 – an ordinance to amend 
Chapter 100 – Table 100-2 Building Dimensional Regulations to add footnote (14) under the 
maximum height allowed in a C-1 Central Business District stating: An additional 5’-0” maximum 
height may be added for residential occupancy, with a minimum 10’-0” setback from the front 
building face and a maximum square footage equal to 25% of the grade floor gross area. 
 
 
 
Yes (0) 
No (0) 
Absent (0) 
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Introduced: _____________ 
First Reading: _____________ 
Second Reading: _____________ 
Adopted:  _____________ 
Effective:  _____________ 
 
 

CITY OF MASON 
 
BUILDING DIMENSIONAL REGULATIONS – C-1: CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

HEIGHT ORDINANCE 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND CHAPTER 100, TABLE 100-2 
BUILDING DIMENSIONAL REGULATIONS– OF THE CODE 
OF THE CITY OF MASON TO AMEND THE MAXIMUM 
HEIGHT FO PRINCIPLE STRUCTURES IN THE C-1 
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

 
THE CITY OF MASON ORDAINS: 
 
Chapter 100, Table 100-2 of the Mason City Code is hereby amended by adding footnote 14 to 
the C-1 District Maximum Height for a Principal Structure which amended, the article shall read 
as follows: 
 
TABLE 100-2. Building Dimensional Regulations.  
Refer to footnotes listed after this table.  

 

Zoning 
District and 
Ordinance 

Section 

Maximum 
Height 

Principal 
Structure 

(feet) 

Maximum 
Height 

Accessory 
Structure 

(feet) 

Minimum 
Floor Area 

Per 
Dwelling 

Unit 
(sq. feet) 

Minimum 
Width 

Principal 
Structure 

(feet) 

Minimum 
Internal 
Height 

Principal 
Structure 

(feet) 

AG 
Sec. 94-122 35(4) 25(5) 1,200(6) 24 7.5 

RS-1 
Sec. 94-123 35 25(5) 1,200(6) 24 7.5 

RS-2 
Sec. 94-123 35 25(5) 1,000(6) 24 7.5 

RS-3 
Sec. 94-123 35 25(5) 800(6) 24 7.5 

R2F 
Sec. 94-124 35 25(5) 800(6) 24 7.5 

RM 
Sec. 94-125 35 15 (7) - - 
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MH 
Sec. 94-126 - 15 - - - 

O-1 
Sec. 94-131 45 15 - - - 

O-2 
Sec. 94-132 15 15 - - - 

C-1 
Sec. 94-141 45(14) 15 - - - 

C-2 
Sec. 94-142 45 15 - - - 

C-3 
Sec. 94-143 45 15 - - - 

M-1 
Sec. 94-151 40(8) 40 - - - 

M-2 
Sec. 94-152 45(8) 45 - - - 

PUD 
Sec. 94-161 35 (9) (7) - - 

Footnotes to table 100-1 and table 100-2. 
   1   Ten percent of the actual lot width or ten feet, whichever is smaller. 
   2   Up to three dwelling units allowed per building on an 8,500 sq. ft. lot. Increase the required 
lot area per building by 4,000 sq. ft. per dwelling unit in excess of three dwelling units, or by 
3,000 sq. ft. per dwelling unit in excess of three dwelling units located within a planned 
residential development or a planned unit development. 
   3   20 feet when adjacent to residentially used or zoned land. 
   4   Structures for agricultural operations, such as barns or silos, may be permitted up to a 
building height of 75 feet. 
   5   Accessory structures with a roof pitch flatter than one to two rise to run shall have a 
maximum height of 15 feet. 
   6   Exclusive of basement areas, attics, attached garages, breezeways, enclosed or unenclosed 
porches, and accessory structures. 
   7   Minimum gross floor area per dwelling unit: 
   (a)   Efficiency unit: 400 sq. ft. 
   (b)   One bedroom unit: 600 sq. ft. 
   (c)   Two bedroom unit: 800 sq. ft. 
   (d)   Three or more bedroom unit: 1,000 sq. ft. 
   8   May be increased if front, side, and rear yard setbacks are increased an equal amount. 
   9   The maximum height of an accessory structure in the PUD district shall be determined by 
the principle use associated with the accessory structure as follows: 
   (a)   For single-family or two-family residential uses, the RS-1 maximum height shall apply. 
   (b)   For manufacturing uses, the M-1 maximum height shall apply. 
   (c)   For all other uses the maximum shall be 15 feet.  
   10   Lot area may be decreased up to 20% to a minimum of 4,400 square feet provided that for 
each square foot decrease an equal or greater amount of land shall be dedicated as open space.  
Said open space shall be in addition to any other required open space. 
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   11   The site plan approving body may reduce the required front yard setback by a maximum of 
50% upon finding that the reduced setback is in keeping with predominant development patterns 
in the immediate area and such reduction would encourage a more uniform, unified and orderly 
development pattern. 
   12   In addition to the required maximum lot coverage regulations, a minimum of 10% of hte 
lot or parcel shall be dedicated to vegetated open space such as lawns, shrubs and tree plantings, 
and similar open space. This minimum 10% standard shall be met without the reliance on 
required setbacks, buffers, and landscaping. 
   13   In industrial parks in the M-1 and M-2 districts, the required minimum lot area shall be 
20,000 square feet and the minimum lot width shall be 100 feet. 
   14   An additional 5’-0” maximum height may be added for residential occupancy, with a 
minimum 10’-0” setback from the front building face and a maximum square footage equal 
to 25% of the grade floor gross area. 
 
Sunset Provision.  None. 
 
Effective Date.  This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication of the notice of 
adoption in a newspaper of general circulation within the city. 
 
 
The foregoing Ordinance was moved for adoption by Council Member ______________ and 
supported by Council Member ____________, with a vote thereon being:  YES (    )  NO (    ), at 
a regular meeting of the City Council held pursuant to public notice in compliance with the 
Michigan Open Meetings Act, on the _____ day of ___________, 2018.  Ordinance No. 221 
declared adopted this _____ day of __________, 2018. 
 
 
             
              
 Russell Whipple, Mayor 
  
 
 
     ________________________________________ 

Sarah J. Jarvis, City Clerk 
 

 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Thomas M. Hitch (P25558) 
Mason City Attorney 
601 Abbot Road, PO Box 2502 
East Lansing, MI 48826-2502 
 
 











>  Additional areas of information include:  Delinquent Tax Information Show Purchase Options
Access additional record information for a small convenience fee. *

*   Additional record information is free for all homeowners, click the 'Show Purchase Options' button for more information.

Owner and Taxpayer Information

Owner RED OAK HOLDING LLC
2111 UNIVERSITY PARK DR STE 650
OKEMOS, MI 48864

Taxpayer SEE OWNER INFORMATION

General Information for Tax Year 2018

Property Class COMMERCIAL - IMPROVED Unit 33-19 CITY OF MASON
School District MASON Assessed Value $52,330
MAP # 10-8D Taxable Value $52,330
USER NUM IDX 0 State Equalized Value $52,330
USER ALPHA 1 Not Available Date of Last Name Change 10/31/2017
USER ALPHA 3 Not Available Notes Not Available
Historical District Not Available Census Block Group Not Available
USER ALPHA 2 Not Available Exemption No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption Information

Homestead Date No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption June 1st Final

2018 0.0000 % -

2017 0.0000 % 0.0000 %

Previous Year Information

Land Information

Zoning Code C1 Total Acres 0.200
Land Value $28,344 Land Improvements $170
Renaissance Zone No Renaissance Zone Expiration Date No Data to Display
ECF Neighborhood 225 COMMERCIAL DOWNTOWN Mortgage Code No Data to Display
Lot Dimensions/Comments No Data to Display Neighborhood Enterprise Zone No

Legal Description

E 22 FT OF LOT 7 & W 3/4 OF LOT 8 EXC E 5 1/2 FT THEREOF, BLOCK 7, SEC 8 T2N R1W CITY OF MASON, INGHAM CO

154 W MAPLE  MASON, MI 48854    (Property Address)
Parcel Number: 33-19-10-08-233-021 Click here to view local unit data for this parcel

Property Owner:  RED OAK HOLDING LLC
Summary Information
> Commercial/Industrial Building Summary

- Yr Built: N/A
- Total Sq.Ft.: 13,992

- # of Buildings: 1

> Property Tax information found

> Assessed Value: $52,330 | Taxable Value: $52,330

Item 1 of 1 0 Images / 1 Sketch

Year MBOR Assessed Final SEV Final Taxable

2017 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

2016 $94,710 $94,710 $79,513

2015 $89,170 $89,170 $79,276

Lot(s) Frontage Depth

No lots found.

Total Frontage:  0.00 ft Average Depth:  0.00 ft

Page 1 of 2Record Details | Ingham County | BS&A Online

5/23/2018https://accessmygov.com/SiteSearch/SiteSearchDetails?SearchFocus=Assessing&SearchC...



Land Division Act Information

Date of Last Split/Combine 09/02/2010 Number of Splits Left 0
Date Form Filed No Data to Display Unallocated Div.s of Parent 0
Date Created 01/01/2011 Unallocated Div.s Transferred 0
Acreage of Parent 0.00 Rights Were Transferred Not Available
Split Number 0 Courtesy Split Not Available
Parent Parcel 33-19-10-08-233-019

Sale History

Building Information - 13992.00 sq ft Stores - Retail (Commercial)

Floor Area 13,992 sq ft Estimated TCV $76,143
Occupancy Stores - Retail Class C
Stories Above Ground 2 Average Story Height 12 ft
Basement Wall Height 4 ft Identical Units Not Available
Year Built Not Available Year Remodeled Not Available
Percent Complete 0% Heat Forced Air Furnace
Physical Percent Good 35% Functional Percent Good 45%
Economic Percent Good 100% Effective Age 53 yrs

**Disclaimer: BS&A Software provides BS&A Online as a way for municipalities to display information online and is not responsible for the content or accuracy of the data herein. This data is provided for 
reference only and WITHOUT WARRANTY of any kind, expressed or inferred. Please contact your local municipality if you believe there are errors in the data. 

Copyright © 2018 BS&A Software, Inc. 

Sale Date Sale Price Instrument Grantor Grantee Terms of Sale Liber/Page

10/12/2017 $105,000.00 WD 154 WEST MAPLE LLC RED OAK HOLDING LLC ARMS LENGTH 2017-039428

06/15/2011 $49,500.00 WD SCHAFER JACK & LINDA 154 W MAPLE LLC ARMS LENGTH 3425 / 1244

Page 2 of 2Record Details | Ingham County | BS&A Online

5/23/2018https://accessmygov.com/SiteSearch/SiteSearchDetails?SearchFocus=Assessing&SearchC...



This narrative is being provided to have the City of Mason consider an amendment to the 
maximum height allowed for a principal structure in the C-1 Central Business District. 

The Mason Code of Ordinances notes the intent of the district is to “provide opportunities for 
business establishments in the area generally referred to as the Downtown Center in the city 
master plan that address the local day-to-day office, retail, and service needs of residents of, 
and visitors to, the city”. 

A viable way to achieve this is via mixed-use projects, which oftentimes require high density 
design to become financially feasible, considering lot sizes similar to those in the C-1 district. 
The majority of the existing buildings in the C-1 District are 2 stories in height and contain large 
floor to floor heights. 

New developments in the district should be historically compatible with the existing context in 
terms of material, scale, proportion and massing. In particular, they should provide similar floor 
to floor heights and maintain the strong horizontal facade lines that are a precedent in the 
downtown. Developments should contribute to pedestrian presence and community connectivity 
at the first floor, which is accomplished by providing increased vertical facade transparency.  

Table 100-1 in the Mason Code of Ordinances limits buildings located in the C-1 District to a 
maximum height of 45’-0”, which makes it difficult to achieve high density while complimenting 
the historic floor to floor heights of the existing structures. Other jurisdictions have introduced 
language in their ordinance which allows for increased building height as the structure ‘steps 
back’ from the street facade. This method is encouraged when the additional height is utilized 
for residential use, which would benefit the City by increasing downtown density.  The attached 
Exhibit ‘A’ depicts Traverse City’s approach to additional height based on use and setback. This 
example requires taller portions of the building be set back so as not to compete with the 
streetscape or surrounding buildings, which in the City of Mason’s case, also works nicely to 
maintain the existing, strong horizontal facade height line. Although a 15’-0” height increase as 
shown in Exhibit ‘A’ would be too aggressive for the City of Mason C-1 zoning, the methodology 
is fitting.   

Exhibit ‘B’ depicts a 5’-0” maximum height increase with a 10’-0” minimum setback and uses 
Maple Street for site context. Based on the existing street width and right-of-way distance, a 
height allowance given the aforementioned parameters would not be visible from a 
perpendicular view and would not be readily noticeable by pedestrians. Placing a square 
footage limit on the area associated with the height increase will provide regulation and ensure 
building massings are kept in proportion with the surroundings.  

The Ingham County Courthouse is a focal point of the downtown and views of the historic 
building should remain unchallenged. A plan as described in Exhibit ‘B’ will have equivalent 
effects on sight lines as would a new development complying with the existing 45’-0” height 
limitation.   

An amendment to the existing height limit of this nature seems appropriate to both provide 
flexible design options and encourage business growth in Downtown Mason, while respecting 
the historic nature of the existing architecture. 

 

 



 

Per public interest, the following amendment to the height limit noted in the Code of Ordinances, 
Ch. 100, Table 100-2 Building Dimensional Regulations, is being offered. 

 

Zoning District C-1 

Maximum Height Principal Structure (feet) 45 (14) 

(14) An additional 5’-0” maximum height may be added for residential occupancy, with a 
minimum 10’-0” setback from the front building face and a maximum square footage 
equal to 25% of the grade floor gross area. 

 

 



Exhibit ‘A’ Traverse City
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TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Elizabeth A. Hude, AICP, Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: Special Use Permit and Preliminary Site Plan Review – 154 W. Maple Street  
DATE:  July 6, 2018 
 
Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC has submitted a request for a special use permit and preliminary site 
plan approval for new construction of a 24,287 sq. ft., three-story, mixed-use building to include 
mercantile, business and single-family residential, on property located at 154 W. Maple Street, parcel 
33-19-10-08-233-021, City of Mason, Ingham Co.  The proposal calls for the existing structure, which has 
been vacant for many years, to be demolished. This is shown on plans as follows: 

· Sheets 1-4, prepared by Kebs, Inc., dated May 11, 2018 and last revised on May 25, 2018 
· Sheets A-101-103 and A-301-302, prepared by Studio Intrigue Architects, LLC, dated April 27, 

2018 and last revised on May 25, 2018. 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The development is proposed on a parcel zoned C-1 (Central Business District).  Section 94-222 states 
that any use permitted in this district requires site plan review and Section 94-141(7) states that any use 
permitted in the district involving one or more structures that occupy, either individually or collectively, 
more than 15,000 square feet of gross floor area requires a Special Use Permit. Section 94-191(e) states 
that a preliminary site plan must be submitted with the application for a Special Use Permit. 
 
The site fronts on West Maple Street and is also within the boundaries of both the Historic District and 
the Downtown Development Authority. The surrounding land uses and zoning are as follows: 
 

 Current Land Use Zoning Future Land Use 

North Residential O-1 (Office District) Residential 

East Commercial C-1 (Central Business District) Commercial 

South Commercial C-1 (Central Business District) Commercial 

West Commercial C-1 (Central Business District) Commercial 

 
The application was submitted to the Historic District Commission (HDC) as required by the City’s 
Ordinance, Chapter 31 Historic Preservation. The HDC reviewed the proposal and approved a certificate 
of appropriateness at their meeting on June 18, 2018. 
 

  
  City of Mason 
  Planning Commission 
   Staff Report 
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REVIEW OF SUBMITTAL 
All applications for preliminary site plan review and approval shall comply with the basic required 
submittal standards of subsection 94-225(d)(1). The additional required submittal standards of 
subsection 94-225(d)(2) shall be satisfied by any application for preliminary site plan review and 
approval involving the following uses of land or structures. The planning commission may require that 
supplemental information and analysis be submitted as part of any application for preliminary site plan 
review and approval if such information is deemed necessary to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of Chapter 94 Zoning. The costs for such supplemental analysis and information shall be 
incurred by the applicant. Supplemental information may include the items listed in section 94-
225(d)(2). 
 
Table 1: Submittal Standards 

Ordinance Status Note 
§94-225(d)(1) Basic 
required submittal 
standards 

I §94-225(d)(1)g. Statement of facts (SOF)… It appears the SOF is 
listed as Site Data on sheet 1 of 4. The information provided is 
incomplete as it does not address lot width, building height, 
minimum floor area per dwelling unit, and parking; however, a 
supplemental document was provided detailing the number of 
required and proposed parking spaces.   
 
§94-225(d)(1)h.11  Location and screening of refuse facilities - A 
refuse chute in the private garage is noted on sheet A-101 – staff 
recommends the applicant clarify how refuse will be managed 
on-site for all uses in the building and if the requirements of §94-
173(b) Solid Waste Disposal will be met. 

§94-225(d)(2) Additional 
required submittal 
standards 

I §94-225(d)(2)b – Zoning of property within 500 feet of the 
subject property 
§94-225(d)(2)c – Vicinity Map items 4-6 and 8; a location map 
does provide the location of the subject property and street 
names sufficient to determine its relationship to the surrounding 
area. 
§94-225(d)(2)f – Construction schedule: Staff recommends that 
the applicant provide a construction schedule and management 
plan for maintaining traffic and mitigating impacts to businesses 
in the area. 
§94-225(d)(2)g – A detailed cost estimate has not been provided. 

§94-225(d)(3) 
Supplemental analysis 
and information. 

TBD  

*M = Meets requirements; I = Information Needed; R = Recommendation 
 
 
Height, Bulk, Density, and Area Requirements  
Overall the plan appears to the meet the building height, setbacks and lot coverage site development 
standards listed in Section 94-121(c) and Tables 100-1 and 100-2 with the following exception: 

· It appears a portion of the building exceeds the 45’ height limit. It does not appear to qualify as 
an exception per §94-175 Supplemental height regulations. 
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Circulation, Loading and Off-Street Parking 
 
Circulation 
The proposed building is adequately served by infrastructure that supports the safe and orderly 
circulation of motorized and non-motorized traffic - it fronts onto a four lane public right of way 
supporting two lanes for bi-directional traffic, two lanes of on-street parking and a sidewalk.  CATA route 
#46 is available one block east on Jefferson St. 
 
Loading 
There shall be no requirement of loading or unloading space in the C-1 district for property with direct 
access to an alley. (§94-293(c)) 
 
The site currently has direct access to an alley and therefore is exempt from the loading space 
requirement. 
 
Off-Street Parking 
§94-292(h)(1) Uses in the C-1 district states that there shall be no off-street parking space requirements 
in the C-1 district for those uses which require 20 or less off-street parking spaces. Uses requiring more 
than 20 off-street parking spaces shall have their parking requirement determined by the planning 
commission. In making such a decision, the planning commission shall consider the availability of both 
public and private parking spaces. 
 
Based upon the requirements of Table 100-5 Parking space requirements, 54 parking spaces are required 
to support the uses in the development, three of which are to be barrier free. This is detailed in the 
parking calculation (Table 1) below. The applicant is providing four private parking spaces dedicated to 
the residence on the third floor. Tenants are yet to be determined for the first and second floors, 
therefore, parking space requirements are an estimate based upon the intended uses.  
 
Staff finds that there appears to be sufficient parking available in the surrounding public lots and on-
street spaces to accommodate the proposed uses and recommends that the planning commission 
modify the number of required spaces to 24 based upon the following facts: 
 

1) Figure 1 displays five public parking lots within a two-block radius of the site (roughly 780 feet) 
as well as the on-street parking, providing over 618 public parking spaces. There are four barrier-
free spaces within 300 feet of the site.  The city has three active parking permits, one per car, to 
allow over-night parking in the public lots (residential use). Those spaces will likely be vacant 
during the day as peak hour use for residential is typically the opposite of traditional peak hours 
for retail and office.     
 

2) There are an estimated 250 +/- private parking spaces dedicated to businesses downtown. 
 

3) A parking study was completed as part of a 2009 Downtown Marketing Analysis by McKenna 
Associates. Based on their recommendation, a calculation of 3.23 for 1,000 sq. ft. of useable 
floor area would require a total of 29 parking spaces to support the office and retail uses. This is 
23 parking spaces less than what would be required under the City’s current parking 
requirements. The study states that based upon the total building floor area in downtown, which 
would take into consideration the existing site, demand is for 380 spaces total. Factoring in the 
available private parking lots associated with many of the buildings, this results in a parking 
surplus of approximately 240% +/- in downtown Mason. 
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As the applicant is providing four spaces on-site for the residential use, the remaining 20 spaces required 
meet the threshold for the allowable limit for which the applicant is exempt from the requirement to 
provide on-site parking spaces. 
 
Table 2: Parking Calculation 

Use UFA 
(per applicant) 

Parking/UFA Customer  
Parking Req. 

Customer  
Parking Proposed 

Peak Hour 
Use 

First Floor 
General Retail 

3,653.6 SF  1:150 sq. ft. 25 0 9a-6p M-Su 

Second Floor 
Office  

5,352.48 SF 1:200 sq. ft 27 0 8a-5p M-F 

Third Floor 
Residential 

na na 2 4 na 

Total 54 4  
Allowance for uses in the C-1 District  20   

Balance – parking spaces required on-site 30   
Barrier-free spaces required 3   

    
2009 McKenna Analysis, 3.23 per 1,000 s.f. 

applied to Office-Retail uses 
 29 0  

Staff recommendation 4 - Residential 
20 - Office/ Retail  

4 – Residential on-site 
20 – Offsite public parking 
including 3 on-street 
barrier free spaces 

 

UFA = Useable Floor Area    
 
 
Figure 1: Map of Public Parking Lots 
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Landscaping 
A landscape buffer is not required for uses in the C-1 district as shown in Table 100-4. Landscape Buffer 
Classification Matrix. 
 
Signs 
Signs are depicted on the elevation drawings. They will be evaluated further as part of the building 
permit review for compliance with the requirements of Chapter 58 of the Zoning Ordinance, including 
Division 2 of said chapter. 
 
Site Lighting 
No lighting on or near the building is indicated on the plan except for the public street lights. Staff 
recommends the applicant confirm if lighting will be installed. Staff would also like clarification on the 
landlord’s policy regarding tenant lighting during hours when those uses are closed. Will lights be on 
inside 24/7? 
 
Construction Schedule 
To be determined. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
Water and Sanitary Sewer 
The site is currently served with water and sanitary sewer. Lead sizes shall be noted on the construction 
plans per the City Engineer’s comments, letter dated June 26, 2018. 
 
Storm Water Management 
There appears to be no change in impervious lot coverage between the existing site and the proposed 
development. Therefore, storm water runoff remains unchanged. See City Engineer’s comments, letter 
dated June 26, 2018 
 
AGENCY COMMENTS 

Police No comments or concerns at this time. 
Fire No comments or concerns at this time. 
City Engineer/DPW See letter dated June 26, 2018 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner See letter dated June 14, 2018 
Historic District Commission The HDC reviewed the proposal and approved a Certificate of 

Appropriateness on June 18, 2018. 
 
 
 
SPECIAL PERMIT BASIS OF DETERMINATION 
In accordance with Special Use Permit: Chapter 94, Article VI, Sec. 94-191(f) Basis of determination.  
d)   Review and decision.  The planning commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny an 
application for special use permit.  
 
Sec. 94-191(f) Basis of determination. Before approving a special use permit, the planning commission 
shall find by clear and convincing proof that the applicable standards set forth by this chapter shall be 
satisfied by the completion and operation of the proposed development. The planning commission shall 
review the particular circumstances and facts of each proposed use in terms of these standards and shall 
make written findings showing that such use shall: 
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(1) Be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as to be harmonious and appropriate in 
appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and that such a use will 
not change the essential character of adjacent property or the zoning district in which it is proposed. 
The Historic District Commission issued a Certificate of Appropriateness on June 18, 2018 which 
serves as a finding of fact that the development will meet this criterion. 

(2) Not be hazardous or disturbing to uses in the same general vicinity and will be a substantial 
improvement to property in the immediate vicinity and to the community as a whole. Once 
complete, the development will be a substantial improvement to the area as the current building 
is vacant, and the architecture is considered ‘non-contributing’ to the historic nature of the 
district. A maintenance of traffic/business plan will need to be implemented during construction 
to minimize hazardous conditions and disturbances to surrounding uses. 

(3) Be served adequately by essential facilities and services, such as highways, streets, police and fire 
protection, drainage structures, refuse disposal, water and sewage facilities, and schools. The site is 
currently served with essential facilities and services. Staff recommends the applicant clarify how 
refuse for all uses will be managed on-site. 

(4) Not create additional requirements at public cost for public facilities and services. The development 
will be privately financed. The developer is working with the City to explore grants and programs 
to support improvements to the public alley to the north which would include the burying of 
utilities underground. 

(5) Not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, and equipment or conditions of operation that will 
be detrimental to any person, property, or the general welfare by noise, fumes, glare, or odors. The 
proposed uses in the development appear to be consistent with uses allowed by right in the C-1 
zoning district and comply with this criterion. Clarification on security lighting inside the building 
is recommended to ensure light during the evening hours does not impact residences across the 
street and adjacent properties. 

(6) Not be located such that it will directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the natural 
resources of this city. There appear to be no substantial adverse impacts. The development will be 
reviewed further for compliance with pretreatment standards for storm water discharge into the 
Sycamore Creek. 

(7) Be in compliance with other applicable local, county, state, or federal rules and regulations. The 
proposal is currently not in compliance with the local ordinance for height. The applicant will 
need to seek permits or waivers from the Ingham County Drain Commission and recommends 
consulting with the Federal Aviation Administration on any required permits or waivers due to 
the proximity to the airport. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW STANDARDS 
In reviewing an application for site plan review and approval the following standards of Sec. 94-227 shall 
apply: 
 

(1) The site shall be developed so that all elements shall be harmoniously and efficiently organized in 
relation to the size, shape, type and topography of the site and surrounding property. The Historic 
District Commission issued a Certificate of Appropriateness on June 18, 2018 which serves as a 
finding of fact that the development will meet this criterion. 

(2) The site shall be developed so as not to impede the normal and orderly development, 
improvement, and use of surrounding property for uses permitted in this chapter. Once complete, 
the development will be a substantial improvement to the area and meet this criterion. A 
maintenance of traffic/business plan will need to be implemented during construction to 
maintain normal and orderly use for surrounding properties. 



SUP/SPR – 154 W. Maple 
July 6, 2018 
Page 7 of 8 

S:\Comm Devel\01 Zoning Permit Applications\154 W. Maple 

(3) All buildings or groups of buildings shall be arranged to permit emergency vehicle access by some 
practical means to all sites. The building fronts on Maple Street, a public right of way, and is also 
accessible via the public alley to the north. Police and Fire departments have expressed no 
concerns. 

(4) Every structure or dwelling unit shall have direct access to a public street or indirect access to a 
public street via an approved dedicated private street. The building fronts on Maple Street, a 
public right of way.  

(5) Appropriate measures shall be taken to ensure that the addition or removal of surface waters will 
not adversely affect neighboring properties that controls are in place to minimize sedimentation 
and erosion, and that topographic alterations are minimized to accommodate storm water 
management. The proposed storm water management plan is consistent with its current use 
and appears to meet this criterion.  (Letter dated June 26, 2018) 

(6) Provisions shall be made for the construction of storm sewer facilities including grading, gutters, 
piping, on-site storage, and treatment of turf as required to handle storm water and prevent 
erosion. The proposed storm water management plan is consistent with its current use and 
appears to meet this criterion.   

(7) Secondary containment for above ground areas where hazardous substances are stored or used 
shall be provided as required by the city fire chief. No hazardous substances appear to be stored 
or used by this development. The Fire Chief did not express concerns. 

(8) Exterior lighting shall be designed and located so that the source of illumination is directed away 
from adjacent properties, the intensity of lighting is the minimum necessary, and the direction of 
lighting is downward as much as is possible and appropriate for the project. No external lighting 
appears to be proposed. Confirmation of night time illumination from within the building is 
recommended prior to approval. 

(9) All loading and unloading areas, outside storage areas, and refuse receptacles shall be screened 
from casual view from the public rights-of-way and adjoining land uses. The development has 
access to an alley and therefore no loading area is required. Refuse for private residential use 
appears to be contained inside the private garage. It is not clear how refuse will be managed on-
site for the remaining uses. Staff recommends clarification prior to approval. 

(10) Site plans shall meet the driveway, traffic safety, and parking standards of the city in such manner 
as necessary to address the following: 

a. Safe and efficient vehicular and non-vehicular circulation, including parking areas, non-
motorized linkages to abutting parcels, uses, sidewalks, and trails. 

b. Shared driveways and service drives. 
c. Adequate and properly located utilities.  

The site is served with existing infrastructure to support circulation, traffic safety, utilities and 
parking. 

(11) Provisions shall be made for proposed common areas and public features to be reasonably 
maintained. The site plan shows the demolition and restoration plan for areas of the public 
sidewalk and alley which appear to meet this criterion. 

(12) The site plan submittal shall demonstrate compliance with all applicable requirements of this 
chapter, chapters 58 and 74, the building code, and county, state, and federal law. 
The proposal is currently not in compliance with the local ordinance for height. The applicant 
will need to seek permits or waivers from the Ingham County Drain Commission and 
recommends consulting with the Federal Aviation Administration on any required permits or 
waivers due to the proximity to the airport. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The concurring vote of a majority of the members appointed to and serving on the planning commission 
shall be necessary to approve a special use permit. 
 
The following motions are offered for consideration: 
 
OPTION 1 - APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS 
Motion to approve Resolution 2018-10 for Special Use Permit and Preliminary Site Plan Review for 154 
W. Maple Street with the following conditions: 
 
A final site plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission which satisfies the applicable standards 
for approval including: 

1. Revised drawings showing the building height not to exceed 45’, and  
2. To Address comments provided by the City Engineer, and 
3. To provide additional information to address comments noted in the staff report dated July 6, 

2018. 
4. Other (To be specified: Other additional information based on the public hearing as determined 

necessary by the Planning Commission in order to make an informed decision and confirm the 
application meets the requirements of the zoning ordinance.) 

 
OPTION 2 - DEFER DECISION TO FUTURE MEETING 
Motion to table the application for Special Use Permit and Preliminary Site Plan Review for 154 W. 
Maple Street until (specify date/meeting) in order to obtain/allow for: 
 

1. Revised drawings showing the building height not to exceed 45’, and  
2. To Address comments provided by the City Engineer, and 
3. To provide additional information to address comments noted in the staff report dated July 6, 

2018. 
4. Other (To be specified: Other additional information based on the public hearing as determined 

necessary by the Planning Commission in order to make an informed decision and confirm the 
application meets the requirements of the zoning ordinance.) 

 
 
Attachments: 
1. Resolution 
2. Application  
3. Site Plan  
4. Agency emails/letters 
5. City of Mason Downtown Marketing Analysis, pages – Parking Inventory, 5, and 36 
 



Introduced: 
Second: 
 

 
CITY OF MASON 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION No. 2018-10 
 

APPROVE SPECIAL USE PERMIT AND PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW TO 
CONSTRUCT A 24,287 SQ. FT., THREE-STORY, MIXED-USE BUILDING TO 

INCLUDE MERCANTILE, BUSINESS AND SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, ON 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 154 W. MAPLE STREET IN THE CITY OF MASON 

October 9, 2018 
 
WHEREAS, a request has been received from Brian Brady, Red Oak Holdings, LLC for a special use 
permit and preliminary site plan approval for new construction of a 24,287 sq. ft., three-story, mixed-
use building to include mercantile, business and single-family residential, on property located at 154 
W. Maple Street in the City of Mason; and  
 
WHEREAS, the proposal was shown on plans submitted May 29, 2018: 

· Sheets 1-4, prepared by Kebs, Inc., dated May 11, 2018 and last revised on May 25, 2018 
· Sheets A-101-103 and A-301-302, prepared by Studio Intrigue Architects, LLC, dated April 27, 

2018 and last revised on May 25, 2018; and 
 
WHEREAS, the subject property is further described as Parcel number 33-19-10-08-233-021: E 22 
FT OF LOT 7 & W 3/4 OF LOT 8 EXC E 5 1/2 FT THEREOF, BLOCK 7, SEC 8 T2N R1W CITY OF 
MASON, INGHAM CO; and 
 
WHEREAS, the parcel is zoned C-1 (Central Business District); and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 94-222 states that any use within the C-1 zoning district requires site plan 
review; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 94-141. C1 Central Business District (d) Uses authorized by special use permit. 
paragraph 7 indicates that any use permitted in the district involving one or more structures that 
occupy, either individually or collectively, more than 15,000 square feet of gross floor area requires a 
Special Use Permit; and    
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission accepts the staff report dated July 6, 2018 as findings of fact 
that, with the conditions listed herein, the plans will comply with the Special Use Permit Submittal 
Standards of Section 94-225, the Basis for Determination listed in Section 94-191(f), and Site Plan 
Review Standards listed in Section 94-227 of the Mason Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, approval is granted with the following conditions: 
A final site plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission which satisfies the applicable 
standards for approval including: 

1. To Address comments provided by the City Engineer, and 
2. To provide additional information to address comments noted in the staff report dated July 6, 

2018. 
3. City Council adopts Ordinance 221 to allow the additional height over 45’. 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT BE RESOLVED, that the Mason Planning Commission does hereby 
approve a Special Use Permit and Preliminary Site Plan review to construct a 24,287 sq. ft., three-
story, mixed-use building to include mercantile, business and single-family residential, on property 
located at 154 W. Maple Street, based on the plans received on May 29, 2018. 
 
 



Yes (0) 
No (0)  
Absent (0) 
Vacant (0) 
 
 
CLERK’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and accurate copy of a 
resolution adopted by the Planning Commission at its regular meeting held Tuesday, July 10, 
2018, the original of which is part of the Planning Commission minutes. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Sarah J. Jarvis, Clerk 
City of Mason 
Ingham County, Michigan 
 















>  Additional areas of information include:  Delinquent Tax Information Show Purchase Options
Access additional record information for a small convenience fee. *

*   Additional record information is free for all homeowners, click the 'Show Purchase Options' button for more information.

Owner and Taxpayer Information

Owner RED OAK HOLDING LLC
2111 UNIVERSITY PARK DR STE 650
OKEMOS, MI 48864

Taxpayer SEE OWNER INFORMATION

General Information for Tax Year 2018

Property Class COMMERCIAL - IMPROVED Unit 33-19 CITY OF MASON
School District MASON Assessed Value $52,330
MAP # 10-8D Taxable Value $52,330
USER NUM IDX 0 State Equalized Value $52,330
USER ALPHA 1 Not Available Date of Last Name Change 10/31/2017
USER ALPHA 3 Not Available Notes Not Available
Historical District Not Available Census Block Group Not Available
USER ALPHA 2 Not Available Exemption No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption Information

Homestead Date No Data to Display

Principal Residence Exemption June 1st Final

2018 0.0000 % -

2017 0.0000 % 0.0000 %

Previous Year Information

Land Information

Zoning Code C1 Total Acres 0.200
Land Value $28,344 Land Improvements $170
Renaissance Zone No Renaissance Zone Expiration Date No Data to Display
ECF Neighborhood 225 COMMERCIAL DOWNTOWN Mortgage Code No Data to Display
Lot Dimensions/Comments No Data to Display Neighborhood Enterprise Zone No

Legal Description

E 22 FT OF LOT 7 & W 3/4 OF LOT 8 EXC E 5 1/2 FT THEREOF, BLOCK 7, SEC 8 T2N R1W CITY OF MASON, INGHAM CO

154 W MAPLE  MASON, MI 48854    (Property Address)
Parcel Number: 33-19-10-08-233-021 Click here to view local unit data for this parcel

Property Owner:  RED OAK HOLDING LLC
Summary Information
> Commercial/Industrial Building Summary

- Yr Built: N/A
- Total Sq.Ft.: 13,992

- # of Buildings: 1

> Property Tax information found

> Assessed Value: $52,330 | Taxable Value: $52,330

Item 1 of 1 0 Images / 1 Sketch

Year MBOR Assessed Final SEV Final Taxable

2017 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

2016 $94,710 $94,710 $79,513

2015 $89,170 $89,170 $79,276

Lot(s) Frontage Depth

No lots found.

Total Frontage:  0.00 ft Average Depth:  0.00 ft

Page 1 of 2Record Details | Ingham County | BS&A Online

5/23/2018https://accessmygov.com/SiteSearch/SiteSearchDetails?SearchFocus=Assessing&SearchC...



Land Division Act Information

Date of Last Split/Combine 09/02/2010 Number of Splits Left 0
Date Form Filed No Data to Display Unallocated Div.s of Parent 0
Date Created 01/01/2011 Unallocated Div.s Transferred 0
Acreage of Parent 0.00 Rights Were Transferred Not Available
Split Number 0 Courtesy Split Not Available
Parent Parcel 33-19-10-08-233-019

Sale History

Building Information - 13992.00 sq ft Stores - Retail (Commercial)

Floor Area 13,992 sq ft Estimated TCV $76,143
Occupancy Stores - Retail Class C
Stories Above Ground 2 Average Story Height 12 ft
Basement Wall Height 4 ft Identical Units Not Available
Year Built Not Available Year Remodeled Not Available
Percent Complete 0% Heat Forced Air Furnace
Physical Percent Good 35% Functional Percent Good 45%
Economic Percent Good 100% Effective Age 53 yrs

**Disclaimer: BS&A Software provides BS&A Online as a way for municipalities to display information online and is not responsible for the content or accuracy of the data herein. This data is provided for 
reference only and WITHOUT WARRANTY of any kind, expressed or inferred. Please contact your local municipality if you believe there are errors in the data. 

Copyright © 2018 BS&A Software, Inc. 

Sale Date Sale Price Instrument Grantor Grantee Terms of Sale Liber/Page

10/12/2017 $105,000.00 WD 154 WEST MAPLE LLC RED OAK HOLDING LLC ARMS LENGTH 2017-039428

06/15/2011 $49,500.00 WD SCHAFER JACK & LINDA 154 W MAPLE LLC ARMS LENGTH 3425 / 1244

Page 2 of 2Record Details | Ingham County | BS&A Online
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Use UFA Parking/UFA Customer Parking 

Required

Customper Parking 

Proposed

Peak Hour Use         

(dependent on tenant)

First Floor General Retail 4,567 SF x .80 = 3,653.6 SF 1:150 SF 25 0 9a-6p M-Su

Second Floor Office 6690.6 SF x .80 = 5,352.48 SF 1:200 SF 27 0 8a-5p M-F

Third Floor Residential N/A N/A 2 4 N/A

54 4

3 0

Total Parking

Barrier Free Spaces Required
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