
7275 W. MAIN STREET, KALAMAZOO, MI 49009-9334 
269-216-5220           Fax 375-7180         TDD 375-7198 

www.oshtemo.org 

NOTICE 
OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING - VIRTUAL 

Participate through this Zoom link: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81801784285 

Or by calling: 1-929-205-6099 
Meeting ID: 818 0178 4285 

(Refer to the www.oshtemo.org Home Page or page 3 of this packet for additional Virtual Meeting Information) 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 2021 
3:00 P.M. 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Approval of Agenda

4. Approval of Minutes: January 28th, 2021

5. Site Plan – Advance Poured Walls Building Addition
Advance Poured Walls is requesting Site Plan approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals to construct a
6,860 square foot addition to their existing 7,514 square foot building located at 3425 South 6th Street.

6. Site Plan – Fetzer Institute Fitness and Storage Facility
VIRIDIS Design Group, on behalf of John Fetzer Institute Inc., is requesting Site Plan approval from the
Zoning Board of Appeals to construct a 4,800 square foot fitness and storage facility as an accessory use
to their main campus at 9292 W KL Avenue.

7. Public Comment

8. Other Updates and Business

9. Adjournment
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Policy for PublicComment
Tolivnship Board Regular Meetints, Planning Commission & ZBA Meetings

b. After an agenda item is presented by staff and/or an applic:nt, public com ment will be invited.
Atthe close of public commenttherewillbe Board discussion priorto callfor a motion. Whilecommentsthat include
questions are important, depending on the nature of the question, whether it can be answered without further
research, and the relevance to the agenda item at hand, the questions may not be discussed during the Board

deliberation which follows.

Anyone wishing to make a comment will be asked to come to the podium to facilitate the audio/visual capabilities

of the meeting room. Speakers will be invited to provide their name, but it is not required.

All public comment shall be limited to four (4) minutes in duration unless special permission has been granted in

advance by the Supervisor or Chairperson ofthe meeting.

Public comment shall not be repetitive, slanderous, abusive, threatening, boisterous, or contrary to the orderv
conduct of business. The Supervisor or Chairperson of the meeting shall terminate any public comment which does

not follow these guidelines.
(adopted 5/9/2000)
(revised s/14/2013)

kevised 1El2018)

Questions and concerns are welcome outside of public meetings during Township Office hours through phone

calls, stopping in at the front desk, by email, and by appointment. The customer service counter is open from
Monday-Thursday 8:00 am- 5:m pm, and on Friday 8:00 am-1:00 pm. AdditionalV, questions and concerns are

accepted at all hours through the website contad form found at !4 A4ghlCE-ggg, email, postal service, and
voicemail. Staff and elected official contad information is proviiled below. lf you do not have a specific person to
contact, please direct your inquiry to oshtemo@oshtemo.orq and it will be directed to the appropriate person.

S-uEEirqr
Ubt^ Hein}{ogs$eI 21G5220 li hh h.A oshtdo.org
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All public comment shall be received during one ofthe following portions ofthe Agenda of an open meeting:

a. Citizen Comment on Non-Agenda ltems or Public Comment - while this is not intended to be a forum for dialogue

and/or debate, if a citizen inquiry can be answered succinctly and briefly, it will be addressed or it may be delegated

to the appropriate Township Olficial or staff member to respond at a later date. More comdicated questior6 can be

answered during Township business hoursthrough web contact, phone calls, email (oshtemo@oshtemo.org), walk-

in visits, or by appointment.

All public comment offered during public hearings shall be directed, and relevant, to the item of business on whidl
the public hearing is being conducted. Com ment d urin8 the PublicComment Non-Agenda ltems maybedirectedto
any issue.

IEslllIlI
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Zoom Instructions for Participants 
 

Before a videoconference: 
1. You will need a computer, tablet, or smartphone with a speaker or headphones. You will 

have the opportunity to check your audio immediately upon joining a meeting. 
 

2. If you are going to make a public comment, please use a microphone or headphones 
with a microphone to cut down on feedback, if possible. 

 

3. Details, phone numbers, and links to videoconference or conference call are provided 
below. The details include a link to “Join via computer” as well as phone numbers for a 
conference call option. It will also include the 11-digit Meeting ID. 

 

To join the videoconference: 
1. At the start time of the meeting, click on this link to join via computer. You may be 

instructed to download the Zoom application. 
2. You have an opportunity to test your audio at this point by clicking on “Test Computer 

Audio.” Once you are satisfied that your audio works, click on “Join audio by computer.” 

 
You may also join a meeting without the link by going to join.zoom.us on any browser and entering 
this Meeting ID: 818 0178 4285 

 

If you are having trouble hearing the meeting or do not have the ability to join using a computer, 
tablet or smartphone then you can join via conference call by following instructions below. 

 

To join the conference by phone: 
1. On your phone, dial the toll-free teleconferencing number: 1-929-205-6099 
2. When prompted using your touchtone (DTMF) keypad, enter the Meeting ID number: 

818 0178 4285# 
 

Participant controls in the lower-left corner of the Zoom screen: 
 

Using the icons at the bottom of the Zoom screen, you can (some features will be locked to participants 
during the meeting): 

• Participants – opens a pop-out screen that includes a “Raise Hand” icon that you may 
use to raise a virtual hand. This will be used to indicate that you want to make a public 
comment. 

• Chat – opens pop-up screen that allows participants to post comments during the 
meeting. 
 

If you are attending the meeting by phone, to use the “Raise Hand” feature press *9 on your 
touchtone keypad. 
 
Public comments will be handled by the “Raise Hand” method as instructed above within Participant 
Controls. 
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OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
DRAFT MINUTES OF A RESCHEDULED REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING HELD 

JANUARY 28, 2021 
 

 
 
Agenda 
 
ELECTION OF 2021 OFFICERS – CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
 
ANNUAL BOARD VARIANCE REVIEW TRAINING 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: SITE PLAN REVIEW AND VARIANCE REQUEST FOR 
LOADING DOCK ADDITION 
SHOPONE, ON BEHALF OF DFG-MAPLE HILL LLC, REQUESTED RELIEF FROM 
SECTION 52.60 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE IN ORDER TO DIVIDE THE 
EASTERN MOST UNIT AT 5022 W. MAIN STREET IN HALF AND CONSTRUCT A 
NEW LOADING STATION ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE BUILDING TO SERVICE 
THE NEW UNIT. 
 
 

A meeting of the Oshtemo Charter Township Zoning Board was held Tuesday, 
January 28, 2021, at approximately 3:00 p.m. at the Oshtemo Charter Township Hall. 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:   Neil Sikora, Chair  
      Micki Maxwell, Vice Chair 
      Dusty Farmer 
      Fred Gould 
      Anita Smith 
     (All attending within Oshtemo Township) 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:    Fred Antosz 
      Ollie Chambers 
 
 Also present were Iris Lubbert, Planning Director, James Porter, Township 
Attorney, Colten Hutson, Zoning Administrator and Martha Coash, Meeting 
Transcriptionist.  
 
 Guests present included Jack Ventimiglia, V.P of Construction, SHOPOne, 
Melissa Miller, Architect of Record, Bob Bake, SHOPOne COO, and Cathy Schultz, 
Metro Transit. 
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Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 
 
 Chairperson Sikora called the meeting to order and invited those present to join 
in reciting the “Pledge of Allegiance.”   
  
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
  
 After determining there were no changes needed, Chairperson Sikora asked for 
a motion. 
 
 Mr. Gould made a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Ms. Maxwell 
seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
 Vice Chairperson Sikora moved to the next agenda item. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 15, 2020 
 
 The Chair asked if there were any additions, deletions or corrections to the 
minutes of December 15, 2020. Hearing none, he requested a motion. 
  
 Ms. Maxwell made a motion to approve the Minutes of December 15, 2020 as 
presented. Ms. Farmer seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
 Chairperson Sikora moved to the next agenda item. 
 
 
ELECTION OF 2021 OFFICERS – CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
 
 Chairperson Sikora asked for nominations for the positions of Chair and Vice 
Chair for 2021. 
 
 Mr. Gould nominated Mr. Sikora for the position of Chair.  
 
 Mr. Sikora indicated he was willing to accept the nomination to continue as Chair 
for 2021. No other nominations were made.  
 
 Ms. Farmer seconded the nomination. Mr. Sikora was elected unanimously. 
 
 Mr. Gould nominated Ms. Smith for the position of Vice Chair. 
 
 Ms. Smith indicated she was willing to accept the nomination to continue as Vice 
Chair for 2021. No other nominations were made.  
 
 Ms. Maxwell seconded the nomination.  Ms. Smith was elected unanimously. 
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Chairperson Sikora proceeded to the next agenda item. 
 
 
ANNUAL BOARD VARIANCE REVIEW TRAINING 
 Attorney Porter and Planning Director Lubbert, at the request of the Board’s 
Chair, held a training/refresher course for ZBA members on the review criteria for 
variances. The information provided was based on the Michigan Chapter of the 
American Planning Association’s Making Great Communities Happen: Zoning Board of 
Appeals ToolKit. 

 
Topics covered were: 

• What is the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) and what do they do? 
• What is a Variance 
• How should a Variance be reviewed? 
• Collecting Information: Site visits and Ex Parte Communication 

 
 Discussion following clarified that: 

• Self-created hardship does not necessarily pertain to the current owner. A 
self-created hardship could have been created by a previous owner. 

• A variance is tied to property not to the owner; if ownership changes 
hands, the variance remains. 

• If an applicant tries to engage a Zoning Board of Appeals member in 
conversation about their application, they should be told it is not 
appropriate to discuss outside a public meeting and referred to the 
Planning Director. 

 
 Chairperson Sikora thanked Ms. Lubbert and Attorney Porter for their 
presentation and confirmed as there can be both new information as well as new Board 
members, it will be good to repeat the training at the beginning of every year. 
 
 The Chair moved to the next agenda item and asked Mr. Hutson for his 
presentation. 

  
PUBLIC HEARING: SITE PLAN REVIEW AND VARIANCE REQUEST FOR 
LOADING DOCK ADDITION 
SHOPONE, ON BEHALF OF DFG-MAPLE HILL LLC, WAS REQUESTING RELIEF 
FROM SECTION 52.60 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE IN ORDER TO DIVIDE THE 
EASTERN MOST UNIT AT 5022 W. MAIN STREET IN HALF AND CONSTRUCT A 
NEW LOADING STATION ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE BUILDING TO SERVICE 
THE NEW UNIT. 
 
 Mr. Hutson said the applicant, on behalf of DFG-Maple Hill LLC, was requesting 
relief from Section 52.60 of the Zoning Ordinance in order to divide the eastern-most 
unit at 5022 W Main Street within the Maple Hill Pavilion in half, and to construct a new 
loading station to service the proposed front unit.  
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 He indicated the applicant was requesting relief from Section 52.60 of the Zoning 
Ordinance which governs where loading and unloading operations for businesses can 
take place, in order to add a 400 SF loading dock to the eastern elevation of the 
building. Section 52.60 of the Zoning Ordinance requires that all loading and unloading 
operations must be carried on entirely within the side or rear yard of the lot, parcel or 
building site, on a paved surface, and shall not interfere with pedestrian or vehicular 
movement.  
 
 5022 W Main Street is located within the Maple Hill Pavilion, an outdoor shopping 
outlet, along the north side of W Main Street, east of US-131. The building site is on the 
eastern most side of the shopping outlet, which abuts W Main Street and Drake Road. 
Formerly a Value City Furniture, the vacant 46,980 SF space would be divided to 
service a Burlington store occupying 26,944 SF for the front portion of the space, with 
the remaining square footage to accommodate a future commercial use in the rear. The 
addition along the eastern elevation would provide a loading station to service the store 
located in the front half where delivery trucks could unload goods and other materials. 
The existing loading dock on-site would remain and serve as a loading and unloading 
area for the future retail space in the rear. He noted any variance request being 
proposed requires review and approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
 Mr. Hutson explained minor site plan amendments generally go through a formal 
review process that is completed at the administrative level.  However, when the 
internal review was underway, staff found that the project could not be approved 
administratively due to the proposal conflicting with the Zoning Ordinance, particularly 
Section 52.60: Loading and Unloading. The applicant requested to appeal staff’s 
determination of denial to the ZBA, noting that relocating the proposed loading dock to 
meet code standards was not feasible. Such an appeal is allowed per Section 64.20: 
Applicability of the Zoning Ordinance. Approval of this site plan by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals would require a variance to Section 52.60: Loading and Unloading. 
 
 Mr. Hutson said when reviewing this site plan and variance request, there are 
two sets of criteria that need to be considered: 1) the general Site Plan Review criteria 
outlined in Section 64, and 2) the Off-Street Parking of Motor Vehicles criteria pertaining 
to loading and unloading operations outlined in Section 52.60. He provided the following 
analysis of the proposal against these two Sections. 
 
 
SECTION 64: SITE PLAN REVIEW 

General Zoning Compliance: 
Zoning: 5022 W Main Street is zoned C: Local Business District. Adjacent 
to the east is low-density residential located within the City of Kalamazoo. 
All adjacent properties to the north, south, and west of the project area are 
zoned C: Local Business District. The proposed retail space is considered a 
permitted use within the C: Local Business District. Additionally, the percentage 
of land covered by buildings for Maple Hill Pavilion is 13.9%.  Criterion met. 

 
 

CRZ 
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Access and Circulation 
Access: The proposed site has established interior drives that travel adjacent to 
the storefronts within Maple Hill Pavilion. All aisles within the project area are 
approximately 30 Ft wide. There are several curb cuts on W Main Street and 
Drake Road to access the subject site.  
 
 The 400 SF addition to the east elevation proposes several challenges in 
terms of achieving ordinance compliance and life/safety. The addition will be 
used for loading and unloading activities for the commercial space located in the 
front half of the building. Per Section 52.60 Loading and Unloading, the code 
section states that “Space for all necessary loading and unloading operations for 
any commercial, industrial or other use must be provided in addition to the 
required off-street parking space. All loading and unloading operations must be 
carried on entirely within the side or rear yard of the lot, parcel or building site, on 
a paved surface and shall not interfere with pedestrian or vehicular movement”. 
Front yards are defined in the Zoning Ordinance as “Open space extending 
across the full width of a lot, parcel or building site, between the front property 
line of the lot, parcel, or building site and the nearest point of the building, or a 
porch or other projection thereof. The depth of such yard is the average 
horizontal distance between the front lot, parcel or building site property line and 
the nearest point of the building, or a porch, or other projection thereof”. Lot, 
parcel or building site frontage is defined in the Zoning Ordinance as “The length 
of the front property line abutting the dedicated public road right-of-way or private 
street easement”. Since the subject space shares frontage along two streets, the 
proposed loading dock is located within the front yard. 
 
 Additionally, the loading dock presents a safety concern to motorists and 
pedestrians visiting the shopping complex. The delivery trucks are proposed to 
enter the facility from the north side of the building and navigate to the eastern 
most side of the shopping mall. A turning template illustrates the delivery trucks 
will protrude into the intersection within the shopping outlet’s interior drive and 
back into the respective loading zone. This means that large vehicles will be 
stopping and backing up in an area that is not designed to have such activities, 
creating the potential for accidents not just with vehicles coming and going from 
this shopping center but also with pedestrians. There is a prominent Metro 
Transit bus stop that is adjacent to the proposed loading dock. Metro Transit also 
has a 17 Ft x 6 Ft bus shelter for its riders that visit the shopping mall. This 
particular bus stop is the 5th heaviest used bus stop in Kalamazoo County as it is 
served by three different fixed-routes. At times there can be a total of three 40 Ft 
buses that arrive at the same time, requiring over 120 Ft for stacking space. 
Metro Transit’s fixed-route system begins at 6am, which creates a conflict with 
the delivery times being proposed. The majority of the users of this service travel 
south to get to the other commercial businesses in this shopping strip. The 
proposed truck dock would directly cross or “interfere” with their route. For these 
reasons, the addition of the loading dock will most likely require said bus stop 
and bus shelter to be relocated. METRO has provided a letter expressing their 
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concerns with this proposal. If this site plan is approved, eventually there would 
be an increase in foot traffic due to visitors wanting to go to the future commercial 
use occupying the space in the rear. It should be noted that Metro Transit has 
been working diligently with the applicant in attempt to find an alternative bus 
stop location to help mitigate safety concerns. However, in order to get to the 
rear retail space, pedestrians would have to walk around the loading dock 
obstruction, regardless if the Metro bus stop is there or not. 
 
 The applicant has expressed that deliveries will occur from 6am-8am, 
Monday through Saturday, and that such deliveries will happen outside of normal 
business hours. The applicant also noted that the loading and unloading activities 
are normally a quick process which involves rolling approximately 12-20 pallets 
off of a truck into back of house space. They added that conflict with pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic in the mall during this time would be minimal. However, it 
should be considered that the proposed deliveries cannot be guaranteed to 
happen during said times nor will the front commercial space always be a 
Burlington store in the future. A different commercial user could occupy the 
space and have different hours of operations, incompatible delivery times, or 
larger/longer deliveries. Criterion not met. 
 
 
Parking 
  Maple Hill Pavilion currently has a total of 1,996 parking spaces, 
excluding the outlots located on the premises, which include Starbucks, Finley’s, 
and other commercial users that abut W Main Street. There are a total of 475 
parking stalls which are intended to service Hobby Lobby and the current 46,980 
SF vacant space. Of the 475 parking stalls on-site, 207 of them are not striped. 
The said unstriped spaces are located in the rear of the subject building site. All 
existing parking spaces are 10’ x 20’. Businesses with retail sales require one 
parking space per each 150 SF of net floor area. Hobby Lobby is 56,455 SF, 
which requires 376 parking stalls. The vacant 46,980 SF space would require 
313 parking stalls. This means that there would be a total of 689 parking stalls 
required to serve the two commercial spaces. Therefore, the site currently only 
has approximately 69% of the minimum required parking spaces necessary (475 
spaces currently). The parking shortage is attributed to code requirements 
evolving over the years, as parking requirements have gotten stricter for 
reviewing developments. The applicant wished to eliminate two parking spaces 
for a future dumpster to service the retail store to be located in the front half of 
the vacant 46,980 SF space. This would further decrease the total parking 
spaces to 473. However, with the entire outdoor shopping outlet having a total of 
1,996 parking stalls to service the 275,283 SF of commercial space (excluding 
said outlots), 1,835 parking stalls are required. Since Maple Hill Pavilion has 
approximately 108% of the minimum required parking spaces allowed, the 
surplus parking for the entire site potentially warrants a deviation. Criterion met. 
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Easements 
  There are a series of existing easements located throughout Maple Hill 
Pavilion, ranging from ingress/egress easements to utility easements. There are 
no easements in place in which would preclude construction of the proposed 
loading dock, as the 400 SF addition will not be an encroachment. All easement 
requirements are met. 
 
 
Shared Use Path 
 Non-motorized facilities already exist on W Main Street and Drake Road 
adjacent to the project area. This portion of the review is not applicable.  
 
 
Sidewalk 
 The applicant was proposing a 4 Ft sidewalk along the east side of the 
loading dock. Pedestrians are currently used to having an existing sidewalk width 
of 40 Ft, which allows a form of separation. Reducing the width to 4 Ft is a 
dramatic decrease. ADA persons visiting the outdoor shopping outlet will have a 
difficult time using the proposed non-motorized facility. Even in normal 
circumstances it has been found pedestrians struggle walking side by side on a 4 
Ft sidewalk. This will cause an overflow of pedestrians forced to walk in the 
southbound lane, causing a potential safety hazard. The minimum width for 
sidewalks per ADA is 5 Ft. Although this is private, 5 Ft sidewalks shall be 
considered. Nevertheless, Section 57.90 of the ordinance requires that an interior 
sidewalk network be provided at the time of a site plan review unless the 
reviewing body grants a deviation from this provision as such a sidewalk 
connection from the building to the road would enhance accessibility of the 
overall non-motorized network. The applicant was currently not proposing a 
connector from the sidewalk abutting the shopping outlet to the sidewalk along 
Drake Road. Staff recommended if the site plan is approved a 5 Ft wide 
sidewalk connector from the shopping outlet to the sidewalk on Drake 
Road be installed and the sidewalk along the proposed loading dock be 
expanded to a minimum of 5 Ft.    Criterion not met. 
 
 
Building Design 
Building Information 
 Exterior materials of the 400 SF loading dock were not shown in the site 
plans provided. If the site plan was approved and the variance request granted, 
providing said exterior materials for the loading dock shall be a condition of 
approval. Proposed materials shall aesthetically match that of the existing 
building. 
 
 The applicant provided renderings of the east side of Maple Hill Pavilion 
where the loading dock and the new tenant space will be located. The new 
tenant space will be secluded from all other activity occurring in the outdoor 
shopping outlet due to the design and placement of the loading dock. This could 
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potentially make the space more unattractive for future businesses and 
commercial users. The applicant has provided screening in the form of trees, 
shrubs, and other vegetation on the east side of the loading dock in an effort to 
disguise the loading dock from motorists and mall visitors from Drake Road.  The 
submitted site plan also proposes to keep one of the three existing trees in the 
walkway south of the proposed loading dock and install a natural buffer of five 
evergreen trees and shrubs to screen the dock from W Main and those entering 
the development site. Although this is a good effort to screen the proposed dock, 
the location of the loading and unloading dock is on a prominent corner of this 
development and if approved it will become part of the visual experience when 
visiting this shopping center.   
 
 
Landscaping  
 The applicant was proposing landscaping along the east side of the 
loading dock wall. Such landscaping consists of trees, shrubs, and other 
vegetation to provide as a source of screening material for the loading dock. The 
applicant was proposing to install evergreen trees south of the loading dock. Staff 
noted the landscaping in the rendering is inconsistent with what was being 
proposed on the landscaping plan. The renderings show landscape islands in the 
parking lot and in front of the proposed new tenant space as the landscaping 
plans do not. Also, the renderings show the plantings wrapping around the 
loading dock to its north while the site plan does not. The proposed garbage 
disposal container is not shown in the renderings. Only the landscaping shown 
on the landscaping plan can be required unless the reviewing body should 
require it be added to the landscape plan as a condition of approval. 
 
 
Lot Dimensions 
  Maple Hill Pavilion is 48.56 acres (2,115,273.60 SF) and has 
approximately 1,835.54 Ft of road frontage along W Main Street and Drake 
Road. The minimum area requirements for commercial properties with water and 
sewer are13,200 SF. The minimum frontage requirements for commercial 
properties with water and sewer is 120 Ft. Criterion met. 
 
Setbacks 
 Buildings within the C: Local Business District have a minimum front yard 
setback of 70 Ft, unless a larger setback is required per ordinance. Buildings 
adjacent to W Main Street shall have a minimum front yard setback of 170 Ft 
from the centerline of the street right-of-way. Buildings adjacent to Drake Road 
shall have a minimum front yard setback of 120 Ft from the centerline of the 
street right-of-way. The 400 SF addition to the east side of the building satisfies 
such setback requirements, as the loading dock would be approximately 250 Ft 
from centerline of Drake Road and approximately 650 Ft from centerline of W 
Main Street. Criterion met. 
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Waste Disposal Container 
  The applicant was proposing a waste disposal container to separately 
service the front retail space from the rear commercial space within the subject 
building. The site plan shows the waste disposal container being in the east 
parking lot adjacent to Drake Road and is proposed to eliminate two parking 
spaces. Code Section 53.90 Screening of Trash and Recycling Containers states 
that all outside trash and recycling disposal containers shall be screened on all 
sides with an opaque fence or wall and gate at least as high as the container, but 
no less than six (6) feet in height, and shall be constructed of material that is 
compatible with the architectural materials used in the site development. The 
Planning Commission or Zoning Board or Appeals, at its discretion, may approve 
alternative methods of screening that meet the intent of this Article. The code 
also states that containers and enclosures shall be located away from public 
view insofar as possible, and enclosures shall be situated so that they do 
not cause excessive nuisance or offense to occupants of nearby buildings. 
Screening and gates shall be of a durable construction. Chain link fences with 
opaque slats are not permitted. The doors for the dumpster being proposed is 
black galvanized steel. The screening would contain 6 Ft tall concrete brick. 
Where the applicant is wishing to place the dumpster in the project area goes 
against the code’s intent. The proposed dumpster will be clearly visible from 
Drake Road and is located by the entrance of the proposed second commercial 
unit. This dumpster location also presents another safety concern as large 
vehicles will be stopping and backing up in an area that is not designed for such 
movements. This will further disrupt the traffic flow for the interior drive 
throughout the shopping outlet. If the site plan is approved, staff recommended 
that the proposed dumpster be relocated. Criterion not met. 
 
Fencing 
 No changes to the current onsite fencing were proposed. This portion of 
the review is not applicable. 
 
 
Lighting  
 No changes to the current onsite lighting were proposed. This portion of 
the review is not applicable.  
 
 
Signs 
 Signage will be reviewed in detail at time of the sign permit application 
submission. This portion of the review is not applicable. 

 
 
SECTION 52.60: LOADING AND UNLOADING (VARIANCE) - APPLICANT’S 
RATIONALE 
 The applicant provided the following rationale for this variance request from 
Section 52.60: 
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1. Splitting the space offers the best opportunity to lease the vacancy as it would 
be difficult to lease the entire vacancy to a single user.  

2. During negotiations with Burlington Stores, it was made clear that Burlington 
Stores would not enter into a Lease if the loading dock was not immediately 
adjoined to the Demised Premises and eliminated the opportunity to use the 
rear of the vacancy.  

3. ShopOne approved a loading dock alongside the Drake Road Frontage with 
careful consideration towards screening and pedestrian safety as described in 
the submitted plans and renderings.  

4. Burlington Stores has also indicated that loading/unloading activities are likely to 
take place Monday through Saturday from 6‐8AM, outside of store hours.  

5. ShopOne does not have any records nor could Metro produce records of an 
agreement allowing the bus stop in its current location.  

6. ShopOne feels the Burlington Stores will bring valued commerce to the 
Township and the Shopping Center, whereas a 46,980 square foot vacancy 
would only offer blight to an otherwise great shopping center. 

7.  
 
STANDARDS OF REVIEW - STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
 The Michigan courts have applied the following principles for a dimensional 
variance, which collectively amount to demonstrating a practical difficulty, as follows: 

1. Special or unique physical conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar 
to the property involved and which are not generally applicable to other 
properties in the same district. 

2. Strict compliance with the standard would unreasonably prevent the landowner 
from using the property for a permitted use; or would render conformity to the 
ordinance unnecessarily burdensome. 

3. The variance is the minimum necessary to provide substantial justice to the 
landowner and neighbors. 

4. The problem is not self-created. 
5. Public safety and welfare. 

 
 Staff analyzed the request against these principles and offered the following 
information. 
 
STANDARDS OF APPROVAL OF A NONUSE VARIANCE (PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY): 
 
Standard: Unique Physical Circumstances 

Are there unique physical limitations or conditions which prevent 
compliance? 
 

Comment: 5022 W Main Street is located on a corner and has road frontage adjacent 
to Drake Road and W Main Street. W Main Street serves as the shopping 
center’s targeted audience in terms of commuters. Signage advertising all 
the businesses within the shopping center is located on W Main Street 
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due to the shopping center being faced/directed towards W Main Street. 
There is currently no signage adjacent to Drake Road advertising the 
businesses within Maple Hill Pavilion. Generally, a property would have 
one front, two sides, and one rear. With the unit under consideration on a 
corner, having two front yards, it does present additional building 
restrictions that other non-corner units do not have.  However, there are 
many instances where commercial properties have frontage on two streets 
and this is typically seen as an advantage in visibility and a benefit to the 
businesses occupying the space.  

 
  An additional note is that the space in question used to be an indoor 

shopping center that was repurposed. Repurposing a use for another is 
encouraged but can present unique challenges as a developer does not 
have the same flexibility to shape a space to a user’s needs as well as 
someone building something from scratch.  

 
Standard: Conformance Unnecessarily Burdensome 

Are reasonable options for compliance available? 
Does reasonable use of the property exist with denial of the variance? 

Comment: It is the applicant’s desire to not occupy the entire 46,980 SF vacant 
commercial space that triggered this variance request. It is the applicant’s 
belief that if the space is not divided that it will be difficult to lease to one 
retailer due to the store’s size. It could be argued that if the space was 
divided that the commercial space located in the rear would be at a 
disadvantage and would be difficult to lease due to its seclusion from other 
retailers in Maple Hill Pavilion. A designated truck docking station for 
loading and unloading purposes already exists in the rear of the building to 
service the existing unit. An additional loading dock is neither a 
requirement nor a necessity. The desire to divide the space has created 
new challenges. Normal use of the property would be maintained if the 
reviewing body denied the variance request. Other floor plans or locations 
for a loading dock could be explored. 

 
Standard: Minimum Necessary for Substantial Justice 

Applied to both applicant as well as to other property owners in district. 
Review past decisions of the ZBA for consistency (precedence). 

Comment: In researching past Zoning Board of Appeals decisions regarding relief for 
loading zones, Planning Department staff identified two comparable 
cases, one of which was offered relief through a Planned Unit 
Development. It should be noted that the two cases found pertain to the 
front yard and did not involve interference of pedestrian/vehicle 
movements within a loading and unloading area. These findings are 
described below.  
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1. Costco, 5100 Century Avenue, 12/17/2013: The Costco store has 
frontage on W Michigan Avenue that runs diagonal to the building. 
Additionally, Century Avenue surrounds the store along three sides of 
the building. There was only one small area of the building that did not 
immediately front a street and it is the location of a stormwater 
retention facility. The applicant sought, and was granted, relief from 
now Section 52.60: Loading and Unloading because the Zoning Board 
of Appeals found that there were no opportunities to develop a 
loading/unloading area that would not be adjacent to a roadway. 
Plantings were installed along W Michigan Avenue to provide 
screening for the loading area. This loading dock is well away from 
interfering with any non-motorized facilities and motorists.  
 

2. National Flavors, 7700 Stadium Drive, 08/9/2016: National Flavors is a 
manufacturing facility located within the I-1: Industrial District. It is 
located on a corner property and has frontage on Stadium Drive and 
Stadium Park Way. The property was situated in such a fashion that 
the proposed loading dock would have been visible on all four exterior 
walls. A deviation was granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals 
because there were no opportunities to develop a loading dock station 
without it not being adjacent to a roadway or being visible from 
motorists. There was no conflict with pedestrians and motorists.  

 
 
Standard: Self-Created Hardship 

Are the conditions or circumstances which resulted in the variance request 
created by actions of the applicant? 

Comment: 5022 W Main Street is the eastern most commercial space within the 
outdoor shopping outlet. It is the applicant’s desire to divide the existing 
commercial space which triggered this variance request. The reasoning 
behind the variance request is that the applicant believes the existing 
commercial space is too large to retain a permanent retail business and 
that it will remain vacant if the space is not divided. It should be noted that 
when the commercial space was originally converted, it was intentionally 
split to create this 46,980 SF unit to facilitate retail space for one large 
commercial user. Neither the splitting of the space nor the addition of the 
loading dock is required nor necessary.  

Standard: Public Safety and Welfare 
  Will the variance request negatively impact the health, safety, and welfare 

of others? 
Comment: The proposed loading dock location presents a life and safety issue for 

motorists and pedestrians visiting the shopping complex. Delivery trucks 
will protrude into intersections within the shopping outlet’s interior drive in 
order to back into the respective loading zone. Large vehicles will be 
stopping and backing up in an area that is not designed to have such 
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activities. The possibility of a collision with a motorist or pedestrian visiting 
the shopping mall is much more likely to occur due to the loading dock 
being placed near non-motorized facilities and a frequently used interior 
drive. If the variance request is granted, eventually there would be an 
increase in foot traffic due to visitors wanting to go to the future 
commercial use occupying the space in the rear. It should be noted that 
Metro Transit has been working diligently with the applicant in an attempt 
to find an alternative bus stop location to help mitigate safety concerns. 
However, in order to get to the rear retail space, pedestrians would have 
to walk around the loading dock obstruction, regardless whether or not the 
Metro bus stop is there. 

 
 
POSSIBLE ACTIONS 
  
Mr. Hutson outlined the following possible actions: 
 

• Motion to approve as requested (conditions may be attached) 
• Motion to approve with an alternate variance relief (conditions may be attached) 
• Motion to deny 

 
A motion should include the findings of fact relevant to the requested variance.  Based 
on the staff analysis, the following findings of fact are presented: 
 

• Support of variance approval 
 

o A corner lot places additional restrictions on this property – it can be 
considered a unique physical circumstance. 

o The site in question is the result of a redevelopment of an indoor shopping 
center which creates unique challenges. 
 

• Support of variance denial 
 

o The variance request is a hardship that is self-induced, as the 
commercial user could utilize the entire building space and existing 
loading dock area located at the rear of the building. Other floor plans or 
locations for a loading dock could be explored. 

o The variance request, if approved, would interfere with vehicular and 
pedestrian movement, creating a safety issue.  

o Without relief, the property can still accommodate a commercial space, 
as allowed per the Zoning Ordinance.  

o Review of past decisions from the Zoning Board of Appeals found that 
the two cases where the applicants were granted relief did not involve life 
and safety concerns. The variance request under consideration 
encounters frequent vehicular movements and foot traffic.  
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Possible motions for the Zoning Board of Appeals to consider include: 
 
1. Site Plan and Variance Approval. 

The Zoning Board of Appeals approves the site plan and variance request due to the 
property’s configuration and unique history that limits its current use with the 
following conditions: 
 
o All deliveries to the loading dock shall occur between 6am-8am. 
o An updated site plan shall be submitted and approved by the Township prior to 

building permit issuance showing the following: 
o A 5 Ft wide sidewalk connector from the sidewalk adjacent to the 

shopping center to the sidewalk along Drake Road prior to occupancy.  
o The interior sidewalk along the building be increased to a minimum width 

of 5 feet. 
o The proposed dumpster will be relocated to meet the intent of the code 
o The Metro bus stop be relocated appropriately – to be coordinated with 

Metro. 
o A parking deviation is granted to allow for the placement of the dumpster.  
o The Applicant shall submit architectural details of the loading dock prior to 

building permit issuance. 
o The Applicant shall update the elevation renderings and landscaping plan so that 

both are consistent with each other prior to building permit issuance. The 
landscaping plan shall meet ordinance requirements. 

o Applicant to update signage plan and to submit and receive approval from the 
Planning Department prior to occupancy. 

o A Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Permit from the Kalamazoo County 
Drain Commissioner’s Office be obtained prior to building permit issuance. 

 
2. Site Plan and Variance Denial 

The Zoning Board of Appeals denies the site plan and variance request as the need 
for the variance is a self-created hardship, conformance with the code is not 
unnecessarily burdensome as reasonable use of the space will remain if denied, and 
approval would create a safety issue for both vehicular and pedestrian movement 
throughout the site.  

  
 Chairperson Sikora thanked Mr. Hutson for his presentation and asked him about 
the rationale for the parking deviation. 
 
 Mr. Hutson explained the entire outdoor shopping outlet has a total of 1,996 
parking stalls to service the 275,283 SF of commercial space (excluding said outlots), 
1,835 parking stalls are required. Since Maple Hill Pavilion has approximately 108% of 
the minimum required parking spaces allowed, the surplus in parking for the entire site 
potentially warrants the requested deviation. 
 
 Ms. Smith asked whether a hallway to the current loading dock could be provided 
from the current building. 
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 Ms. Lubbert indicated that would be a question appropriate for the applicant.  
 
 Ms. Maxwell asked if the variance condition limiting deliveries from 6 – 8 a.m. 
would still apply if a business other than Burlington were to locate there in the future. 
 
 Ms. Lubbert said the variance requirement would run with the property but is 
based more on an honor system and would be difficult to enforce. 
 
 Ms. Farmer added that enforcement would be complaint based. She asked what 
would happen with the Metro bus stop. 
 
 Mr. Hutson said the proposed loading dock is located right where the current bus 
stop and shelter is now. 
 
 Ms. Lubbert said the applicant is working with Metro Transit but a plan has not 
been finalized. An agreement could be a condition of approval prior to permit issuance. 
 
 Mr. Sikora asked whether this is the only place in the Township where a business 
has two front yards. 
 
 Mr. Hutson said both Costco and National Flavors, a manufacturing facility 
located at the corners of Stadium and Stadium Parkway have loading docks seen by 
motorists and pedestrians from more than one side. 
 
 Ms. Lubbert added that commercial stores on corners are common and seen as 
a positive feature in that they offer double frontage and exposure. 
 
 Hearing no further questions, the Chairperson invited the applicant to speak. 
 
 Mr. Jack Ventimiglia, ShopOne, indicated he was present along with several 
other members of his team and thanked the Board for the opportunity to present their 
case. He said a lease has been signed with Burlington, a first class retailer, for 27,000 
of the 50,000 SF available. Not dividing the property could possibly mean the property 
would remain vacant due to such a large footprint, which may be difficult to lease. 
 
 He responded to Ms. Smith’s question about a hallway to the loading dock, 
saying that was considered originally but was rejected by Burlington.  
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said they tried to not split the property but modification of the 
space presents a difficult, unique environment. Splitting it adds a significant cost for the 
landlord. He said an ADA sidewalk requires 36” width. They planned on 4 feet for the 
sidewalk connector but are willing to provide 5 feet and lighting to comply with what is 
required by the Township.  
 
 He indicated there would be minimal traffic at the 4-way stop area except for the 
Metro Transit buses. There would not be much traffic besides deliveries between 6 and 
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8 a.m. Burlington has a long term, 20 year lease so would not likely leave anytime soon, 
but if they did leave early the landlord would have control and any future lease would 
include the Township’s requirements.  
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said he was working with Kalamazoo Metro representatives 
diligently regarding a relocation of the bus stop and understands the importance of bus 
service. Relocation could take from 6 months to a year; the current stop could be 
retained until then. 
 
 He pointed out that at the other end of the pavilion Dunham’s has a rear dock 
with no screening right across from the traffic way. ShopOne is taking more measures 
for pedestrian safety and will work with the Township to revise their renderings to 
provide proper screening. The location of the trash receptacle is not ideal placement 
and they have explored several options including a split face decorative lock, which 
cannot be seen through easily.  He noted there is also a trash receptacle along the 
Target parcel. 
 
 He thanked the Board for their consideration and asked whether they had 
questions. 
 
 Ms. Melissa Miller, Architect, said the modified truck access could avoid the 4-
way intersection and restriping and signage could be provided. Previously, trucks 
entered the intersection to turn and back into the dock. 
 
 Chairperson Sikora said trucks coming from behind and exiting differently, not to 
disturb front tenants is preferable. 
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said they could assure deliveries would not come from the front 
side of the shopping center; those leaving would probably cross the egress on the south 
side of the property onto Drake Road. 
 
 Mr. Bob Bake, SHOPOne, thanked the Township and Board for their time. He 
noted retail is going through a tough time between e-commerce and covid, with mall 
space the segment most affected. This site was formerly a Ward’s and then a Value 
City Furniture, which performed so poorly they had to close. The opportunity now is for 
a Fortune 500 company which does over $10,000,000 in sales annually. 
 
 Chairperson Sikora asked if Board members had questions for the applicant. 
 
 Ms. Smith commented the applicant cannot say their second proposal for truck 
ingress-egress would keep trucks from crossing the 4-way stop. 
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said they may exit at the 4-way stop but would not block it when 
loading and unloading. 
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 Ms. Smith felt trucks in the 4-way stop would still be a hindrance to other vehicles 
and pedestrians. 
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said the plan displays truck turns which offer plenty of space to 
adjust within the dock area itself. He does not think the trucks will be a hindrance to 
traffic and said stop signs at the crosswalk will be provided to protect pedestrians. 
Trucks may pull into the stop. 
 
 Hearing no further questions, the Chair moved the meeting to Public Hearing. 
 
 Ms. Cathy Schultz, Metro Transit Planning and Development Manager, indicated 
the plans provided have been reviewed extensively and there are concerns about 
relocating the bus stop. She provided the hours the buses run and noted the Maple Hill 
stop experiences high usage, and is the 5th busiest of the 750 stops in Kalamazoo 
County. It is not unusual for three buses at one time to be at the Maple Hill stop.  
 
 They have been trying to figure out a site that would not interfere with the mall 
and safety. Also ADA access is a concern. There needs to be adequate space for 
wheelchairs and other equipment to be able to pass one another, which would not occur 
if a sidewalk lip is in the same location. 
 
 She noted getting in and out of Maple Hill at Drake and W Main is difficult and 
making a left turn is almost impossible, especially during peak times. Three proposals 
have been made from SHOPOne and she has talked with Mr. Ventimiglia about them. 
She is not sure what it will look like if the stop needs to be moved. They will continue to 
work through the process, but she would like to keep a key location for service. 
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia said he is working in earnest with Ms. Schultz and the team on 
bus stop relocation. If it is relocated, pedestrian traffic crossing at the loading dock 
would be minimal. He expects mostly storage type retailers will look at the back area.  
 
 Ms. Lubbert said she did not see the pedestrian signage mentioned by Mr. 
Ventimiglia on the plan. If the variance is approved, it should include a condition to 
require installed safety measures. 
 
 Mr. Ventimiglia agreed; Ms. Miller will draft that and submit it to Township staff. 
 
 Mr. Hutson noted for the record that Dunham’s loading dock existed prior to the 
installation of the secondary traffic way that Mr. Ventimiglia referred to.  
 
 Hearing no further public comment, Chairperson Sikora moved to Deliberations. 
 
 Ms. Maxwell felt it would be helpful to know more from Metro Transit. 
 
 Ms. Farmer stated that based on what Ms. Schultz said, none of the three 
proposals are sufficient to accommodate buses. If there is no plan set ahead of time, a 
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plan would have to be created. It cannot be expected the schedule would completely 
change “just in case.” 
 
 Ms. Maxwell said without that piece she was not sure she could vote yes. 
 
 Attorney Porter instructed Board Members they needed to make their decision 
based on the findings of fact that currently exist. 
 
 Mr. Gould asked how many deliveries would normally be expected for a store of 
the size planned, whether they would be 7 days a week and how busy the corner would 
likely be. He was concerned that the greater frequency of occurrence would more likely 
be a problem for pedestrian safety. He noted that during the winter the parking lot has a 
much smaller footprint once there is snow. 
 
 Mr. Sikora wondered how you could predict sales and shoppers to determine that 
impact. He said he was concerned about accepting limited deviation to the stated plan. 
He would prefer to eliminate conflict in order to not have a need for enforcement. Health 
and safety are overwhelming on the list of criteria. 
 
 The Chair confirmed with Attorney Porter that the first motion to be considered 
should be request for variance. If that did not pass, it would not be necessary to 
consider the site plan. He asked for a motion to consider the variance request. 
 
 Ms. Farmer made a motion to deny the request for variance based on three 
findings of fact: 1) the need for the variance is a self-created hardship,  
     2) conformance with the code is not unnecessarily burdensome as  
         reasonable use of the space will remain if denied, and  
   3) approval would create a safety issue for both vehicular and   
       pedestrian movement throughout the site.  
 
Ms. Maxwell seconded the motion. The motion to deny the request for variance was 
approved unanimously by roll call vote. 
  
Public Comment 
  
 There were no comments from the public. 
 
 
Other Updates and Business 
 
 Ms. Lubbert said there may be a site plan or two requiring a meeting in February. 
 
 Mr. Gould thanked staff for a printout of the Board Meeting packet and requested 
that one be provided for future meetings. Ms. Maxwell requested the same. 
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 Chairperson Sikora thanked Ms. Lubbert and Attorney Porter for the variance 
review and retraining preparation and presentation. 
 
 Attorney Porter said he felt providing regular training was a good idea. 
 
 
Adjournment 
 
 Chairperson Sikora noted the Zoning Board of Appeals had exhausted its 
Agenda. There being no other business, he adjourned the meeting at approximately 
4:56 p.m. 
 
Minutes prepared: 
January 30, 2021 
 
Minutes approved: 
___________, 2021 
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February 17, 2021 
 
 
 
Mtg Date:   February 23, 2021 
 
To:  Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
From:  Karen High, Zoning Administrator 
  
Applicant: Adam Barker, Advance Poured Walls, Inc. 
Owner:  Adam Barker, Advance Poured Walls, Inc. 
 
Property: 3425 South 6th Street, Parcel number 05-34-130-030 
 
Zoning:  I-1: Industrial District 
 
Request: Site Plan amendment to allow a 6,860 square foot building addition to a previously 

approved 7,514 square foot building. 
 
Section(s): 27: I-1 Industrial District 
 64: Site Plan Review 
 
Project Name:  Advance Poured Walls Building Addition 
 
 
PROPOSAL:  
Advance Poured Walls is requesting Site 
Plan approval from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals to construct a 6,860 square foot 
addition to their existing 7,514 square foot 
building located at 3425 South 6th Street. 
Additional outdoor storage is also 
proposed. The property, outlined in yellow 
in the map excerpt to the right, is located 
north of Stadium Drive, on the east side of 
6th Street.  
 
OVERVIEW: 
Advance Poured Walls is a concrete 
construction and excavating business.  
The Zoning Board of Appeals approved their site plan on Feb 6, 1989 and a site plan amendment on 
August 7, 1989. No hazardous materials are scheduled to be stored, loaded, recycled, or disposed of on 
this site. 
 
The existing 7,514 square foot building has approximately 1,170 square feet of office space and 6,344 
square feet of storage area. The entire proposed 6,860 square foot addition will be used for storage. The 
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site currently has 2,624 square feet of outdoor storage area.  An additional 4,500 square feet of outdoor 
storage is proposed. If approved, the total of outdoor storage will be 7,124 square feet in area.  
 
ANALYSIS: 
The entirety of the property in question is zoned I-1, Industrial District. Uses permitted in the I-1 zoning 
district are outlined in Article 27 of the Township’s Zoning Code. Contractor's services related to 
the building trades such as electrical, mechanical, plumbing, general building, excavating, and 
landscaping are identified as a Permitted Use within this section. Outdoor storage in connection with 
Permitted Uses is allowed in the side and rear yard areas except within the area required 
for setback from side and rear lot lines. Such storage may not exceed 100 percent of the square foot 
area of the principal building upon the premises, and no outdoor storage of damaged or inoperable 
vehicles or equipment is allowed. Due to the scale of the addition, over 2,000 square feet, review and 
approval of the proposal is required by the Zoning Board of Appeals (Section 64.20). A proposal for a site 
plan expansion of a permitted use needs to be reviewed against the criteria outlined in Section 64.60 - 
Application Procedure, C - Site Plan. Staff’s summary of the requirements and analysis of the proposal is 
provided below.   
 
General Zoning Compliance  
Zoning: 3425 South 6th Street is located within the I-1, 
Industrial District. The property south of the site, 
owned by the applicant, is in the I-1, Industrial District. 
Property to the west, also owned by the applicant, is in 
the I-3, Industrial District. The proposed warehouse 
addition and the outdoor storage area are permitted 
uses within the I-1 district. Land to the north is in the I-
1, Industrial District. Residentially zoned areas are 
located west of the property in question, across 6th 
Street. See zoning map excerpt to the right.    
 
The building addition is proposed to the south and east of the existing structure. (The existing building is 
outlined in light blue and the proposed addition is outlined in dark green below.) If approved, the total 
building area will be 14,374 square feet. Outdoor storage is proposed to the east of the building 
addition. (Outlined in light green below.) If approved, the total outdoor storage area will increase from 
2,624 square feet to 7,124 square feet. (Existing outdoor storage is outlined in dark blue below.) The 
total area of existing and proposed outdoor storage does not exceed the building area and thus meets 
the size limit in the zoning ordinance. 
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Setbacks: The proposed addition would expand the building 25 feet south toward the side property line 
and 50 feet east toward the rear property line. The minimum side and rear yard setback is 20 feet or the 
height of the abutting side of the building at its highest point as measured from the grade of the 
property line, whichever is greater (Section 50.60 (c)). The abutting side of the addition will be 18 feet in 
height. There is roughly a 3-foot elevation drop from the foundation of the building to the south 
property line. Therefore, the required side yard setback is 21 feet. A 21-foot setback is proposed for the 
building addition and the outdoor storage area. To meet this setback requirement, the applicant is 
proposing to shift the south property line 5.4 feet to the south. Both properties are owned by the 
applicant. A Land Redescription Application has been submitted to achieve this property line shift. Staff 
has reviewed the application and consider it ready for approval.  Both the proposed addition and 
storage area are shown with a 100-foot or more rear yard setback.  
 
Access and Circulation 
Access: Vehicle access to the site will remain unchanged. The existing curb cut and drive to 6th Street will 
continue to be utilized. In addition, a new 24-foot-wide gravel drive extending to the east property line is 
shown on the plan. This new drive was included on the site plan for the applicant’s I-3, Industrial District 
property approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals on December 15, 2020. It is a secondary access point 
for the concrete materials recycling yard located at the northeast corner of Parcel Number 05-34-155-
018. The site plan was approved with a condition that if Parcel Number 05-34-155-018 or 3425 S 6th Street 
be sold, and the recycling use continue, a cross access agreement be entered into between the properties. 
Staff recommends that the same condition be placed on this approval for consistency. 

 
Parking: Per Section 52.100, Minimum Required Parking Spaces, industrial warehouse and distribution 
facilities are required to have one parking space for each 1,500 square feet of net floor area plus the 
required parking devoted to other uses OR one parking space per employee whichever is greater. The 
applicant has indicated that there are 23 employees. In this instance, the spaces required per employee 
is greater than the spaces required per net floor area. Therefore, 23 parking spaces are required, one of 
which must meet ADA requirements for accessibility. The site currently has 24 parking spaces, including 
one ADA spot. No additional parking is proposed or required.  
 
Sidewalk – Per Section 57.90 sidewalks indicated on the Township’s Non-motorized Plan shall be 
installed by the developer when properties adjacent to planned nonmotorized facilities receive site plan 
approval from the municipality. The Township’s Non-motorized Plan shows a paved shoulder / bike lane 
in front of this property, but no sidewalk or path. Therefore, no sidewalk or path is required. 

 
Building Design 
The proposed addition will utilize metal siding similar to the existing building in color and profile. The 
proposed metal roofing for the addition will match as well. East and north building elevations are shown 
on the next page. 
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 Landscaping 
Landscaping is required along 6th Street per Section 53.60 Street Rights-of-Way Greenbelts. A 20-foot-
wide greenbelt is required with a minimum of one canopy tree and two understory trees for every 100 
linear feet of frontage abutting a street right-of-way. Shrubs are required where parking lots are adjacent 
to street rights-of-way. The property has 200 feet of frontage, requiring two canopy trees, four understory 
trees, and six shrubs. The landscape plan includes a 49 foot wide greenbelt with nine existing trees, several 
existing boulders and mulched beds. Proposed landscaping includes four evergreen trees, 21 flowering 
shrubs, daylilies and ornamental grasses. The proposed evergreen trees are native to Michigan. More 
information is required to ensure that at least three of the required shrubs are native to Michigan. In 
addition, minimum size at planting of the evergreen trees and shrubs should be added to the plan. No 
other additional landscaping is required. Staff recommends that a revised landscape plan be listed as a 
condition of approval. 
 
Site Lighting 
Three new cut-off LED wall mounted lights, type shown to the right, are 
proposed. Two are on the north and one is on the east side of the building. All 
are located above or near a proposed overhead door. Requirements for 
mounting height, lumens, minimum color rendering index, and Kelvin ratings are 
met. The photometric plan is required to show 0.1 foot candles at the property 
line or that 0.1 foot candles is accomplished before reaching the property line.  
This requirement has been met.  
 
Engineering 
Prein & Newhof, the Township’s civil engineering agent, has reviewed the project site plan. Because 
some stormwater is being directed to the applicant’s property to the south (Parcel Number 05-34-155-
018), a storm water easement agreement is required.  This agreement has been submitted and 
approved. Recording of the stormwater easement agreement is recommended as a condition of 
approval. 
 
Fire Department 
Oshtemo’s Fire Department has reviewed the site plan. They indicate that all requirements are met, 
including minimum gallons per minute of fire hydrant capacity. However, they recommend that the 
applicant consider adding an additional hydrant in the future. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the proposed Site Plan for Advance Poured 
Walls Building Addition with the following conditions: 
 

1. Should 3425 S 6th Street or Parcel Number 05-34-155-018 be sold, and the recycling use continue, 
a cross access agreement will need to be entered into between the properties.   

2. A revised landscape plan shall be required prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure that 
requirements for native species and minimum size at time of planting are met. 

3. Land Redescription Application shall be approved and recorded to meet the south side setback 
requirement prior to issuance of a building permit. 

4. A Stormwater Easement Agreement shall be recorded prior to issuance of a building permit. 

5. If the existing concrete ADA parking spot does not meet requirements for slope, it will be replaced 
or brought into compliance prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 
Attachments: Application, Site Plan, Floor Plan & Elevations 
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February 18, 2021 
 
 
 
Mtg Date:   February 23, 2021 
 
To:  Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
From:  Iris Lubbert, Planning Director 
  
Applicant: VIRIDIS Design Group 
 
Owner:  John Fetzer Institute Inc. 
 
Property: 9132 W KL Avenue, Parcel number 05-20-255-010 
 
Zoning:  RR: Rural Residential 
 
Request: Site Plan approval to construct a new 4,800 square foot fitness and storage facility  
 
Section(s): 5: RR, Rural Residential District 
 64: Site Plan Review 
 48: Conditions for Specific Permitted Uses 
 
Project Name:  Fetzer Institute Fitness and Storage Facility 
 
 
PROPOSAL:  
VIRIDIS Design Group, on behalf of John Fetzer Institute Inc., is requesting Site Plan approval from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals to construct a 4,800 square foot fitness and storage facility as an accessory use 
to their main campus at 9292 W KL Avenue. The property, outlined in yellow in the map expert below, is 
located west of S 4th Street, on the north side of W KL Avenue. 
 

N 
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OVERVIEW: 
John Fetzer Institute Inc. is a 
private foundation whose mission 
is to help build the spiritual 
foundation for a loving world. The 
foundation has a couple of retreat 
centers in Michigan, one of which 
is the Seasons: A Center for 
Renewal, located at 9292 W Kl 
Avenue. This retreat center 
currently straddles two parcels, 
05-20-255-020 and 05-20-255-
010, shown on the right. The 
proposal is to relocate the exercise 
facility from the existing main 
building to the proposed fitness 
and storage facility, approximate 
location starred in the arial to the 
right. The exercise facility will be 
for employee use only.  As part of this project the two parcels will be combined. A land combination 
application has been received and approved.  
 
ANALYSIS: 
The entirety of the property in question is zoned RR, Rural Residential. Uses permitted in the RR zoning 
district are outlined in Article 5 of the Township’s Zoning Code. Nonprofit educational, noncommercial 
recreational and noncommercial business centers are identified as a Permitted Uses with Conditions 
within this section. As new construction of a nonresidential building for a use that does not fall under 
the Special Use category, review and approval is required by the Zoning Board of Appeals (Section 
64.20). A proposal for a site plan needs to be reviewed against the criteria outlined in Section 64.60 - 
Application Procedure, C - Site Plan. In addition, the conditions tied to the proposed use of a Nonprofit 
educational, noncommercial recreational and noncommercial business center outlined in Section 48.110 
of the ordinance also needs to be considered. A summary of the requirements and analysis of the 
proposal against these two sections is provided below.   
 
Section 64: Site Plan Review 

General Zoning Compliance  
Zoning: 9132 W KL Avenue is located within the 
RR, Rural Residential District. All properties 
surrounding this site are also zoned RR. The 
proposed fitness and storage facility will be part of 
the Fetzer Institute’s retreat center which is a 
permitted use within the RR district.  

 
Lot Dimensions: Parcels within the RR, Zoning 
District require a minimum area of 1.5 acres and 
frontage of 200 feet (Section 50.10 (A)). The 
Fetzer Institute site has over 1,900 feet of 

N 

RR 

Zoning Map Excerpt 
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frontage along W KL Avenue and a combined area of 56 acres (parcels 05-20-255-020 and 05-20-
255-010). The proposed property exceeds the dimensional requirements of the code. 

 
Open Area: The total area of the property under consideration is approximately 56 acres 
(parcels 05-20-255-020 and 05-20-255-010). If approved this new building, parking area, and 
drive will add approximately 0.6 acres (0.01%) of impervious surface to the site. A majority of 
the property will remail open wooded area. 
  
Setbacks: Setbacks required are outlined under Section 50.60 of the ordinance, which indicates 
a 70-foot setback from KL Avenue. For side and rear yard setbacks the ordinance states that the 
minimum setback distance is 20 feet or the height of the abutting side of the building at its 
highest point as measured from the grade of the property line, whichever is greater. The 
proposed structure will be just under 20 feet tall. The proposed building is located 
approximately 280 feet from W KL Avenue and over 300 feet from the sides and rear of the 
property. 

 
Access and Circulation 
Access: The existing gravel drive onto 
W KL Avenue will be removed and a 
new asphalt drive installed further 
west to service the proposed fitness 
and storage building. The applicant 
has worked with the Road 
Commission to determine the new 
curb cut location to provide better 
site distance to the west. A 24 foot-
wide drive will be installed to allow 
access and parking on the west side 
of the proposed building, see site 
plan excerpt to the right. Adequate 
turn around space has been 
provided. The Township Fire Marshal 
is satisfied with the site design. 

 
Parking: The proposed facility is 
4,800 square feet, of which 2,818 
square feet will serve as the fitness 
center and the remainder will be 
utilized as storage. Per Section 
52.100 of the ordinance, health and 
fitness centers require 1 parking 
space for every 200 square feet of 
net floor area plus 1 parking space 
per each employee. No employees 
are proposed for this facility. No 

Site Plan Excerpt 
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parking is required for storage space. Per this section this site plan is required to have 14 parking 
spaces with one being ADA. The site plan proposed is providing 13, 10 foot by 20 foot parking 
spaces and one ADA spot with an access aisle.   
 
A theme throughout the Township’s off-street parking ordinance is to minimize excessive areas 
of pavement which detract from the aesthetics of an area and contribute to high rates of storm 
water runoff. As a result, no parking lot shall have parking spaces totaling more than 110% of 
the minimum parking space requirements. As such, the proposed site could have up to 16 
parking spaces. On the proposed plan there are two areas of undesignated pavement that could 
be used informally for parking, highlighted in yellow in the site plan excerpt on the previous 
page. It is unclear if these two areas are intended for trucks or fire apparatus turn around.  The 
applicant will need to clarify what these areas are for and accordingly modify the site plan. 

 
Sidewalk – Per Section 57.90 sidewalks indicated on the Township’s Non-motorized Plan shall be 
installed by the developer when properties adjacent to planned nonmotorized facilities receive 
site plan approval from the municipality. No nonmotorized facilities are shown on the 
Township’s Non-motorized Plan in front of this property.   

 
Building Design 
The proposed 4,800 square foot fitness and storage facility will be a pole building with 
horizontal metal siding. Elevations are provided below. No details on the chosen color selection 
have been provided.  
 

 Site Plan (Façade) Excerpt 
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Signage  
No signage is proposed on the building. The applicant has noted that a freestanding sign for 
addressing and wayfinding purposes will be installed between the structure and road. This sign 
will only have the address of the building and make no reference to building owner or use. This 
proposed sign is not shown on the submitted site plan. The proposed freestanding sign will be 
reviewed in detail if the request is approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals when the sign 
permit application is submitted. 
 
Trash Receptacle 
Trash generated by this facility will be collected as part of campus operations and taken to the 
main campus. This criterion is not applicable. 
 
Landscaping  
The applicant has provided a landscaping plan that meets the landscaping standards outlined in 
Article 53 of the zoning ordinance. The proposed plan shows three new deciduous trees around 
the parking lot and several shrubs and perennials by the building entrance. In large the plan 
utilizes the existing foliage on site.  
 
Photometric Plan  
The applicant has provided a photometric plan proposing five pole mounted lights and two wall 
mounted lights. The photometric plan is required to show 0.1 foot candles at the property line 
or that 0.1 foot candles is accomplished before reaching the property line.  Article 54 of the 
Township Ordinance also requires that all lights are cut-off fixtures. Requirements for mounting 
height, lumens, minimum color rendering index, and Kelvin ratings are met. The proposed 
photometric plan meets the standards outlined in Article 54. 
 
Engineering 
Prein & Newhof, the Township’s civil engineering agent, has reviewed the project site plan. The 
applicant has addressed all preliminary concerns and no further corrections to the plan are 
needed. 
 
Fire Department 
The Township Fire Marshal has reviewed the project site plan and is satisfied with the design. 

 
Section 48.110: Permitted Use with Conditions for Nonprofit educational, noncommercial recreational 
and noncommercial business centers 
 

A. Shall include, but not be limited to the following accessory uses for the benefit of participants 
and directly relating to such centers: classrooms, libraries, lecture halls, eating facilities, 
overnight accommodations, conference center facilities, facilities for the production and 
documentation of audio-visual presentations, satellite communication accommodations, 
custodial living, and maintenance facilities, office and recreation accessory uses. 
The proposed fitness and storage facility falls within the permitted accessory uses outlined in 
this section. 
 

B. Buildings shall not be constructed to a height exceeding 40 feet. Buildings and structures shall 
be set back 200 feet from the front right-of-way line of adjoining streets. Buildings and 
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structures shall be set back 40 feet from the rear or side property line. Outdoor storage areas 
shall be screened from view of adjoining residentially developed or zoned land.  
The proposed building is just under 20 feet in height. The proposed setbacks, outlined in the site 
plan review portion of this report, exceed the minimum setbacks outlined in this section. No 
outdoor storage areas are being proposed. 

 
C. Such facilities must be located upon one of the designated highways listed in Section 50.60.A of 

the zoning ordinance.  
W KL Avenue is one of the designated highways listed in Section 50.60 A of the zoning 
ordinance. 
 

D. Any entrance to the facility must be developed with a traffic deceleration lane. The Zoning 
Board of Appeals shall have authority to grant a variance from this requirement where in its 
opinion the deceleration lane would not substantially improve the traffic safety because of the 
particular characteristics of the facility, the road upon which the entrance is located, or the 
volume of traffic upon the road. A permit will be needed for the driveway from the Road 
Commission of Kalamazoo County. 
The main campus of the Fetzer Institute and its entrance already exists. Staff, including the Fire 
and Engineering department, have no concerns with the newly proposed entrance to access the 
fitness and storage facility. A permit from the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County (RCKC) is 
required prior to building permit issuance. The RCKC has reviewed and provided initial 
comments on the proposed plan and did not convey the need for a deceleration lane. The 
Zoning Board of Appeals is asked to waive this requirement. 

 
E. Not less than 75 percent of the site must be maintained as open space unencumbered by 

buildings, structures, paved roads, sidewalks, or parking areas. 
Even with this new accessory facility, more than 75 percent of the site will remain open space. 
 

F. The facility shall be designed so as to limit the number of participants to not exceed ten per 
acre.  
The total area of the property under consideration is approximately 56 acres (parcels 05-20-255-
020 and 05-20-255-010); the site can be designed to accommodate 560 participants. The 
proposed accessory building will be used by staff only – there will be no increase to the overall 
number of participants onsite.   
 

G. Adequate off-street parking must be constructed to insure sufficient parking space to meet the 
reasonably foreseeable demands upon the facility but not exceeding one parking space for each 
person the facility is designed to serve and shall be effectively screened from adjoining 
residentially developed or zoned land.  
The proposed parking onsite for the fitness and storage facility meet code requirements as 
outlined under the site plan review section of this report. In addition, the facility is surrounded 
by existing trees and setback significantly from the road and neighboring residential properties. 
Sufficient screening from neighboring residential uses and zones is in place. 

 
H. During Site Plan review, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall consider whether more than one 

vehicular entrance road is necessary for public safety and fire protection. 
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A secondary entrance to the primary campus is not proposed as part of this project. An existing 
gravel curb cut exists to the site under consideration. As a result of visibility concerns from both 
staff and the Road Commissions of Kalamazoo County the applicant has agreed to close the 
existing curb cut and move the entrance to this proposed fitness and storage facility further 
west. Due to the overall scale of the site and location of the proposed facility in relation to the 
Fetzer Institutes’ primary campus, an individual entrance to service this facility is reasonable. 
The Township Fire Marshal is satisfied with the site design. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the proposed Site Plan for the John Fetzer 
Institute’s 4,800 square foot fitness and storage facility located at 9132 W KL Avenue with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals, per section 48.110 (D), waives the requirement for a deceleration 
lane to be installed to service the proposed fitness and storage facility. 

2. Use of the exercise facility shall be for employee use only. 
3. Parcels 05-20-255-020 and 05-20-255-010 shall be combined. 
4. Clarification is provided to staff on the two areas of undesignated pavement within the 

proposed parking lot and an updated site plan is submitted accordingly prior to building permit 
issuance. 

5. The color selection of the proposed building shall be submitted prior to building permit 
issuance. 

6. A copy of the final site plan with the seal of the architect, engineer, surveyor or landscape 
architect for those sections of the plan set in which they are responsible shall be submitted prior 
to building permit issuance.  

7. A permit from the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County (RCKC) shall be required for the 
driveway. 

 
Attachments: Application, Site Plan, Floor Plan 
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  PROJECT NAME & ADDRESS 
 
  PLANNING & ZONING APPLICATION 
 
    Applicant Name :  
     
    Company 
     
     Address 
 
     
     
     E-mail 
 
    Telephone    Fax 
    Interest in Property 
 
OWNER*: 
 
    Name 
   

    Address 
 
                    
    Email 
     
   Phone & Fax 
             

NATURE OF THE REQUEST: (Please check the appropriate item(s)) 
 
 ___Planning Escrow-1042    __Land Division-1090 
       Site Plan Review-1088         Subdivision Plat Review-1089 
       Administrative Site Plan Review-1086       Rezoning-1091 
       Special Exception Use-1085        Interpretation-1082 
 _    Zoning Variance-1092         Text Amendment-1081 

      Site Condominium-1084         Sign Deviation-1080  
      Accessory Building Review-1083   __Other: _________________ 

7275 W. Main Street, Kalamazoo, Michigan 49009-9334                        
Phone: 269-216-5223    Fax: 269-375-7180 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR REQUEST (Use Attachments if Necessary): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Page 1                                                                       10/15  

        

  
  

THIS THIS   
SPACESPACE  

FOR FOR   
TOWNSHIPTOWNSHIP  

USEUSE  
ONLYONLY  

  
  
  
  
  

Fee Amount 
 
Escrow Amount 

PLEASE PRINT 

X

VIRIDIS Design Group

4407 Stoney Ave
Kalamazoo, MI 49004

Consultant

John Fetzer Institute Inc.

CONSTRUCT POLE BUILDING FOR STORAGE AND FITNESS FACILITY

FETZER INSTITUTE FITNESS/STORAGE

Tim Britain

tim@virdg.com
269.377.1189 NA

9292 W KL Ave

Kalamazoo, MI 49009
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A3.1  3/16" = 1'-0"

SOUTH ELEVATION4

ALL ADDRESSES TO MEET
REQUIREMENTS OUTLINED IN THE
OSHTEMO TOWNSHIP ORDINANCE
SECTION 57.130

MAIN BUILDING ADRESS TO BE
LOCATED ON SOUTH SIDE OF NEW
BUILDING.

NUMBERS TO BE 12" H. x 6" WIDE
MOUNTED A MIN OF 10'-0" ABOVE
GRADE

DOOR  12A INTO STORAGE AREA TO
RECIEVE SIGN 'SUITE A'

DOOR 1 INTO FITNESS CENTER TO
RECIEVE SIGN 'SUITE C'

DOOR ON EXISTING SHED TO RECIEVE
SUITE 'B'

BECAUSE THE PROPOSED BUILDING IS
MORE THAN 200' FROM ROAD AND IS
OBSCURED BY VEGITATION, A
FREESTANDING SIGN BETWEEN THE
STRUCTURE AND THE ROAD, WHILE
AND VISIBLE FROM THE ROAD TO BE
INSTALLED.

SIGN TO BE MINIMUM THREE FEET IN
HEIGHT ABOVE THE ADJACENT ROAD
GRADE, TO BE LOCATED AT THE
STREET FRONTAGE AS CLOSE TO THE
RIGHT-OF-WAY/ROAD EASEMENT
BOUNDARY AND ASSOCIATED
DRIVEWAY.

ONLY BUILDING ADDRESS NUMBER 9292
SHALL BE ON BOTH SIDES OF SIGN. NO
REFERENCE TO BUILDING OWNER OR
USE.

BUILDING ADDRESS
NUMBER
12" H. x 6" W.
LOCATED 10'-0" MIN
ABOVE GRADE

SUITE
DESIGINATION
ON DOOR, 6"
HIGH LETTERS

SUITE
DESIGINATION
ON DOOR, 6"
HIGH LETTERS

BUILDING ADDRESS NOTES:

REV. 1.29.2021
ADDED INFORMATION
FOR BUILDING ADDRESS
AND NOTED BUILDING
HEIGHT EAVE TO GRADE
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Revisions

Illuminance Values
Fixtures: 2 LDS-SAL-110 type 4
               108 watts; 15,952 lumens
               Mounting height: 20 ft

F
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2 LDS-SAL-60 type 3
55 watts; 7,310 lumens
Mounting height: 14 ft WALL

THE LAYOUT TO EXISTING / FUTURE FIELD CONDITIONS.  THIS LIGHTING LAYOUT

REPRESENTS ILLUMINATION LEVELS CALCULATED FROM LABORATORY DATA

TAKEN UNDER CONTROLLED CONDITIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ILLUMINATING

ENGINEERING SOCIETY APPROVED METHODS.  ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF ANY

MANUFACTURER'S LUMINAIRE MAY VARY DUE TO VARIATION IN ELECTRICAL

VOLTAGE, TOLERANCE IN LAMPS, AND OTHER VARIABLE FIELD CONDITIONS.

MOUNTING HEIGHTS INDICATED ARE FROM GRADE AND/OR FLOOR UP.  THESE

LIGHTING CALCULATIONS ARE NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR INDEPENDENT ENGINEERING

ANALYSIS OF LIGHTING SYSTEM SUITABILITY AND SAFETY.  THE ENGINEER AND/OR

ARCHITECT IS RESPONSIBLE TO REVIEW FOR ENERGY CODE AND LIGHTING QUALITY

COMPLIANCE.

THE ENGINEER AND/OR ARCHITECT MUST DETERMINE THE APPLICABILITY OF

41 LDS-SAL-30 type 3
30 watts; 4,541 lumens
Mounting height: 20 ft

2 LDS-SAL-30 type 2
30 watts; 4,480 lumens
Mounting height: 20 ft

Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label Lum. Lumens LLF Description

Calculation Summary

2 LDS-SAL-110-T4 15952 0.890

Label

LDS-SAL-110-DB-T4-1-NW-MA

CalcType Units Avg Max

2 LDS-SAL-60-T3 8399 0.890 LDS-SAL-60-DB-T3-40-MAS-X

Min Avg/Min Max/Min
Asphalt_Planar Illuminance Fc

2 LDS-SAL-30-T2 4480 0.890

1.62 10.8 0.0 N.A. N.A.

LDS-SAL-30-DB-T2-1-40-MAS

PROPERTY-LINE Illuminance Fc 0.00 0.0 0.0 N.A. N.A.

1 LDS-SAL-30-T3 4541 0.890 LDS-SAL-30-DB-T3-1-40-MAS

8
4
ft

8
0
ft

LDS-SAL-110-T4

LDS-SAL-110-T4

LDS-SAL-60-T3

LDS-SAL-60-T3

LDS-SAL-30-T3

LDS-SAL-30-T2

LDS-SAL-30-T2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.5

0.2 0.4 0.7 1.3 1.0

0.7 1.5 2.9

0.9 2.5 4.1

1.1 2.8 2.3

1.0 1.4 0.8

0.6 1.1 1.1

0.2 1.0 1.8

0.1 0.8 2.9

0.4 3.9 4.1

0.2 2.7 4.1

0.1 1.4 2.8

0.6 1.8 0.8

0.3 1.0 1.0

0.5 1.3 1.5

0.2 1.2 2.3

1.3 4.1

0.8 4.8 2.1

0.4 3.2 2.9

0.2 1.6 1.9

0.2 1.0 1.4

0.2 0.7 1.0

0.3 0.6 1.2 1.5 1.4 0.9

0.3 0.8 1.7 2.3 2.4 1.6

0.4 1.0 2.4 3.8 5.0 3.5

0.5 1.1 2.8

0.4 1.2 2.8

0.4 1.0 2.2

0.3 0.7 1.5 2.2

0.3 0.5 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.1 0.5

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.3 0.9

0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.4 2.7 1.9

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.9 2.0 5.1 4.1

0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 1.0 2.4 7.0

1.1 1.2 1.1 0.9 1.1 2.3 5.6

2.0 2.2 1.7 1.2 1.1 1.9 3.3

3.8 3.2 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.8 2.7

8.8 5.3 3.3 1.6 1.2 1.7 3.3 2.9

10.8 6.0 3.4 1.7 1.3 2.0 4.7

5.6 4.0 2.9 1.5 1.1 2.1 5.9

2.6 2.5 1.9 1.1 0.9 1.6 3.9

1.5 1.7 1.3 0.8 0.7 1.1 2.3

0.7 0.5 0.5

0.3 0.3 0.3
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BUILDING CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION      

APPLICABLE CODESPLUMBING FIXTURE REQUIREMENTS  (BASED ON ACTUAL OCCUPANT LOAD)

WALL TYPE LEGEND

· 

· 

· 

· 
· 

·
·

· 

· 

·

·

·

·

ALLOWED / REQUIRED PROPOSED

FLOOR STRUCTURE CONCRETE SLAB ON GRADE

ROOF STRUCTURE WOOD ROOF TRUSSES

BEARING WALLS, EXTERIOR WOOD TIMBER

NON-BEARING WALLS, INTERIOR WOOD STUDS AND GYP. BOARD

CONSTRUCTION TYPE TYPE V B  - NO FIRE SUPPRESSION

BUILDING HEIGHT - TABLE 504.3 40 FEE 20 FEET

BUILDING STORIES - TABLE 504.4 1 STORY 1 STORY

PRIMARY OCCUPANCIES ASSEMBLY GROUP A-3  GYMNASIUM

STORAGE GROUP S-1 MODERATE HAZARD  (FURNITURE)

ALLOWABLE AREA FACTOR - TABLE 506.2

ASSEMBLY A-3 6,000 sq. ft. 1,312 sq. ft.
STORAGE S-1 9,000 sq. ft. 1,645 sq. ft.

TOTAL BUILDING FLOOR AREA 4,800 SQ. FT.

ROOM AREAS

GYMNASIUM/EXERCISE ROOM  FLOOR AREA: 1,373 sq. ft. @ 50 sq. ft. / PERSON
CALCULATED OCCUPANCY:  28

STORAGE ROOM FLOOR AREA: 1586 sq. ft.  @ 300 sq. ft. / PERSON
CALCULATED OCCUPANCY:  5

LOCKER ROOMS FLOOR AREA: 941 sq.ft. @ 50 sq. ft./ PERSON
CALCULATED OCCUPANCY:  19

LAUNDRY FLOOR AREA: 87 sq. ft.  @ 300 sq. ft. / PERSON
CALCULATED OCCUPANCY:  1

MECHANICAL FLOOR AREA: 107 sq. ft.  @ 300 sq. ft. / PERSON
CALCULATED OCCUPANCY:  1

CALCULATED OCCUPANT LOAD 54

OCCUPANCY SEPARATION PER TABLE 508.4 2 HOURS

2015 Michigan Building Code (MBC)
2017 NFPA 70 National Electrical Code (NEC)
2015 Michigan Mechanical Code (MMC)
2015 Michigan Plumbing Code (MPC)
2013 ASHRAE 90.1
OSHTEMO TOWNSHIP ZONING ORDINANCE

·

·

·

·

LEGEND

ENTRY

1

EXERCISE

3

WOMENS

4

WOMENS
LOCKERS

5

WOMENS
SHOWER

6

MENS

7

MENS
LOCKER

8

MENS
SHOWER

9

LAUNDRY

10

MECHANICAL

11

STORAGE

12

EXERCISE

2

G1.1

CODE
COMPLIANCE
PLAN
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