
Agenda 
Natural Features Protection 
Review Board   
C i t y  o f  K a l a m a z o o 

 
 

Tuesday, December 10, 2024                4:00 PM 
City Commission Chambers at City Hall - 241 W. South Street 

 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
    
  1. Excuse Absent Board Members (Action: Motion to Excuse Absent Members) 
      
B. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
    
  (Action: Motion to approve the agenda) 
    
  1. Agenda Approval (Action: Motion to Approve Agenda) 
      
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
    
  1. Approval of the minutes from the Natural Features Protection Review Board 

meeting on November 26th, 2024 (Action: Motion to approve the minutes 
from the Natural Features Protection Review Board meeting on November 
26th, 2024) 

      
D. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
    
E. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 
    
F. NEW BUSINESS 
    
  1. Approval of a recommendation to the Zoning Board of Appeals to grant relief 

from the NFP Slope Standard for the addition of an upgraded pump house at 
1609 Whites Road.  

      
G. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
    
H. STAFF REPORTS AND UPDATES 
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NFP Review Board Agenda              Page 2 of 2                                   December 10, 2024 
 

  1. Draft 2025 Work Session Topics Discussion 
      
I. COMMUNICATIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
    
J. ADJOURNMENT 
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Minutes
Natural Features Protection Review Board 

November 26th, 2024
Regular Meeting

NOTE*: Public Media Network encountered an equipment error during the livestream of the 
meeting which effected the video for YouTube and Facebook. The audio was recorded, and the 
rebroadcast of the meeting audio was completed. The rebroadcast is now available on the City of 
Kalamazoo YouTube Channel. 

Held at City Hall, Commission Chambers 4:00 p.m.

A. Call to Order: Director Martin called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

B. Members absent: Director Murgia

C. Motion to excuse absences

Motion to excuse absent board members made by Director Basset, supported by 
Director Lettow, motion passed unanimously. 

D. Adoption of Agenda

Motion to adopt the agenda made by Director Fuller, supported by Director Lettow, 
motion passed unanimously.

E. Approval of the Meeting Minutes
Motion to approve the minutes from the October 22nd, 2024, Regular NFP Board 
Meeting, with the Amendment of changing instances of Director Lettow being 
referred to as Director Randy in the draft minutes. 

Motion made by Director Basset, supported by Director Fuller, passed unanimously.

F. General Citizen Comments

There were no general citizen comments, either in person or by phone.

G. Board Comments 

No comments

H. New Business

1. NFP Site Plan for the Friendship Village Campus Repositioning IL & 
Skilled Additions project located at 1400 and 1402 N Drake Road

Page 3 of 66



Nolan opened discussion on the Friendship Village, Senior Living campus, planned unit 
development at 1400 & 1402 properties only, applicants will be discussing what processes 
they have been through and talk about the Natural Features plans they have so far. They have 
already been through pre-site plan review and are in the Site plan process. This is for NFP to 
ask questions and discuss the project with the developers, rare species review, protected trees 
and Woodland area is large on the 1402 address, then their hope is to come back to next 
meeting with more plans. They have been to City Commission and Planning Commission 
and public noticing.

Rachel Hughes-Nilsson presented another overview of the project:

• Presentation on the property with the PUD approved landscape plan with the 
backward C building is the independent living building, new nursing wing, parking 
lots, and wrap-around road.

• Developed Landscape planting list with letters on what they chose and why some 
are non-native.  

• Trees required for zoning purposes: Some of the trees being removed from 1400 
Drake are being replanted at 1402 Drake Rd.

• 6% of woodlands are being removed mainly from 1402 Drake Rd, on 1400 Drake 
Rd woodland is not being removed.

• Question for NFP on the fencing and the Ordinance, Will 6-foot chain-link fence 
be acceptable to use, less cost, posts, and no breaks, will be a solid fence.  

Questions?

Director Frederickson – Signage on fencing?  Yes, there will be.

Director Lettow – Question for Nolan, lack of clarity on the code for landscaping. Right of way 
must have native landscaping.

Nolan – Board can approve the non-native and non-evasive species.  

Director Lettow – If same size trees for barrier is not there are they flexible on that? Understands 
the shrubs but the ornamental grasses and perennials to be at 3 feet but saw that not all of them 
met that size limitation.

Rachel – Honestly some of the shrubs are less presentable, less flowers and in this community, 
they want to make sure eyes are directed to the entrance and/or more showmanship.  Page 4 of 66



Director Fuller – Tree protection requirements ordinance, NFP specific?

Rachel/Nolan – The Ordinance is specific about protection fencing is for the critical circular 
around the edge of the trees.  6-foot above grade 4x4 wood posts with 2x4 wooden cross beams, 
then you have 6-foot-tall snow fencing.  The chain-link could be reused which is 6 foot and its 
solid fence for protection of trees then the wood.

Director Lettow – Need an updated list for Native and non-native species that will be planted.

Director Basset – We will need to worry about the insects and the new beetle problem with 3 
Viburnum species of plants that they destroy and shred viburnum plants and are invasive.

Director Martin – Motion to approve pending full approval from site-plan and pending changes to 
the landscaping list to remove viburnum species and consider native plants for 1400 and 1402 
Drake Rd.

Director Fuller motioned and Director Lettow supported, and the board approved with a roll call 
vote.

2. NFP Site Plan for 3301 Tech Circle Drive – Office Building Addition & Site 
Improvements

Nolan – Colony Farm neighborhood by 131 and 94, corner of Drake and Parkview.  Zoned for 
CBTR – Commercial Building Technical Research, one of the only areas to have that designation 
but they are meeting the use and have a current office building and looking to do an office 
expansion.  They are in Asylum Lake Preserve which is part of NFP, asking about protected trees 
and lighting is not impacting preserve.  Been to Site Plan and will be presenting to the Planning 
Commission in December with a separate approval process with WMU.

Tom Carpenter with AR Engineering is here to answer questions on his plans.  SME is putting an 
addition on their office building, staying out of wood line.  They are looking to remove an 
existing Beech tree in the front with a data line underneath.  One additional in the back and want 
to keep that one.  

Director Frederickson – Tree fencing being used doesn’t look like it would work or survive.  Or 
should be removed and put in a new tree?

Tom – It’s a 36-inch Beech tri-trunk at chest height, the tree does not currently lean over the 
building.  Want to protect as much as we can but not sure we can achieve the total area around the 
tree.

Director Lettow – Maybe we need to outline and see if we should mark it as removal or save. If 
we replace with 2 Beech trees with the disease maybe we should choose a different species.

Nolan - We have lists of species to avoid and have some that are prohibited for applicants to look 
over.  We can add a condition for approval that requires replacing certain species with a certain 
species the board approves.  
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Director Fuller – Stormwater management but Tom doesn’t have with him, but it is in site plan 
review plans.

Director Martin – Motion to approve the NFP Site Plan conditioned upon the inclusion of full tree 
protection fencing specifications on the NFP Site Plan and consideration that the triple trunked 
beech tree be removed and replaced with native species on the replacement tree list with the 
exception of another Beech Tree as Beech Bark disease is spreading in the State of Michigan and 
conditioned upon the switching out of nativars on the landscaping list for more native species and 
approval by City Staff and full Site Plan Approval by the Site Plan Review Committee.

Director Hollander motioned and Director Fuller supported, and the board approved with a roll 
call vote.

Motion to approve the schedule for 2025 for the NFP Board

Nolan - May meeting adjusted for Memorial Day and conflicts with a City Commission Meeting 
and for 2024, the December meeting date conflicts with an existing meeting. If we do not have a 
quorum we can cancel if it comes to that, but it can always be viewed.

The board discussed the 2025 Meeting Schedule: 

Director Hollander – Suggested that the NFP Board hold work sessions for NFP Meetings in 
2025 even if there are no action items on the agenda. 

Nolan – Agreed that this is possible and that there are topics to discuss. 

Director Basset – Commented that they agree with Director Hollanders suggestion and that 
finding time outside of the regular NFP Meetings for subcommittee work is difficult. They also 
suggested that if there are no action items for an upcoming meeting, can City Staff communicate 
with the NFP board ahead of time to understand who is available to attend a meeting and if there 
are not enough board members who can attend, then the meeting can be cancelled. 

Director Lettow – Agreed with Director Bassets comments about having time blocked off already 
for the NFP Meeting and extending for work sessions would be beneficial instead of finding a 
different day or time. 

Nolan – Explained that the meetings in 2024 were front-loaded and back-loaded with meetings 
and less happening in the middle of the year. Explained that Phase 3 NFP work can be connected 
to these work sessions. 

Director Martin - Motion to adopt the 2025 NFP Meeting Schedule with the change of canceling 
the NFP Meeting in December 2025. 

Director Lettow motioned and Director Basset Supported, and the board approved with a roll call 
vote.
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Public Comments:

There were no general citizen comments, either in person or by phone.

Unfinished Business

None

Staff Reports and Update

None

Communications and Announcements

 None

Adjourn Meeting

Director Martin adjourned the meeting at 5:20 p.m.

Page 7 of 66



Community Planning and Economic Development Department | 245 N. Rose Street, Ste 100, Kalamazoo, MI 49007 
Voice: (269) 337-8744 | Fax: (269) 337-8513 | www.kalamazoocity.org 

 

NFP Review Board 
Staff Report 

 City of Kalamazoo  
       

TO: The Natural Features Protection Review Board 
    
FROM: Nolan Bergstrom, NFP Board Liaison  
    
DATE: December 10, 2024  
     
SUBJECT: Approval of a recommendation to the Zoning Board of Appeals to grant relief 

from the NFP Slope Standard for the addition of an upgraded pump house at 
1609 Whites Road. 

     
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Considering the project has yet to go before the site plan review committee and will be required 
to return to the NFP Board as well as the proposed location for the pump house being less 
impactful than the previously approved location to the West. It is recommended the Natural 
Features Protection (NFP) Review Board recommend the dimensional variance to the NFP Slope 
and Slope Setback standards.   
   
BACKGROUND: 
  
The property is located in Kalamazoo at 1609 Whites Road in the South Westnedge 
neighborhood. It is owned and operated by CD-1909 LLC as the Kalamazoo Country Club. The 
parcel is zoned Single-Family Residential (RS-5). Parks/Recreation Facilities are a permitted use 
within the RS-5 Zone District. The Golf Course is a recreational facility. The applicant is 
planning to re-configure the golf course design and implement upgrades. One of these upgrades 
is the pump house. The project has yet to start the Site Plan Review process. 
 
The plan sheets do show proposed protected tree removals and red circles indicate where 
replacement tree plantings are proposed. This is not apart of the variance process for this 
meeting and would be revisited during the Site Plan Review process. A variance to the protected 
tree standard is not required as the removals are justified by right in the NFP Ordinance (§ 50-
6.2F(3)(a)). 
 
This project was before the NFP Review Board in February 2024 seeking a dimensional 
variance recommendation from the Protected Slope and Slope setback NFP Standards: 
 
Dimensional Variance from the Slope Protection Standard: 
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• The NFP ordinance has a  slope protection standard, which prohibits any disturbance to 
slopes of 20% grade or slope setbacks and the critical root zones of protected trees as 
identified in the NFP Ordinance.  

• The current pump house does not have the capacity to meet the needs of future 
development for the site and irrigation needs. 

• The proposed location for the new pump house is within a protected slope area. Locating 
the pump house here mitigates the impacts to protected trees and critical root zones 
closer to Whites Lake.  

 
This was to relocate the existing pump house to a location further west, closer to the boundary of 
the 3921 Oakland Drive Property. This variance recommendation was unanimously approved by 
the NFP Review Board and was approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals at the March 2024 
Meeting.  
 
The applicant is before the board again for a dimensional variance related to the pump house 
location. The intent is to seek a dimensional variance to the NFP Slope and Slope Setback NFP 
Standards to expand the existing pump house facility and surrounds instead of placing the pump 
house to the West as approved previously. The western location would be technically difficult to 
install correctly.  
 
  
   
FINDINGS: 
  
The applicant’s design team evaluated the site to identify all protected natural features on the 
property. The site was placed in the NFP Overlay District for the primary reasons: 
 
Primary Natural Feature: Adjacent to Hydrology (Whites Lake) 
Secondary Natural Feature: Slopes 
Tertiary Natural Feature: none 
 
Applicable standards related to the variance are: 
 

• Protected Slope Standard (§ 50-6.2H) - The Slope near the existing pump house is also 
within 500 ft of Whites Lake and is 20 percent or greater in grade.  

o Protected Slope Setback Standard (§ 50-6.2H(3)) 

 
The applicant’s design team evaluated the site to identify potential impacts to natural features as 
well as determined that the existing variance and location to the west are not viable for a new 
pump house facility as previously intended.   
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Number TREE SPECIES NFP Protect DBH " Remove Removel Reason

1 AMERICAN ELM 18 46

2 AMERICAN ELM 18 48 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

3 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 20

4 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 22

5 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 24

6 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 24

7 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 26

8 AMERICAN SYCAMORE 18 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

9 AUSTRIAN PINE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

10 BLACK LOCUST 16 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

11 BLACK LOCUST 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

12 BLACK OAK 16 16 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

13 BLACK OAK 16 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

14 BLACK OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

15 BLACK OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

16 BLACK OAK 16 26

17 BLACK OAK 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

18 BLACK OAK 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

19 BLACK OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

20 BLACK OAK 16 30

21 BLACK OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

22 BLACK OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

23 BLACK OAK 16 32

24 BLACK OAK 16 32

25 BLACK OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

26 BLACK OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

27 BLACK OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

28 BLACK OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

29 BLACK OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

30 BLACK WALNUT 18 32

31 BLUE SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

32 BLUE SPRUCE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

33 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

34 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)
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35 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

36 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

37 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

38 CBS 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

39 CBS 18 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

40 CEDAR 12 12 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

41 CEDAR 12 12 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

42 COL BLUE SPRUCE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

43 COL BLUE SPRUCE 18 22

44 COL SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

45 COL SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

46 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

47 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

48 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20

49 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20

50 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

51 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

52 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

53 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

54 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

55 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

56 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

57 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20

58 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

59 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

60 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

61 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

62 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 24

63 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 24

64 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

65 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

66 COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

67 CONCOLOR FIR 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

68 CRAB APPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

69 CRAB APPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

70 DOUGLAS FIR 18 20
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71 DOUGLAS FIR 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

72 DOUGLAS FIR 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

73 DOUGLAS FIR 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

74 GREEN ASH 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

75 HICKORY 12 12 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

76 HICKORY 12 13 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

77 HICKORY 12 14

78 HICKORY 12 14 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

79 HICKORY 12 16 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

80 HICKORY 12 16

81 HICKORY 12 20

82 HICKORY 12 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

83 HICKORY 12 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

84 HICKORY 12 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

85 HICKORY 12 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

86 HICKORY 12 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

87 HICKORY 12 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

88 HICKORY 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

89 HICKORY 12 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

90 HICKORY 12 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

91 HICKORY 12 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

92 HICKORY 12 48

93 HICKORY (dbl ldr) 12 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

94 HICKORY (dbl ldr) 12 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

95 HONEY LOCUST 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

96 HONEY LOCUST 16 22

97 HONEY LOCUST 16 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

98 HONEY LOCUST 16 24

99 HONEY LOCUST 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

100 HONEY LOCUST 16 28

101 HONEY LOCUST 16 28

102 HONEY LOCUST 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

103 HONEY LOCUST 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

104 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 24

105 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 24

106 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 24
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107 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 24

108 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

109 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

110 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

111 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 18 36

112 LOCUST 16 19 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

113 LOCUST 16 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

114 LOCUST 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

115 LOCUST 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

116 LOCUST 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

117 LOCUST 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

118 LOCUST 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

119 LOCUST 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

120 N MAPLE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

121 N MAPLE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

122 N. Red Oak 16 26

123 N. Red Oak 16 30

124 N. Red Oak 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

125 NORTHERN CATALPA 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

126 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

127 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

128 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

129 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

130 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24

131 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

132 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

133 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

134 NORWAY MAPLE 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

135 NORWAY MAPLE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

136 NORWAY MAPLE 24 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

137 NORWAY MAPLE 24 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

138 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30

139 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30

140 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

141 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

142 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)
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143 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

144 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30

145 NORWAY MAPLE 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

146 NORWAY MAPLE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

147 NORWAY MAPLE 24 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

148 NORWAY MAPLE 24 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

149 NORWAY MAPLE 24 38 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

150 NORWAY MAPLE 24 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

151 NORWAY MAPLE 24 40

152 NORWAY MAPLE 24 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

153 NORWAY MAPLE - CK 24 24

154 NORWAY MAPLE - CK 24 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

155 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

156 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 20

157 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 20

158 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

159 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 21.5 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

160 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

161 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

162 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

163 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

164 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

165 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

166 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 28

167 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

168 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

169 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

170 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

171 NORWAY SPRUCE 18 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

172 PIGNUT HICKORY 12 42

173 PIN OAK 12 20

174 PIN OAK 12 20

175 PIN OAK 12 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

176 PIN OAK 12 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

177 PIN OAK 12 24

178 PIN OAK 12 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)
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179 PIN OAK 12 24

180 PIN OAK 12 24

181 PIN OAK 12 24

182 PIN OAK 12 26

183 PIN OAK 12 26

184 PIN OAK 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

185 PIN OAK 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

186 PIN OAK 12 28

187 PIN OAK 12 30

188 PIN OAK 12 30

189 PIN OAK 12 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

190 PIN OAK 12 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

191 PIN OAK 12 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

192 PIN OAK 12 32

193 PIN OAK 12 32

194 PINE #38 18 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

195 POPLAR 12 12

196 POPLAR 12 12

197 POPLAR 12 16

198 RED ALDER 24 46 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

199 RED MAPLE 18 18

200 RED MAPLE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

201 RED MAPLE 18 20

202 RED MAPLE 18 20

203 RED MAPLE 18 22

204 RED MAPLE 18 22

205 RED MAPLE 18 24

206 RED MAPLE 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

207 RED MAPLE 18 26

208 RED MAPLE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

209 RED MAPLE 18 48

210 RED OAK 16 19

211 RED OAK 16 20

212 RED OAK 16 20

213 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

214 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)
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215 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

216 RED OAK 16 20

217 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

218 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

219 RED OAK 16 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

220 RED OAK 16 21 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

221 RED OAK 16 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

222 RED OAK 16 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

223 RED OAK 16 23

224 RED OAK 16 24

225 RED OAK 16 24

226 RED OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

227 RED OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

228 RED OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

229 RED OAK 16 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

230 RED OAK 16 24

231 RED OAK 16 24

232 RED OAK 16 24

233 RED OAK 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

234 RED OAK 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

235 RED OAK 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

236 RED OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

237 RED OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

238 RED OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

239 RED OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

240 RED OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

241 RED OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

242 RED OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

243 RED OAK 16 38 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

244 RED OAK 16 38 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

245 RED OAK 16 40

246 RED OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

247 RED OAK 16 46 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

248 RED OAK 16 48

249 RED OAK 16 50

250 RED OAK 16 50
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251 RED PINE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

252 RED PINE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

253 Scarlet Oak 16 17 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

254 SCOT PINE 18 23 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

255 SIBERIAN ELM 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

256 SIBERIAN ELM 24 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

257 SIBERIAN ELM 24 25 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

258 SIBERIAN ELM 24 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

259 SIBERIAN ELM 24 28

260 SIBERIAN ELM 24 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

261 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

262 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30

263 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

264 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

265 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30

266 SIBERIAN ELM 24 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

267 SIBERIAN ELM 24 32

268 SIBERIAN ELM 24 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

269 SIBERIAN ELM 24 36

270 SIBERIAN ELM 24 46

271 SIBERIAN ELM 24 50 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

272 SIBERIAN ELM 24 100 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

273 SILVER BIRCH 12 18

274 SILVER BIRCH 12 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

275 SILVER BIRCH 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

276 SILVER MAPLE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

277 SILVER MAPLE 18 24

278 SILVER MAPLE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

279 SILVER MAPLE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

280 SILVER MAPLE 18 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

281 SILVER MAPLE 18 30

282 SILVER MAPLE 18 30

283 SILVER MAPLE 18 30

284 SILVER MAPLE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

285 SILVER MAPLE 18 36

286 SILVER MAPLE 18 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)
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287 SILVER MAPLE 18 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

288 SILVER MAPLE 18 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

289 SILVER MAPLE 18 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

290 SILVER MAPLE 18 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

291 SILVER MAPLE 18 46 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

292 SILVER MAPLE 18 48 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

293 SILVER MAPLE 18 50

294 SPRUCE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

295 SPRUCE 18 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

296 SUGAR MAPLE 18 18

297 SUGAR MAPLE 18 19 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

298 SUGAR MAPLE 18 20

299 SUGAR MAPLE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

300 SUGAR MAPLE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

301 SUGAR MAPLE 18 24

302 SUGAR MAPLE 18 24

303 SUGAR MAPLE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

304 SUGAR MAPLE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

305 SUGAR MAPLE 18 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

306 SUGAR MAPLE 18 29 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

307 SUGAR MAPLE 18 30

308 SUGAR MAPLE 18 30

309 SUGAR MAPLE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

310 SUGAR MAPLE 18 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

311 SUGAR MAPLE 18 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

312 SUGAR MAPLE 18 42

313 SWEET BIRCH 12 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

314 SWEET CHERRY 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

315 SWEET GUM 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

316 SWEET GUM 12 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

317 SWEETGUM 12 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

318 SWEETGUM 12 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

319 SYCAMORE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

320 SYCAMORE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

321 SYCAMORE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

322 SYCAMORE 18 20
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323 SYCAMORE 18 20

324 SYCAMORE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

325 SYCAMORE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

326 SYCAMORE 18 24

327 SYCAMORE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

328 SYCAMORE 18 24 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

329 SYCAMORE 18 26

330 SYCAMORE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

331 SYCAMORE 18 26

332 SYCAMORE 18 27 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

333 SYCAMORE 18 27 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

334 SYCAMORE 18 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

335 SYCAMORE 18 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

336 SYCAMORE 18 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

337 SYCAMORE 18 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

338 TULIP TREE 18 46

339 TULIP TREE 18 50

340 TULIP TREE 18 52 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

341 WALNUT 18 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

342 WHITE OAK 16 16 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

343 WHITE OAK 16 19 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

344 WHITE OAK 16 21 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

345 WHITE OAK 16 22

346 WHITE OAK 16 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

347 WHITE OAK 16 23 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

348 WHITE OAK 16 24

349 WHITE OAK 16 25 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

350 WHITE OAK 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

351 WHITE OAK 16 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

352 WHITE OAK 16 26

353 WHITE OAK 16 26

354 WHITE OAK 16 27

355 WHITE OAK 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

356 WHITE OAK 16 28 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

357 WHITE OAK 16 29 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

358 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

Page 24 of 66



359 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

360 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

361 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

362 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

363 WHITE OAK 16 30

364 WHITE OAK 16 30

365 WHITE OAK 16 30 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

366 WHITE OAK 16 30

367 WHITE OAK 16 30

368 WHITE OAK 16 32

369 WHITE OAK 16 32

370 WHITE OAK 16 32

371 WHITE OAK 16 32

372 WHITE OAK 16 32 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

373 WHITE OAK 16 33

374 WHITE OAK 16 34 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

375 WHITE OAK 16 34 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

376 WHITE OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

377 WHITE OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

378 WHITE OAK 16 36

379 WHITE OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

380 WHITE OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

381 WHITE OAK 16 36 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

382 WHITE OAK 16 36

383 WHITE OAK 16 37 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

384 WHITE OAK 16 37

385 WHITE OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

386 WHITE OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

387 WHITE OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

388 WHITE OAK 16 40 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

389 WHITE OAK 16 40

390 WHITE OAK 16 42 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

391 WHITE OAK 16 43 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

392 WHITE OAK 16 50 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

393 WHITE OAK 16 55 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

394 WHITE OAK 16 64
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395 WHITE PINE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

396 WHITE PINE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

397 WHITE PINE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

398 WHITE PINE 18 18 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

399 WHITE PINE 18 18

400 WHITE PINE 18 20 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

401 WHITE PINE 18 22 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

402 WHITE PINE 18 24

403 WHITE PINE 18 24

404 WHITE PINE 18 24

405 WHITE PINE 18 24

406 WHITE PINE 18 26 1 50-6.2 (F)(3)(a)

407 WHITE PINE 18 30

408 WHITE PINE 18 30

409 WHITE PINE 18 32

410 WHITE PINE 18 32

411 WHITE PINE 18 36

412 WHITE PINE 18 36

413 WHITE PINE 18 36
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Community Planning & Economic Development 
245 N Rose St • Suite 100 • Kalamazoo, MI 49007 

(269) 337-8000 • www.kalamazoocity.org 
 

 
 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL SITE PLAN REVIEW APPLICATION  
FOR NATURAL FEATURES PROTECTION 
 
For projects located within the Natural Features Protection (NFP) Overlay District, separate site plan 
approval is required before the full site plan can be approved. This review is done either by the NFP 
Review Board or administratively by staff to verify conformance with NFP Overlay District zoning code 
(Chapter 50, NFP). The NFP Overlay District map can be found on the City’s GIS mapping website (select 
“Planning & Zoning” layer and make sure “NFP Overlay” is clicked on). 
 
The NFP Supplemental Application must be completed and submitted with the regular Site Plan Review 
Application and checklists. The NFP Review Board meets monthly to review and approve applications. 
City staff can assist in scheduling a project at an upcoming NFP Review Board meeting. While the review 
process offers some flexibility, projects often seek NFP approval between the Pre-Application meeting 
and regular Site Plan Review meeting.  
 
Section I. Project & Applicant Information 
 
All projects must complete Section I. If the project will not impact any natural features on the site, and 
does not trigger additional stormwater controls or treatment, applicants should sign and submit Section 
I only. Staff will review and determine if the application can be approved administratively. 
 
Section II. Natural Features Checklist & Attachments 
 
For projects proposing improvements or changes to the site that impact natural features, change 
grading, or involve work in or near NFP setbacks, Sections II and III must be completed. Section II 
identifies which natural features are present and standards apply. Section III will assist you in 
determining what documentation and additional plan sets are needed for a complete application. Once 
a complete application is submitted to the City, the project will be scheduled for the next available NFP 
Review Board meeting and an application fee of $110 will apply. 
 

QUESTIONS 
 
Contact the NFP staff liaison with any questions about your NFP Supplemental Application at (269) 337-
8045 or development@kalamazoocity.org . 
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Community Planning & Economic Development 
245 N Rose St • Suite 100 • Kalamazoo, MI 49007 

(269) 337-8000 • www.kalamazoocity.org

SECTION I. PROJECT AND APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Please provide all of the project and applicant information requested below. Include the date of your 
regular site plan review meeting, if one has been scheduled or already taken place. 

APPLICANT NAME: 

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 

APPLICANT EMAIL: PHONE: 

PARCEL ADDRESS/PIN: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

OWNER NAME: 
(if different) 
HAS REGULAR 
SITE PLAN REVIEW 
MEETING OCCURRED? 

  Yes 
 No 

DATE OF SITE PLAN 
REVIEW MEETING: 

NFP APPLICATION REQUIRED?

By signing below, the applicant certifies that no natural features will be disturbed as part of this project. 

Print name:  

Signature:         Date:  

Is the project limited to interior work only with no exterior ground changes or increase in impervious 
coverage? 

YES 
If YES, Sections II & III of this application are not needed. Sign below & submit only this page 
with your site plan review or permit application. 

NO   If NO, proceed to Sections II & III. Do NOT sign below. 

(first)    (last) 

(number)    (street name) 

(city) (state)   

(first)      (last) 

(Zip)
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Community Planning & Economic Development 
245 N Rose St • Suite 100 • Kalamazoo, MI 49007 

(269) 337-8000 • www.kalamazoocity.org 
 

 
 
 
SECTION II. NFP SITE PLAN CHECKLIST & ATTACHMENTS 
 
Use the checklist to determine what documentation and addition plans sets must be prepared for this 
application. All plan sets, maps, and additional information must be attached to this application to be 
considered complete. If you checked “no” to certain NFP items in questions 1-7 in Section II, record 
“N/A” on the checklist.  
 
REQUIRED: NFP SITE PLAN SET 
 
All applications must include separate sheets in the plan set showing the following: 
 

1. Existing conditions map showing an inventory of all protected natural features and any 
associated natural features setbacks with distances (use checklist below) 
 

2. Future development plan overlaid onto the existing conditions and natural features inventory; 
indicate where and to what extent protected natural features will be disturbed, removed, 
altered, or impacted in any way and which natural features will be protected during and after 
construction 
 
Future development plan must include: 
 

- Boundary with extent of re-grading, construction, or site preparation activities 
- All existing and new building footprints (mark whether existing buildings will be 

removed or maintained) 
- New and existing parking surfaces or structures, sidewalks, trails, and other impervious 

or semi-impervious surfaces including decks, patios, viewing platforms, etc. (list 
proposed surface materials and whether existing surfaces will be maintained or 
removed) 

- Proposed location of fencing and screening, whether permanent, natural, or 
construction silt fencing and/or natural feature protection fencing (with specifications) 

- Stormwater facilities showing boundary of ground disturbance, grading or construction 
activities, if located near natural features 

- New utilities and/or relocation of existing utilities showing corridors that could impact 
natural features 
 

3. Landscape plan detailing the minimum elements needed to meet zoning code requirements and 
all proposed additional landscaping elements or features (include table with species name) 
 

4. Any additional plans or tables detailing which natural features will be restored or replaced after 
construction, if required (e.g., riparian buffer installation or slope restoration plan may be 
required under certain circumstances when the ordinance allows changes within these 
protected areas) 
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WETLANDS Present: 

 
Included 

on page #: 
Notes: 

Mark existing wetland boundaries with notes about 
wetland conditions.  
Attach a copy of EGLE permit or permit application for 
work impacting Part 303 wetlands regulated by the State. 

        Yes 

        No 
  

WATER RESOURCES Present: 

 
Included 
on page #: 

Notes: 

Mark the location of all water resources on the parcel and 
those within 25 feet of the parcel boundaries. 
Attach a copy of EGLE permit or permit application for 
work impacting Part 301 waters regulated by the State. 

        Yes 

        No 
  

Show required setbacks with dimensions; describe 
existing or future ground cover within riparian setbacks.    

TREES Present: 

 
Included 
on page #: 

Notes: 

Mark the location of all “protected” trees that are 
proposed to be removed and those that will remain and 
require protection fencing. 

        Yes 

        No 
  

Include a table with species name, size (DBH and height), 
and condition of “protected” trees that are proposed to 
be removed and list replacement tree information. 

   

Provide a note with justification for removal.    

WOODLANDS Present: 

 
Included 
on page #: 

Notes: 

Delineate the boundary of all woodlands on the parcel 
noting where woodlands likely extend onto adjacent 
parcels. 

        Yes 

        No 
  

Mark all areas of woodland that will be retained and 
removed (i.e., cleared).    

Include a table or note with the required preservation 
ratio (based on existing woodland coverage), percentage 
proposed to be removed, and rationale for selecting area 
for removal. 

   

SLOPES Present: 

 
Included 
on page #: 

Notes: 

Provide a slope analysis that shows the boundaries of all 
“protected” slopes and mark the required setback(s). 

 

        Yes 

        No 
  

Include a note with co-existing feature that triggers 
“protected” slope status (e.g., wooded, within 500 ft of 
water resource. 
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*Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) Rare Species Reviews can be requested at:
https://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/services/rare-species-reviews

ACCEPTED DATA SOURCES & ANALYSIS 

All data sources, analysis, and professionals are subject to approval by the City Planner according to 
Chapter 50-6.2. The following guidance may be useful when selecting a professional or methodology for 
inventorying natural features. 

1. WETLANDS
• Wetland delineation report performed by a qualified consultant including a map denoting

delineated boundary of all wetlands, OR
• Most recent US Fish & Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Inventory boundary

(State of Michigan mapper: https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/water-
resources/wetlands/inventory-maps)

2. PROTECTED TREE IDENTIFICATION
• May be performed by an qualified professional (including ISA Certified Arborist or similar); a

full tree inventory is not required if all necessary information can be obtained and
communicated using another survey, inventory, or site assessment methodology

3. WOODLANDS
• A qualified professional, such as an ISA Certified Arborist, landscape architect, or license

engineer may perform a desktop analysis or field survey to delineate woodlands
• When a variances is being requests to remove more woodland cover than is allowed under

the preservation ration, the following is required
- Woodland assessment report with determination that the Trees per Area (TPA) meets

the NFP definition of a woodland and mapped delineation of woodland
- Woodland assessment report with a determination that Basal Area is equivalent to the

TPA in the NFP definition and meets definition of a woodland and mapped delineation
of woodland

- In addition to determination of whether stand of trees meets NFP definition of a
woodland, assessment must include information on general species diversity,

- 

NATURAL HERITAGE AREAS Present: 

Is an MNFI* rare species review required? 
Parcels can be pre-screened using the City’s GIS website, 
click on the “Planning & Zoning” layer and “NFP Overlay” 
layer; then click on parcel and see MNFI status. 

  Yes 

 No 

If an MNFI rare species review is required, attach the 
resulting report. 
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composition of species, any notable trees (either notable species or size), invasive 
species composition, and general health and age observations of tree stand 
 

4. PROTECTED SLOPES 
• Topographic survey performed in the field by a qualified consultant to delineate areas of a 

slope with grade of 20% or greater 
• Desktop analysis performed using U.S. Geological Survey digital topographic maps, LIDAR, 

digital elevation map, or equivalent data showing 2’ intervals or finer resolution, performed 
by a qualified consultant or engineer 
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C i t y   o f   K a l a m a z o o

INTER-OFFICEMEMO
To: Natural Features Review Board

From: Nolan Bergstrom, Staff Liaison

Date: December 5, 2024

Subject: 1609 Whites Road Variance Application

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended the Natural Features Protection (NFP) Review Board recommend approval 
to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for relieve requested through this application. The variance 
request successfully demonstrates a hardship in meeting the full requirements of the NFP 
standard for slope protection.

BACKGROUND

The project is located at 1609 Whites Road, the existing Kalamazoo Country Club site. The 
proposed project will relocate and upgrade to a pump house with more capacity to serve future 
development. The project involves disturbance of protected slopes along the Southwestern 
corner of the property near Whites Lake. The property is zoned RS-5. No other significant 
redevelopment work is proposed for this project currently and the project has yet to start the Site 
Plan Review process. The variance is required to start the site plan process. 

The project is located within the NFP Overlay District. The primary feature is slope at the 
Northern edge of the parcel closest to Angling Road. The project identified both protected slopes 
(just over 20% grade) and protected trees on the property. The applicant CD-1909, LLC is 
requesting a variance from the NFP slope standard. The project submitted a full variance 
application to Community Planning & Economic Development Department, and a hearing is 
scheduled before the ZBA on March 14, 2024. 

After several meetings with staff, the applicant is requesting the following:

Dimensional Variance from the Slope Protection Standard:
• The NFP ordinance has a highly conservation slope protection standard, which prohibits 

any disturbance to slopes of 20% grade or slope setbacks and the critical root zones of 
protected trees as identified in the NFP Ordinance. 

• The current pump house does not have capacity to meet the needs of future development 
for the site and irrigation needs.

• The proposed location for the new pump house is within a protected slope area. Locating 
the pump house here mitigates the impacts to protected trees and critical root zones 
closer to Whites Lake. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Considering the project has yet to go before the site plan review 
committee and will be required to return to the NFP Board during that process and this is a 
reasonable use of the property and limits the impact to existing protected trees and critical root 
zones, staff recommend the variance from the slope standard.

ATTACHMENTS
Variance Application
Variance NFP Sheets
NFP Plan Set
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MINUTES
CITY OF KALAMAZOO

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
March 14, 2024 - 7:00 p.m.

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS

.  

Members Present: Joe Hohler III, Allison Haan, Remi Harrington, Tony McReynolds, Beth 
van den Homberg, and Gary Wark

Members Absent: None

City Staff: Pete Eldridge, Zoning Administrator; Charles Bear, Assistant City 
Attorney; Shelby Donaldson, Recording Secretary

Chair Hohler called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.

Mr. Eldridge performed a roll call of board members present for the meeting.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:  Chair Hohler summarized the process and explained the Zoning Board 
of Appeals public hearing rules of procedures.  For each request, the secretary will read the 
application into the public record.  The applicant or their representative will have 10 minutes to 
present their comments, followed by public comments in favor of the application where they will 
state their name and address and speak for three minutes. Following that those in opposition will 
be invited to speak for three minutes.  The public can call in to 888-382-9556 to enter a queue to 
comment live for any property on the agenda and will no longer be able to leave a recorded 
message, then the public hearing will be closed on that request. The Board would then conduct the 
finding of facts. The Board must approve the Finding of Fact. Therefore, the first vote you hear is 
not a ruling on the request, but the Finding of Fact, then the Board discusses the request in order 
to determine a ruling. The Board reserves the privilege to ask questions of persons who have 
already spoken even though the public comment portion is closed.  Once discussion has ended the 
Board moves onto a roll call vote.  A full board consists of six members and four affirmative votes 
are required to grant a motion for a non-use or use variance. 

Chair Hohler asked if there were any changes to the original agenda and Mr. Eldridge replied there 
are no changes to the original agenda but there was an announcement related to 4100 Oakland 
Drive. Mr. Eldridge received phone calls and emails that day. The company that is providing the 
construction signs for this project has already delivered the signage for this project, if it moves 
forward tonight, and has placed them along Vincent Road and Angling Road and he wanted to 
assure everyone that there's not even a date set for the start of the project and the City of 
Kalamazoo’s Public Services Department is still waiting for traffic control plan to be submitted 
and there has been no determination of what's going to happen at the intersection of Oakland Drive 
and Angling Road. He added that there may be one lane open because of the other street closures. 
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He added that this will be up the traffic engineer.   There has not been a traffic control plan 
submitted by the developer yet, which will need to be reviewed and approved.  Then there will be 
a media release on this project to inform the public in advance of when this will start and what 
exactly is occurring. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

 Mr. McReynolds moved to approve the minutes as submitted, seconded by Ms. van den 
Hombergh. The motion was approved by voice vote unanimously.

Ms. Harrington read the application for 700 River Street into the record.
  
ZBA#24-03-04: 700 River Street: An application for dimensional variances for the provisions 
of the Zoning Ordinance has been filed with the Zoning Board of Appeals by Dr. Michelle 
Johnson of the Playgrown Housing Development, is requesting dimensional variances from 
Chapter 50 for the form-based development standards related to the ‘Yard-Detached’ lot 
type: 1) a dimensional variance from Chapter 50-5.6 H (1)(d) 13, to authorize two driveways 
on Bridge Street where only one driveway is permitted and 2) a dimensional variance from 
Chapter 50-5.6 H (1)(d) 13 to authorize three driveways on Ampersee Street where only one 
driveway is permitted.     

Please note that this request will not change the zoning classification of the property. This is a 
request for a variance only regarding the items described above.

Mr. Mike Hoffman, of Intersect Studios, the design firm for the project, spoke on behalf of the 
project. There was also Kennedy Williams and Mia Sanchez, who are with the development team. 
He said Dr. Michelle Johnson had to go out of town for business, but she's eager to get this variance 
approved so she can move on to the next phase of the project. He added that Tim Stewart of Hurley 
and Stewart Civil Engineers is also in attendance. Mr. Hoffman said this really comes down to the 
structure of property ownership, Playgrown, as a developer, is trying to make home ownership 
accessible for people who have had struggles in that area. He said the way that the property is 
structured it will be handled in a trust as a single property then the homes themselves will 
eventually be sold, in the same manner as a condo but the properties are not subdivided like a 
condo would be, which triggered the need for a variance because of the ordinance being one 
driveway or curb cut, per street frontage, per ownership of the land so because it is one entity, even 
though there will be 10 housing units and that entity, the ordinance says only one driveway and 
they have done their best and they even removed two of the curb cuts during the preliminary site 
plan meeting with the city staff to try to tighten up the number of drives. He said that under the 
original platting, there could be four homes on Ampersee and four on River, totaling eight drives 
but they are requesting six total: one on Hotop, three on Ampersee, and two on River. He added 
that some of that is related to where the housing units have been placed and the Ampersee elevation 
is higher, because the river is on the west, this is a floodplain property, and they have to build up 
the elevation for the homes, so they are out of the floodplain and they had to do some compensating 
cutting to allow the river not to change the floodplain level for that. He said the elevation is higher 
on Ampersee, it’s also furthest from the river, which makes it the best place to put the homes to 
meet the EGLE requirements for the floodplain development, also to create the lower area closer 
to the river. Mr. Hoffman stated those are the primary reasons that led to the variance request 
because they're based on the site and not how they're doing the ownership of the site and not asking 
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for a changing of the ordinance to fit that. He also said another aspect is that the site has a lot of 
environmental contamination, which is mostly along Ampersee, which they will be digging out 
and replacing with clean fill and as they raise the property to where the homes are, which is another 
good reason they ended up with the 10 units along the River and Ampersee corners. 

Chair Hohler asked for staff comments, and they are as follows: Mr. Eldridge stated the review 
criteria of there being special circumstances related to the property and the focal point was the soil 
contamination, the 100-year floodplain and, as Mr. Hoffman pointed out, where they're putting the 
houses they have to remove soil and add clean soil to the area and added that the floodplain 
requirements in dealing with the contaminated soils were the main reasons the housing is 
concentrated on the north and east sides. He said regarding the number of driveways allowed, this 
section of the ordinance is written if the property were to be subdivided, a driveway is permitted 
per lot but in this case, because it's being held as one parcel with ownership situation similar to a 
condominium type development, it's one drive per street frontage, which is where the difficulty 
lies, so what the developer has done is decrease the number of curb cuts and created shared 
driveways for the single family homes.  This will result in five total driveways for ten single family 
dwellings. 
 
Chair Hohler asked if there was anyone who wanted to speak in favor of the applicant and there 
was none.

Chair Hohler asked if anyone wanted to speak against the applicant and there was none.

Chair Hohler asked if there were any call ins and there were none.

Chair Hohler asked if there were any other questions from the board and there were none.

Chair Hohler closed the public hearing.

Chair Hohler asked, out of curiosity, how would they move forward if the board votes no and Mr. 
Hoffman said they would most likely put a driveway that goes behind the homes and have a larger, 
common drive and parking area, but that would eliminate a large portion of green space behind 
the homes. Chair Hohler said doing it this way would create less drives and more green space and 
Mr. Hoffman said yes and because the homes have to sit up higher because of the floodplain issue, 
so if the parking was behind, they would also have to worry about how they transverse up to get 
to the homes and keep that mobile for everyone. 

Mr. Wark wanted to know how much contamination is on the site and where it is and Mr. Hoffman 
said, if he remembers correctly, from all the environmental details, it’s mostly arsenic, which 
occurs pretty naturally in the soils in this area, as he understands it, it's in the clay about two feet 
deep and they're bringing in two feet of fill to cover that, but it's Dr. Johnson's desire to go above 
and beyond the minimum standards for cleaning the site, and remove the two feet of soil containing 
the arsenic, dispose of it properly off site, and bring in additional fill plus what they're moving in 
the compensating cut, to handle the floodplain level and build up that soil so in 20 years if 
homeowners want to put a tree in and they’re digging down two feet, they're not getting into that 
soil. 

FINDING OF FACT
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 Mr. McReynolds moved the Finding of Fact as follows: 

1.) The Finding of Fact for 700 River Street shall include all information 
included in the notice of public hearing dated February 24, 2024 in the 
agenda packet staff provided for this request.  

2.) 24 notices of public hearing were sent, and five responses were received as 
follows: Mr. Reynaldo Archer, Mr. Jonathan Price of Ray Street, Mr. Ray 
Wood, Randall, and Mrs. Wilkerson, all in support.    

3.) A public hearing was held before the board and public comments and 
telephone calls were accepted. There were none. 

4.) The Finding of Fact shall include all facts and comments made during the 
public hearing which are summarized to include without limitation, the 
following:

Mr. Hoffman mentioned a 100-year floodplain and soil contamination issues on 
Ampersee. He also talked about soil removal and the layout of the property not being 
ideal for the parking situation.

Ms. van den Hombergh seconded the Finding of Fact.

Discussion:

Chair Hohler stated he will vote in favor because it will be a good use of that land, he added that 
it seems the literal enforcement of the ordinance is probably unwarranted in this instance, 
otherwise the alternative is to force them to subdivide and put in more driveways than what they 
are willing to work with.
Mr. Wark added he will also vote in favor because he likes the fact that they are willing to go 
above and beyond removing the contamination and if it's not approved there will be a loss of green 
space on this site by rerouting the drives.
Ms. Harrington added she is also in support because she feels they have taken very careful and 
intentional consideration to develop the site and to be good neighbors and stewards of this property.
Mr. Eldridge reminded the board that procedurally they still needed to do a voice vote on the 
finding of fact and agreed with Chair Hohler that these variances needed to be voted on separately.

Motion approved for the Finding of Fact by voice vote unanimously.

Mr. McReynolds made a motion to approve the application for the dimensional variance 
from Chapter 50-5.6 H (1)(d) 13, to authorize two driveways on Bridge Street where only 
one driveway is permitted, seconded by Ms. van den Hombergh.

Motion was approved unanimously by a roll call vote.
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Chair Hohler made a motion to approve the application for the dimensional variance from 
Chapter 50-5.6 H (1)(d) 13, to authorize three driveways on Ampersee Street where only one 
driveway is permitted, seconded by Ms. van den Hombergh. 

Motion was approved unanimously by a roll call vote. 

Ms. Harrington read the application for 4100 Oakland Drive into the record.
  
ZBA#24-03-05: 4100 Oakland Drive: An application for a variance has been filed with the 
Zoning Board of Appeals by the Oakland Financial Company, LLC. They are requesting a 
variance from the Natural Features Protection Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 50-6.2 H, to 
allow the re-alignment of Angling Road with Oakland Drive, which will encroach into a 
protected slope (which has a grade greater than 20%) and protected slope setback. This will 
impact approximately .74 acres of protected slope and  .58 acres of protected setback area.    

Please note that this request will not change the zoning classification of the property. This is a 
request for a variance only regarding the items described above.

Mr. Tim Stewart, of Hurley and Stewart Engineers located at 2800 South 11th Street in Kalamazoo, 
is working with the Kalamazoo Country Club and the two representatives with the Kalamazoo 
Country Club, Mr. John Fulling and J. J. Henn, who is the representative of the owner of the 
Country Club. Mr. Stewart said they wanted to talk about their variance for grading some slopes 
on the south side of the intersection of Angling Road and Oakland Drive. Mr. Stewart presented 
pictures, that were also included in the agenda packets given to the board, of what the intersection 
presently looks like. He said if you've been in that area of Oakland Drive, you know that Angling 
Road comes in at an odd, sharp angle and even though there's a signal there, with the development 
of the country club, the new entrance is going to come in directly across from the Angling Road 
intersection. He said the long-range plan is that the existing Country Club facilities that are 
accessed from Whites Road will be demolished and the new Country Club will contain a 
clubhouse, a golf performance center, a tennis building and there’s a short course on the parcel on 
the east side of Oakland Drive, but all of that activity and traffic will now come out to Oakland 
Drive, so as part of the project they designed all of these improvements, gained site plan approval 
last year, and as the board saw if they’ve been through there, the Country Club’s buildings and site 
work are under construction right now. He stated that part of the next phase this year they want to 
construct the improvements of the Oakland and Angling intersection and in order to bring this new 
driveway up to Oakland Drive, constructing a new signal and then from a safety standpoint, it’s 
important to realign Angling Road so that it curves like many intersections around our area, and 
comes in at a 90° angle, which is a much safer configuration from a traffic standpoint, and visibility 
as you're rounding corners will be greatly improved. He stated as part of that, the Country Club 
has negotiated with the Oakland Bible Church, on the south side, and purchased a small sliver of 
right of way in order to make this reconfiguration. Mr. Stewart pulled up a drawing of how Angling 
Road intersects with Oakland Drive from the west and said all of the red hatching will be removed 
and will be realigned and there will be a short boulevard section and turning lanes in each direction, 
or drivers can go straight across to the Country Club, in addition there will be a new traffic signal. 
He then pulled up the grading plan and explained there will be quite a bit of grade change from 
south to north through this intersection, and also toward the west. He then went back to the first 
page and explained the purpose of the request and the work that will be required. He stated the 
purple hatch are the slopes that are greater than 20% and to complete the work there's a little bit of 
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grading that will need to be completed along that stretch and they will impact two small areas that 
are protected by the natural features protection zoning overlay, and those are on the corner closest 
to Oakland Drive and just immediately south of Angling, there’s a small section where the blue 
hatch gets into the purple hatch, and there’s another little sections on the west edge and in total it’s 
about 0.05 acres of slopes they will be impacting and also as part of the ordinance there's about 
0.03 acres if slope setbacks. He said the request has been before the Natural Features Protection 
Board already and they approved it unanimously, and it was also taken in front of the city's tree 
committee, because there are eight trees in the right of way, and they approved that removal as 
well, in addition to having site plan approval from city staff and they are asking for approval of 
their variance request to allow them to complete the work and it would be moving forward later 
this year. Mr. Stewart asked if there were any questions and Ms. van den Hombergh asked, since 
she would be doing the finding of fact and didn’t want to cut into his time, she repeated his name 
and credentials, then asked for the names of the people with him, Mr. John Fulling and Mr. J.J. 
Henn. Chair Hohler said there may be more questions later.

Chair Hohler asked for staff comments, and they were as follows: Mr. Eldridge stated that there is 
review criteria that is utilized for NFP variances and as Mr. Stewart mentioned, this went before 
the Natural Features Protection Review Board on February 29th and was unanimously approved, 
then went to the tree committee on March 5th, and there are questions asked about if there would 
be any replanting going on along the south side of Angling Road and the answer is yes, that was 
the reason for the meeting with the tree committee so there will be significant replanting going on 
there. He added what he wanted to touch on was that there are two significant things and the first 
is the realignment because it was mentioned that the angle which Angling Road comes into 
Oakland Drive isn’t ideal and for an intersection, it’s best to have a 90° connection point of one 
street into another, and secondly they're trying not to create here what was created years ago just 
south of Kilgore on Oakland Drive: south of Kilgore and north of 94, there’s Greenbriar Drive, 
which is an entrance into a neighborhood on the east side of Oakland Drive and to the west is 
Preserve Boulevard, which is the entrance to the subdivision built on the west side of Oakland 
Drive and there was an old farmhouse so they were unable to align the intersections and put one 
traffic signal in, so there's two traffic signals staggered by a short distance, and that’s an inefficient 
setup, and the last thing we want to create is to have this new driveway for the Kalamazoo Country 
Club, that's going to have a significant amount of traffic flow, not aligned with where Angling 
Road comes into Oakland Drive. He said there are comments being made that this is being done 
just for the Country Club, but this is going to create a better intersection, along with a new 
crosswalk with a pedestrian signal, that will be on the south side of the intersection, and they will 
also be rebuilding some sidewalks so there will be some benefits to this project. He added that 
because of our Kalamazoo River Valley, we constantly deal with slopes and wetlands and once 
again, are faced with a little bit of impact into the slope and the protected slope setback. He said 
as far as disturbance in the slope setback, it's approximately 1,350 square feet and the disturbance 
in the slope setback itself is 1,500 square feet, so these aren’t large numbers, to Mr. Stewart’s point 
with the graphics showing where the protected slopes are, yet the impacted area is quite small. 

Mr. Eldridge said he wanted to make the connection there and the other comments related to the 
intersection upgrades that the city is looking forward to. He wanted to revisit his comments earlier 
in the evening about the construction signage that was delivered, prematurely, along Vincent and 
Angling Road, which has caused some misunderstanding. He said the project hasn’t been approved 
and has to go through this board tonight and if approved, it has to go back to public services for 
them to work out the final details and get the traffic control plan from the developer and then there 
will be a press release, so more information will be coming regarding the project and he 
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understands that the signs being out there can be misleading but there is no start date for this 
project. 

Ms. Harrington asked what the justification was for saying this intersection would be better after 
the upgrades and Mr. Eldridge said the city traffic engineer was the lead on redesigning this 
intersection, so this isn't coming from the developer but it's coming from the public services 
department and that 90° intersection creates better lines of sight. Ms. Harrington, she wanted to be 
clear about it because obviously the project isn't approved yet, but was the study done on behalf 
of the project and how did the traffic engineer arrive at the understanding that this would be an 
intersection upgrade, when was the traffic study done and why? Mr. Eldridge said he doesn’t know 
about a traffic study but maybe Mr. Stewart does, but he was saying the developer put together the 
plan and said here’s where the new driveway is going to come out for the Kalamazoo Country 
Club and that's where the city got involved and said if that's where it's going to come out, we need 
to sit down and work through this because we want one comprehensive intersection there with one 
traffic signal. Mr. Eldridge added that if she wanted to ask the applicant she can because he wasn’t 
privy to those meetings. 

Mr. Wark asked if he heard correctly about this being approved by the NFP Board and Mr. Eldridge 
said yes, Mr. Wark then asked about the property purchased by the developer being turned over to 
the city and the city would in turn do the street because it’s a small sliver and Mr. Eldridge said 
there’s an easement agreement between the developer, the property owner which is the church 
that's located there, and the City of Kalamazoo to complete the work and at the end of the day, that  
additional strip of property that the developer has purchased from the church will become part of 
the city right of way.
Ms. van den Hombergh said she understands that the city did a study, but did Mr. Eldridge also 
say that they were waiting for a study from the state and Mr. Eldridge said no, he doesn't have any 
knowledge of a study, but he was saying that the intersection plan that was shown tonight came 
from the developer meeting with public services, and public services crafted this new intersection 
and said Mr. Stewart could comment.
Mr. Stewart said a traffic study was conducted on behalf of the country club to analyze the new 
drive connection to Oakland Drive that was submitted to the city and reviewed by the city's traffic 
engineer to evaluate if Oakland Dr. can handle this traffic and if it's sufficient, are there any other 
upgrades that are needed, and if this connection is going to be made to Oakland Drive, where 
should it go? He stated the existing Lakeside Drive is all the way at eh very north line and they 
looked at if they could use the existing drive connection and not make any alterations at all and as 
Mr. Eldridge said, there's too much traffic there and you would want to have a signal there for 
activity coming and going from the Country Club. He said that's all been done following standard 
appropriate engineering review and judgment, calculations, and projections, and there's a lot of 
work that went into that, so they feel this connection at this location, and the improvements that 
the city requested through the site plan approval process, are appropriate. 
Ms. van den Hombergh said she had a question she felt is important to her and the constituents, 
she wanted something specific in the minutes regarding the eight trees that are going to be 
removed, and the Natural Features Protection has approved it, the city’s tree committee has 
approved it and it says that it’s going to be replaced using wild type native plants or desired trees, 
and she wanted it specifically written that they are hardwood, deciduous trees, like Maple, Crimson 
Maple, or Oak not Saw Grass or Birch or Chinese Elm and Mr. Stewart wanted to clarify that Mr. 
Eldridge mentioned the trees would be replaced on the south side of Angling, and that’s not true 
because there isn’t room with the road changes, so the tree committee asked that they replace the 
eight trees, two of which are dead, with 16 trees in a different location and they talked about since 
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the property has a lot of frontage along the east side of Oakland Drive, there’s many opportunities 
to plant these 16 trees there.  He added that as part of the previous approvals for the Country Club, 
this board approved a variance on previous natural features, and they are under obligation to plant 
4 1/2 acres of new trees on the short course and 2 1/2 acres of native grasses and all of the trees 
are from the cities approved list, which are hardwoods, and they will be creating a woodland. Ms. 
van den Hombergh thanked him for clarifying.
Ms. Harrington said that, with all due respect, she feels she's not clear on the benefit for the 
community in its totality so she needs to know how it is going to benefit the community and added 
that the Country Club feels like Kalamazoo A and Kalamazoo B and said she has no touch points 
with anybody at the Country Club and nobody told her she couldn't go there but, there is nothing 
that specifically benefits her from the Country Club whatsoever, but what does affect her is when 
we don't consider how development impacts climate change and some of the most vulnerable areas 
of our community and she wants to understand if we're going to be addressing the issue of natural 
features protection, like if the Country Club doesn't necessarily benefit her in any way, she doesn't 
want the Country Club to harm her. She said she lives in one of the most vulnerable neighborhoods 
in our community and she also loves people in some of the most vulnerable neighborhoods in our 
community, she wants to understand how this is going to be beneficial for the community, because 
she does drive on Oakland Drive and Angling. Mr. Stewart said he would try to answer her 
question and he wanted her to redirect him if he’s not. He said to him, this isn’t about the Country 
Club, but about the use of the property and access to Oakland Drive, and there are proper ways to 
design access and the reason for this is to properly design this, make and make this a safe 
intersection. He stated we have all gone through intersections where the roads don't line up square 
and you have to crane your neck to turn around for visibility and the more you have to do that the 
less safe it is, in addition there is some great change from south to north through this intersection, 
so as you're traveling north on Oakland Drive and you're coming to that light, there's a big dip just 
to the south of that so it's great that there is a signal there already, but Angling comes in at an odd 
angle and he wouldn't be surprised if there's already accidents occurring there. He said the country 
club is going to put more traffic into that intersection and paying for a new traffic signal, but they're 
doing it the right way with the city’s endorsement of realigning the other side. He also said that 
this is probably costing them several hundred thousand dollars and they're doing improvements to 
the city’s infrastructure in order to make that connection, so there's no request on the city and to 
him this is a much safer situation for the public.
Chair Hohler said so ultimately if this was a no from the board, the project is moving forward with 
the Country Club, this is just a nice addition and if they don't approve it the work is still going to 
happen at the Country Club, and Mr. Eldridge said yes, and Chair Hohler added that a no from the 
board could make this stretch of road more dangerous instead of safer and Mr. Eldridge said yes, 
because you would either have a high traffic entrance and exit point for the Country Club, with no 
traffic signal, which goes to the quality of life, like what would they expect to see on Oakland 
Drive if this isn't passed? It would impact traffic congestion. Ms. Harrington asked if there would 
be more traffic because of this development and Mr. Eldridge stated there would be more traffic 
shifting from Whites Road, depending on the time of day and any events in the area, to Oakland 
Drive which will create more congestion unless there's a signalized intersection for cars to come 
out to.

Mr. Steward wanted to get back to Ms. Harrington touching on global warming and advised that 
they are very sensitive to that in the Country Club is an excellent example of stewardship and 
added that Mr. Fulling could tell them about the work they do controlling fertilizer, water quality 
and invasive species, but right now they are asking for a variance for touching some slopes, not 
trees, and they won't be impacting wetlands or bodies of water, they have a slope that’s over 20%, 
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and they need permission to touch those, in a very small area, so they can do these improvements 
they feel are beneficial to the community. Ms. van den Hombergh asked if the city is paying a 
portion of this, and Mr. Stewart said no. She then asked how much the Country Club, or the entity 
that owns it, who she said she believes is Matthew Maroun who she believes is the sole owner and 
investor of Oakland Financial Company, and Mr. Stewart said he doesn’t know, and Mr. Eldridge 
also admitted he doesn’t know that name. She said she guess it will have to be alleged now, but 
she wanted to know how much he was paying for this, and Mr. Stewart asked if she was talking 
about the land from the church and Ms. van den Hombergh replied for everything, for the 
intersection to be safer? Mr. Stewart asked if she was referring to the road improvements or the 
country club development and she said she is talking about parcel at 4100 Oakland Drive and all 
of the improvements they’re doing, she wanted to know if there was a budget and Mr. Eldridge 
said he didn’t feel that was germane to the variance so it’s the applicants choice to answer that 
question and Mr. Stewart said he doesn’t know and Ms. Harrington asked why isn’t that germane 
and Mr. Eldridge said that the focus should be on the impact of this project on the natural features 
and Chair Hohler said he believes that it's outside of the criteria for the current consideration and 
outside the zoning department, budgeting is somebody else's issue. 

Mr. Eldridge added that he didn't want to put a representative for the company on the spot and 
added that he had an announcement that public services staff has been working behind the scenes 
ever since it was discovered that all of the construction signs were delivered, he wanted to 
backtrack and said it was not the development company that informed the sign people to drop the 
signs off, there was a mistake and the signs were inadvertently delivered early by the company and 
public services would be there to remove the signs the next day, and they would be brought back 
closer to the start date of the project.   
 
Chair Hohler asked that those in favor of the variance please step forward and there were none.

Chair Hohler asked that those opposed to the variance please step forward and Sue Schultz of 2148 
Oakland Ridge Drive, the first street that you turn up. She said she wanted to say one emotional 
thing and that’s that she has peace of mind when she turns that corner and she would hate to lose 
all of those trees however, she was understanding why they want to situate it over a little farther, 
but she thought the problem was on Oakland Drive and she wanted to know what they're going to 
do so that people can make a left on to Oakland Drive, since going straight up, she wanted to know 
why the go straight across Angling because they’re going to have the same problem, she said she 
also lives in a place where they were allowed to take away part of the ridge to make their condos, 
and they've already had to replace the retaining wall because it just keeps pushing. Her question is 
how are they going to protect that wall in the church parking lot, which is up considerably higher, 
how much the grading is going to be, and what are the chances they're going to cause damage to 
that? She said that was part of her issue and she thanked Mr. Eldridge for talking to them about 
her other issue, which was the traffic. She said she still feels they could just go straight across 
because she doesn't understand how they're going to work in a left-hand turning lane, but she's 
assuming they're doing that and that's why the road is up a little farther, but she wants that clarified. 
Chair Hohler asked her if she was talking about a left turn onto, or off of Oakland and she said off 
of Oakland, to get into the Country Club. Chair Hohler said they can call Mr. Stewart back up 
there to answer that question after all the comments have been gone through. 

Ms. Betina Meyer of 2148 Oakland Ridge Drive, she is Ms. Schultz sister and is on the Oakland 
Ridge Estates board, which is directly across the street from the project. She stated the board had 
discussions and attended meetings where they could express their environmental concerns, how it 
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would affect them, and would it cause more damage to the wetlands that are on their side of the 
road? She stated another concern was turning the road into a boulevard, taking away space for 
cars, and had the traffic engineer considered that this road is heavily walked and has bicycle traffic 
and added that we're supposed to be making roads safer for walkers and bicyclists and putting a 
boulevard section in there isn't going to help with walkers on that road who are walking up to 
Water Street to get their morning coffee, so you see them every day. She said she wanted to say 
one thing positive, and that’s making a stoplight accessible for crossing the road would be a big 
improvement in that area, she added that she's nearly been killed trying to cross the road and she's 
visually impaired so having clear access would be helpful. She said she hopes the designers we'll 
take another look and consider the walkers and bicyclists on the road because right now there's 
only about a foot for bicyclists and it's very dangerous for them and coming from Oakland Drive 
onto Angling Road is ridiculous and the board, she is on has talked over their concerns, and hope 
they will be taken into consideration. 

Chair Hohler asked if there were any calls and there were none.

Chair Hohler asked Mr. Stewart to please approach the podium to address Ms. Meyer’s concerns. 
He first wanted to address the left-hand lanes and said when he looks at the site plans, he sees left 
hand turn lanes, and wanted to know if the road was getting widened to accommodate those or are 
those already there and Mr. Stewart said those are already there, there are left turn lanes in all four 
directions. Chair Hohler asked if there would still be straight pass-through lanes and Mr. Stewart 
said yes. Chair Hohler said another issue is that Ms. Meyer was concerned about the walking and 
bicycle traffic, he wasn’t sure if she was referring to Oakland Drive or Angling Road, and asked 
if Mr. Stewart could speak to those on both Oakland and Angling Road and what's going to be 
impacted here for those in this area and Mr. Stewart said they added a portion of sidewalk to this 
new alignment on the south side of Angling, there are no bike lanes, and they do have sidewalk 
and a new pedestrian crossing at the south side of this four direction intersection. He said the 
sidewalk comes down approximately 75 feet, which is shown on drawing C 2.01, which was part 
of the submittal, so they are picking up as much of that as they can because they do appreciate the 
fact that there is pedestrian and bicycle activity. Mr. Stewart added that the alignment and the lane 
configuration was not their design, it was requested by the city’s public services department, so all 
of those improvements, including the pedestrian crossing, came from the city and he wanted to 
point out that there will be new pedestrian signals, which he believes are visual and audio, so 
believes that will help crossings there.
Ms. van den Hombergh wanted to know if there would be a green arrow to turn left onto Oakland 
and Mr. Stewart said he didn’t know because they have a new signal design. Chair Hohler asked 
if they design the signal or the city and Mr. Stewart said they design it in accordance with city 
standards, and the city reviews it and tells them how they want it to operate. Chair Hohler said if 
the city feels there should be arrows, they would put them in there and Mr. Stewart said correct. 
Ms. van den Hombergh said boulevards are beautiful but would it be possible to make it smaller 
so there was room for bike lanes and Mr. Stewart said it is possible, but he doesn't think it would 
be preferable because the boulevard is there is to line up the lanes across the intersection. He added 
that ideally, you want a car to go as straight as possible across an intersection to find their lane on 
the other side and there is a boulevard on the Country Club side so the other side either has to have 
a boulevard, or a hatched off, paved area which isn't as nice to look at, they could make the 
boulevard smaller, but you would only have a paved area with hatching in it that no one could use 
because you wouldn't want bikers to be in there, you would want the bikers to be to the outside. 
Ms. van den Hombergh asked who would manage the landscaping of the boulevard and Mr. 
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Stewart said there has been talk between the developer and the city to maintain that because they 
will be maintaining the other side.

Mr. Wark asked Mr. Eldridge if boulevards in streets are a form of traffic calming and added that 
in the Stuart neighborhood they are talking about traffic calming, boulevards, and bumping out 
curbs, and Mr. Eldridge said it is a form of traffic calming because it defines travel lanes, so it’s 
not just asphalt with lanes in each direction or a center turn lane, but there’s a defined barrier on 
both sides of the road and said he knows Ms. van den Hombergh mentioned the width of the 
boulevards, and they can’t speak to that because Public Services did the design work on it and they 
don’t know why they chose the width they chose and he wish he had an answer.   
 
Chair Hohler closed the public hearing.

FINDING OF FACT

 Ms. van den Hombergh moved the Finding of Fact as follows: 

1) The Finding of Fact for 4100 Oakland Drive shall include all information 
included in the notice of public hearing dated February 28, 2024, and the 
agenda packet provided by staff.  

2) 45 notices of public hearing were sent, and zero responses were received. 

3) A public hearing was held before the board and public comments were 
accepted from Sue Schultz and Betina Meyer of 2148 Oakland Ridge Drive.

4) The Finding of Fact shall include those documents just described and also 
all facts and comments made during the public hearing, which are 
summarized to include without limitation, the following:

Mr. Eldridge clarified that there has been no start date for this project and the city is waiting for 
that to be determined, then there will be a press release. The city understands that there has been 
some additional tension because people are seeing the signs and they think that the project is 
starting. The signs were put up prematurely and will be taken down tomorrow. Mr. Tim Stewart 
from Hurley Stewart Engineers presented, and in his company were Mr. John Fulling and Mr. J.J. 
Henn. Mr. Stewart is working in conjunction with the Kalamazoo Country Club, there will be a 
golf performance center, a tennis exercise center, and a pool and the objective for this ordinance 
is to have a new signal. They’re looking to realign Angling Road to have it come into Oakland 
drive at a 90° angle, that is considered safer, and this isn't just about serving the needs of the 
Country Club, but the community as well. They purchased some property from a church, two small 
areas at the intersection. The city's NFP board unanimously approved this petition, as well as the 
city’s tree commission approved the removal of eight trees, to be replaced by 16 deciduous 
hardwood trees, but not in the same location because that wouldn't be feasible. A traffic study was 
conducted on behalf of the Kalamazoo Country Club evaluating if Oakland Drive can handle the 
traffic and the city engineer recommended it and said Oakland Drive can handle it. There was 
some discussion about the natural features protection plan, regarding this impacting our most 
vulnerable neighborhoods, but it was stated in different ways that this impacts the whole 
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community for the better because this is about an intersection, and not just the people coming down 
the boulevard to go into the Country Club. It's serving those in the Oakwood neighborhood, people 
coming out of D&W, and Water Street Coffee. There was also some discussion about possibly 
making the boulevards smaller to allow for bicycle lanes and more walking sidewalks as well as 
discussion regarding maintaining the boulevards. There was discussion about a green arow because 
the people in those neighborhoods need to be able to get out of their area. There was no one 
speaking in support of the project, but there were two community members speaking in opposition. 
Sue Schultz of 2148 Oakland Ridge expressed it makes her feel bad to lose the trees and she feels 
safe at the intersection as it is and has concerns about turning left onto Oakland Drive, and she 
shared there have been some issues with a retaining wall due to the topography. Betina Meyer of 
2148 Oakland Ridge Drive spoke in opposition as well, and she had some environmental concerns 
about the wetlands and concerns regarding the design of the boulevard. She also had concerns 
about the bike lanes.     

Mr. Wark seconded the Finding of Fact, with one exception. He doesn’t believe the land sale 
has taken place and won’t until this is hashed out. Ms. Harrington said she believes it did 
and Mr. Wark said he spoke with Bob McCain from the church the week prior and he said 
it didn't take place yet. Mr. Stewart said there is a purchase agreement in place between the 
church and the Country Club, but it has not been finalized yet. He added that this has been 
submitted to the City Commission and the City Commission is supposed to take this up at 
their meeting the following week and Mr. Wark said if it’s not approved, everything is as is 
and Mr. Stewart said the property purchase hasn't been approved, the approvals they have 
are for site plan and the intersection design, but the property sale hasn't been finalized yet.

Attorney Bear suggested a motion since there has been a recommended change to the finding 
of fact, and a voice vote to amend the finding of fact to make the correction and Chair Hohler 
said if Mr. Wark were to second with the correction, he then asked Ms. van den Hombergh 
if she accepted the second, with the correction and she did. 

Motion approved for the Finding of Fact, with the amendment, by voice vote unanimously.

Mr. Wark moved to approve the application for a variance from the Natural Features 
Protection Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 50-6.2 H, to allow the re-alignment of Angling 
Road with Oakland Drive seconded by Mr. Hohler.

Discussion:

Mr. Wark said he thinks it's much safer to do it this way because there will be a lot more control, 
there will be crosswalks, pedestrian signals, and it doesn't seem to affect that much, 1,350 square 
feet and 1,500 square feet total. He mentioned if you go on Angling Road and look as if you’re 
turning north or south, you’re scootching out there to see what’s coming around the corner. He 
added they’re removing several trees, but a few of them are already dead and they will be planting, 
probably, 10 times those trees in that area.

Chair Hohler said he agrees with Mr. Wark, but he doesn’t believe he would have chosen to put 
an entrance and exit along Oakland Drive, given that it’s skinny, but the property owner can do 
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that. He added that if the variance isn’t approved, we will most likely end up with a significantly 
more dangerous stretch of road. than it already is, and if they do approve it, they will improve that 
whole area with or without the extra traffic from the Country Club. He added that he does share 
the concerns about the trees and the natural features protections, but he's satisfied that the project, 
as presented, has addressed all of those concerns adequately.

Ms. van den Hombergh admitted she is still undecided but said that she believes the project is a 
good thing for the city and for the citizenry, and it will be much safer at that intersection, and it 
will look nicer and with everything they have going on with the crosswalks and the trees, she 
would be a supporter of this provided that there is that left turn lane. She wanted to encourage 
them to think about what it looks like when you're at D&W coming from downtown and you go 
down by where it used to be the Black Swan, but it’s now Martel’s, there’s a boulevard at Green 
Leaf, it's a beautiful area however, on the left hand side where she has family members, it's a nice 
area with a lot of starter and smaller homes, and she can speak to the constituents there that when 
that light came in, they can't turn left out of the subdivision, so she can't support it without a left 
turn lane. She wanted to add that there needs to be some discussion about the boulevard since they 
are talking about the Country Club being good stewards and all of the things they have done for 
the city. Chair Hohler asked her where on the plan is she was speaking about the left turn lane and 
Ms. van den Hombergh stated she was speaking about the inequity of it all and using a personal 
example of how people in her relative’s neighborhood can’t get out of their subdivision, but there 
is this big deal being made about Oakland Drive, which is a two lane street. She said when the 
Country Club opens, and it’s expanded and beautiful and when they start hosting events…she can’t 
support it without a left turn lane. 

Ms. Harrington stated she agrees with Ms. van den Hombergh, but she also thinks that her 
trepidation it's about the cumulative effect of the development and how it continues to encroach 
upon the neighborhood. She said the stewardship on that property is gorgeous and it's meticulously 
maintained but we don't develop in silos, we are interconnected and right now it's eight trees, but 
no one is taking into consideration the comprehensive impact on the neighbors, which is bringing 
up her concerns from the last time, but she wants to stay specific to this particular case. She 
clarified they were talking about traffic calming, not traffic combing, and wanted to discuss that 
further, but added she doesn’t think there should be a bike lane because we're putting in bike lanes 
just to say that we have them, and it has been a catastrophe, and is already too skinny right there 
so she feels they shouldn't do it bike lane because it isn’t necessary and Chair Hohler said that if 
the city wants a bike lane, there will be one but as far as the boulevard, aside from realignment as 
a calming thing, is it’s cutting down on the cars that can go zipping at a weird angle through there 
for example, coming down Lovers Lane from Kilgore and you make that connection onto Portage 
Road, people take that left so sharp they cut across the first two lanes that are going up Portage, 
but if there was a boulevard there, or even a cone that was fixed to the ground, you would have to 
slow down to go around it. He added that it was like by Milwood L, with a person recently getting 
hit, there are now cones close to the roadway that makes people have to slow down to go between 
them. He added that the roads in Europe are narrow, and people tend to go a lot slower because of 
that. Mr. Wark wanted to add another example using Kalamazoo and West Main, he stated cars 
fly down there, and he lives on Stuart, but when his kids were young, he could barely get across 
the road because they were driving so fast, but everything is going to be changing soon and there 
are a lot of traffic calming ways they will slow the traffic down in those areas for when it's going 
to be two way, but then they're going to narrow the lanes and there's going to be parking on each 
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side so everything gets a little tighter, they're going to bump out curbs and if we had room for a 
boulevard, they would probably put one there. Chair Hohler added similar to the one on West Main 
where it switches into Douglas where they extended the curb way down but it used to just go 
straight across. Mr. Wark added that on Stuart and West Main, cars are trying to pass, and will 
bump against the curb and go into Maria’s, which he believes is the southeast quadrant of that “T” 
there and he doesn't know how many times people have almost hit her home but it's only because 
they're trying to get somewhere fast, and they're not slowing down. He feels that the city has really 
looked at traffic calming, and they've looked at boulevards and narrowing everything, they looked 
at roundabouts as well, and those all are ways to slow everything down. 

Mr. Eldridge said some valid points are being made as Ms. Harrington mentioned, the cumulative 
effect, so not only does it impact the private property and the redevelopment of that with the new 
Country Club facilities, but we have the impact of the traffic flow from this new facility on Oakland 
Drive that is part of the request tonight, but this is a natural features variance related to just the 
4100 Oakland Drive property, so the scope is this property and is this impact in this limited 
protected slope area, and protected slope setback, appropriate. Chair Hohler said in other words, 
Mr. Eldridge wanted them to stick to the subject and Mr. Eldridge said he’s trying to bring the 
focus back, but said the talked a lot about the importance of the point being that these 
improvements will make this a safer intersection and that's how they got off on a tangent, but he 
wanted to real everyone back in. Ms. Harrington interjected, and apologized for cutting Mr. 
Eldridge off, but added that he’s saying it's going to be a safer intersection but they're creating the 
increase in traffic so they should mitigate that, then asked if it's safer without the development and 
Mr. Eldridge said he sees what she's saying, that they're taking the traffic off of Whites Road, and 
moving it to Oakland Drive, but it’s going to come out either one place or the other, and then in 
this case when the new facility is built and the old facility goes away, the traffic flow will move to 
Oakland Drive instead of the Whites Road entrance. Chair Hohler said they can’t stop it from 
happening and Ms. Harrington told Mr. Stewart he did an excellent job and Chair Hohler said do 
they want to let the natural feature be impacted to improve the safety of the rest of it and Mr. 
Eldridge said we also can't hold the developer responsible for the design, but he knows what they're 
saying about maybe they can look at it differently but they is not the developer, it’s public services 
that came up with the design and told the developer this is what they wanted. Mr. Eldridge then 
offered to take their comments back to the public services department and added that not being 
supportive of the design because it doesn't have a specific element to it…he's struggling with that 
because the focus should be on the protected slope and Mr. Wark added that it could have an arrow 
and they just don’t know about it because they don't have all the specifics and Attorney Bear said 
that is a valid point and said the turn signal is a traffic control device, so the determination of what 
it includes and what it should include, from a safety standpoint, is under the jurisdiction of the 
traffic engineers and is not a zoning issue and with the turn lanes and how that’s designed, going 
back eons to his transportation planning background, he would say there is going to be a turn 
signal, but that isn’t a fact but again, that isn’t an issue here.

Chair Hohler asked if Mr. McReynolds or Ms. Haan had anything to say and Mr. McReynolds said 
he had some of the same issues already raised and Ms. Haan said she appreciated the discussion 
and has nothing to add.    

Motion approved by a 4-2 roll call vote with Chair Hohler, Ms. Haan, Mr. McReynolds, and 
Mr. Wark voting yes and Ms. Harrington and Ms. van den Homberg voting no. 
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Ms. Harrington read the application for 1609 Whites Road.
  
ZBA#24-03-04: 1609 Whites Road: An application for a variance from the provisions of the 
Zoning Ordinance has been filed with the Zoning Board of Appeals by the Oakland Financial 
Company, LLC, in Residential-Single Dwelling District (RS-5). The applicant is requesting, 
a variance from the Natural Features Protection Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 50-6.2 H, 
to authorize the new pump house for the golf course sprinkling system to encroach into a 
protected slope and protected slope setback. 

Please note that this request will not change the zoning classification of the property. This is a 
request for a variance only regarding the items described above.

John Fulling, the superintendent of the Kalamazoo Country Club, is speaking on behalf of the 
applicant, who is requesting a variance to install a new pump station for irrigation that will, 
eventually, service both sides of the property. He added that it affects a slope that is part of the 
NFP, which they went to on the 29th, and it was approved, and he displayed pictures so they can 
see the details of what he’s talking about and why they need to do what it is they need to do. He 
showed a picture that has the current pump station on it, which draws from the lake for irrigation, 
which is located on the right side of the picture. He said that the current system is outdated and 
would eventually have to be replaced, but the new location of the pump station, based on the design 
of the new property and its proximity to the Oakland Drive side, is better placed in the area on the 
left side on the picture. He said their reasons for putting it there is they have current and future 
golf holes, and that area is about the only place they can put it and it will be situated in a place 
where the neighbors won’t be able to see it because of the elevation, it will be built into the slope 
of the hill, there also won’t be any noise and the water line will be underground, into the lake, but 
from there, with the new irrigation, they're able to service both sides of the project in the future 
and eventually the first pumps will go away so they will still only have one water draw from the 
lake and they have been working with the state on that as well. He stated they went to the NFP for 
a variance request because the area is so close to the lake, there is some slope, and there are trees. 
He said they went to NFP with a few different options: they could put it down closer to the water, 
away from the slope and the slope setback, they can go into the slope, which is man-made, affecting 
only between 500 and 600 square feet, because it’s a small building, or they can stay away from 
the trees and not touch the critical root zone of those trees and they voted, unanimously, to have 
them not affect the trees and put it in the slope. He said they could manage that, and the 
surroundings of the buildings, and stay away from the critical root zone. He then showed a graphic 
with the some of the guidelines and said of the 370,000 square feet of slope on that side, they will 
be, potentially, disturbing 1,500 square feet, but the building is only about 500 square feet, .5%. 
and 2.5% of the property and added that 1609 Whites haswoodland and none of that is touched, 
and they have 735 total trees, potentially disturbing one to three, but that was before they moved 
it and decided to keep it out of the critical root zone, so that will be zero now, if this is approved, 
and then they won't cut any trees down if it's approved here tonight where the NFP approved it. 
He then showed a map of where the slope runs and stated the pump station would be in the beige, 
circular thing, right in the middle of the red slope line so there's no trees there because they 
excavated it out a little bit and built the building into the slope, a lot of it will be covered and it 
would house the pumps there he said they also discussed the intake that has to go from the lake 
into the pump station and they're going to check with their contractor because they are going to  
directional bore a 24-inch pipe and the reason for doing that is to not disturb any of the soil along 
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the lakeshore because they don't want to dig near the lake, so they will directional bore underneath, 
out into the water all the way to pump station, which will keep the pipe under the critical root 
zones and it’s the more expensive, but better option, and the state likes that as well. He then showed 
a picture highlighting what trees are there and there was an arrow pointing to where the pump 
station is going to be, but they will be keeping all of those trees. His next graphic showed a cross-
section of how the pump station will look, and he pointed out the horizontal intake line, which is 
under the land and into the water and added that the top pipe needs to be a minimum of 10 feet 
below the water surface, and it will be significantly underground by the time it gets to the pump 
station as much as, maybe, 18 feet, so it will be well under the critical root zone of those trees. He 
pulled up a picture of the sloped area, with the trees in it, and showed where they placed some 
stakes to outline where the pump station would go but added it would be just a few feet up from 
the stakes in the picture to insure they would be out of the critical root zone. He said the front two 
stakes are about the level of the roof so it will be excavated, dug into, and that’s as high as it will 
get so no one will be able to see it and it will be set back into the ground, mostly covered, and it’s 
basically a utility building. 

Chair Hohler asked for staff comments, then asked how tall the stakes were and Mr. Fulling 
answered they were eight-foot 2x4s and they are basically going down about five feet to get to 
where they need to have their pad and the building is about 13 feet tall, so those stakes would have 
been the top.

Staff comments are as follows: Mr. Eldridge stated again, this is a Natural Features Protection 
variance for this pump house, the existing pump house is much smaller and is in need of 
replacement and clearly they're going to need something larger for this golf course expansion. Mr. 
Eldridge said this location has been worked out over many months and there were some pre- 
meetings with JJ Henn; Nolan Bergstrom, the community planner; and himself.. Mr. Eldridge said 
at these meetings they talked in concept about where the pump station should go, and they provided 
KCC with some initial feedback and then they came back with a tree inventory, which confirmed 
there is a grouping of oak trees that were also protected trees, so not only do the trees need to 
remain, but they also need to stay outside the critical root zone. He stated there were a number of 
things that led into the best location being a little further west into the protected slope, away from 
the trees and obviously it has to be somewhat in close proximity to the lake because of the pipe 
connection, it has to be positioned in a manner because it will be pumping water for the existing 
golf course to the north and then the new course to the south, so this location is more central. He 
added that during the NFP meeting on February 29th, one of the comments made by one of the 
board members was that they would prefer to see it pushed further back into the slope, which Mr. 
Fulling mentioned, to make sure it's not close on the critical root zone, and the focus was on making 
sure the trees were well protected in this impact and the slope was minimal but acceptable to the 
NFP Board, which unanimously approved it.
Chair Hohler wanted to know if they shouldn’t concern themselves with the amount of water the 
pump station takes out, but approval should be based on the slope itself and Mr. Eldridge said that 
is correct because other factors, like how much water are they going to draw from the lake and is 
it going to damage the lake, are all being handled by EGLE, they have to have a water draw permit, 
where all of the information has to be fully articulated, it gets reviewed at the state level, and they 
get their marching orders from the state, and a permit. Chair Hohler asked, so he is clear, this board 
not approving won’t stop it, because they can just move to another piece of the property where 
they won’t need approval and they’ll just take the water they’re permitted and he’s asking because 
there is one letter of opposition from someone concerned about the water usage and he wanted to 
address it so he can understand what the boards issue is and the water is someone else issue. Mr. 
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Eldridge said there were some comments made in the NFP meeting about water usage and 
efficiency and the improved technology over the current water sprinkling system on the golf 
course. Chair Hohler said that this board’s disapproval won’t stop anything and that one way or 
another, this will happen in some form, and he is really making a statement for Mr. Eldridge to 
agree or disagree with, and Mr. Eldridge agreed and Chair Hohler said he doesn't want anyone 
watching or who follows up with this to think that they don't care, it's just outside of their “pay 
grade” so to speak and Mr. Eldridge said it talks about reasonable use of the parcel for which it 
zoned and recreational uses are a permitted use in these residential zone districts, and the golf 
course is a recreational use and the need for irrigation is part of a golf course.     

Chair Hohler asked that those in favor of the variance please step forward and there was none.

Chair Hohler asked that those in opposition of the variance please step forward and there was none.

Chair Hohler asked if there were any call in comments and there were none.

Chair Hohler closed the public hearing. 

FINDING OF FACT

  Mr. Wark moved the Finding of Fact as follows: 

1) The Finding of Fact for 1609 Whites Road shall include all information 
included in the notice of public hearing dated February 28, 2024 and the agenda 
packet provided by staff.  

2) 117 notices of public hearing were sent, and one response was received from 
Nina Bosner of 3614 Knox Street in opposition. 

3) A public hearing was held before the board and public comments were accepted 
and there was no call in comments.

4) The Finding of Fact shall include those documents just described and also all 
facts and comments made during the public hearing, which are summarized to 
include without limitation, the following:

Mr. John Fulling, the superintendent, represented the Country Club gave the presentation. There 
was an NFP Review Board approval prior to this variance. The pump will service both sides of the 
course, which will be well hidden. They remove an existing pump that is up and running and will 
affect approximately 500 to 600 square feet on a man-made slope and will not remove any trees 
or damage any critical root zones and there will be a direct bore to the water source, which is a big 
deal because they're not digging anything up a direct bore just goes under and pushes through. 
There was no one present for or against the variance and there were no call-ins. 

Mr. McReynolds seconded the Finding of Fact.

Discussion:
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Ms. Harrington said she thought the presentation said they would remove one to three trees and 
Chair Hohler said that Mr. Fulling said based on the original idea, it might affect one to three trees 
but because of input from NFP, they pushed it back.

Motion approved for the Finding of Fact by voice vote unanimously.
Mr. McReynolds moved to approve the application for a variance from the Natural Features 
Protection Ordinance Chapter 50, 50-6.2 H, to authorize the new pump house for the golf 
course sprinkling system to encroach into a protected slope and protected slope setback, 
seconded by Mr. Wark.

Discussion:
Ms. van den Hombergh said she felt she had quite a bit to say because of the new board members 
and right now, there are two board members who were familiar with the entity that came and asked 
for the first Natural Features on June 9th of 2022, and that was the Country Club so in an effort to 
be transparent, her way of thinking whether it’s the Country Club or this Oakland Financial 
Company, LLC, it’s the same property and Mr. Eldridge said to be clear, there are two different 
properties: 1609 and 3921 Oakland Drive, which is where all the construction is going on right 
now, and Ms. van den Hombergh said now we’re specifically talking about 1609, which is where 
the pump house is. Ms. van den Hombergh stated back on June 9th of 2022, they approved variance 
for the natural features protection ordinance and with all due respect, she takes this very personally 
and very seriously because those trees and the woodlands are protected for a reason and when they 
were here in June, just so that people can get a perspective of this, they or any entity that owns the 
property can clear up to 50% of the woodlands. She said back in June of 2022 they asked for a 
17.5% increase, resulting in a 67.5% clearing of those woodlands and at that time the four 
swimming pools, and she did a site visit and some research, weren't mentioned, there was the 
clubhouse, golf performance center, indoor tennis facility, and short golf course for the property 
and it was touched on earlier but she wants it put in the minutes regarding the 4.5 acres of 
Woodlands they did agree to plant with deciduous hardwood trees and two acres of the native 
natural grasslands and Mr. Fulling gave an estimate that would be between 800 and 1,000 trees. 
She said again, they're being placed in this position with cutting into this 55-acre parcel with these 
woodlands being removed and her question to the applicant is, when they came to the board in 
June of 2022, and maybe he's had some conversation with the city, about the pump house or 
whatever it is that they need, what has changed for this parcel between the first natural features 
protection zoning request in 2022 and now when they were working on the short golf course and 
Mr. Fulling said nothing, but he will agree with everything she said, but this is not the same parcel, 
that was 3921 Oakland Drive and this is 1609 Whites Road, but everything she said still stands.
Mr. Wark asked Mr. Fulling if he could pull up the 500 to 600 square feet section they're going to 
put the pump house in so they can see it again, once he found the graphic Mr. Wark stated that 
that's what they're looking at, that area is approximately 500 square feet and the pump is going to 
go into the brim and Mr. Fulling said yes but for the sake of pictures they made the area a little bit 
bigger, but the stakes are 8 feet but the back stakes are probably approximately 4 feet tall because 
it has to be level going back into the hill, but at the base of the 8 foot two by fours, that's roughly 
5 feet above where the pad's going to be but the building is probably going to be about 12 or 13 
feet tall, but backed into the hill. He said it's even likely to be a little shorter than that because 
they're moving it back according to what the NFP wanted, they're moving it a little bit further back 
into the hill, so it could be a little bit shorter. Mr. Wark asked if they're removing trees or going 
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into the root zones and Mr. Fulling said no, this has nothing to do with any woodlands anywhere 
and added that the woodlands were all on another piece of property and that variance has nothing 
to do with this variance.

Chair Hohler asked how much above the slope would the top of the building be in the back of the 
hill and Mr. Fulling said right now the back walls are up about three or four feet, so about one or 
two feet above on the very back and six or seven in the front. Chair Hohler stated to Mr. Eldridge 
that he assumes part of the slope protection is they still want, even though the slope is man-made 
and not naturally occurring, to protect the slope and water running down it so blocking that with a 
building might be a problem and Mr. Eldridge said just to clarify, any slope that is at a grade of 
20%, as far as the level of steepness, is considered a protective slope if you're in the NFP overlay. 
He said that since we’ve had too many developments where too much slope is cut away and too 
many retaining walls are put in, it does result in water runoff problems, but the intent of the natural 
features protection ordinance is more thoughtful development, not no development, but more 
thoughtful and coordinated development to preserve these areas. He said he’s assuming Chair 
Hohler’s question is does this structure, being inserted into this sloped area that exceeds 20%, 
going to cause any water run off issues and added that it is a fairly small footprint and they viewed 
pictures of the grass areas to the left and right of it, so the water run-off is going to sheet drain into 
the grass on both sides. Chair Hohler said regarding the retaining walls, is some of the slope 
protection meant to prevent the slope from collapsing because you’ve removed stuff from in front 
of it and put up a retaining wall and Mr. Eldridge said yes but he was using that as an example and 
Chair Hohler said that would be one thing that it’s protecting against and Mr. Eldridge agreed and 
added that in this case, they're building right into the hillside and the foundation walls of the 
building are essentially retaining the earth on those sides, and it's a roof structure. Chair Hohler 
said that doesn’t necessarily affect his vote, he just wanted to learn something.

Mr. Wark asked if there were trees surrounding the current pump and Mr. Fulling said no because 
that one is in a far more severe slope then this one will be, but they've got tall, native grasses up 
around the slope and this one is essentially going to be the same, there will be tall grasses around 
the outside and they will bring them around the sides of the building and added that they will be 
hiding this with trees and plants which he believes will stop the water, and will probably be better 
than what it is right now.   

Chair Hohler asked if there were more questions or comments from the board and there were none, 
he said he will be voting in favor, but wanted to address the letter that was received where the 
author was concerned about water usage. He said he's not unsympathetic to the position but it's 
outside of what this board does, so he’s not basing his vote on that because it’s not really up to the 
board, but he's voting yes for all of the reasons in the staff report.
Ms. Harrington had a question about saying it’s beyond their purview because she doesn't see it 
that way and if she needs to be corrected, she needs to know. She said her positions are not in 
opposition to Mr. Fulling, but she's standing on her values and perspectives about development in 
our community and that's why she took on this role on this board. She said that when they're 
making their decisions they have to do research so that they can have the full complement of 
information, so when you say that's not in your purview or it's not germane to the conversation and 
she wanted to ask staff or the city attorney what they would have them speak to if they don't take 
the full complement of information into consideration when they're making their determinations 
about their vote? Chair Hohler said not to interrupt Attorney Bear, but she is making some valid 
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points and he knows that he and Mr. Eldridge says it’s outside their purview, he believes that 
everybody's reasons for the way they want to vote, the things they want to talk about that will 
impact their vote are completely valid and you vote your own way, and if things outside of what 
Mr. Eldridge, him, or Attorney Bear or whoever believes that's beyond the board, just make up 
your mind based on the information you have, but he understands where Mr. Eldridge is saying, 
that maybe they're going out of range and they need to come back in a little bit. He added that he 
says that to explain why he’s voting the way he does, but they have different views, and he respects 
how she wants to get to it. He asked Mr. Eldridge and Attorney Bear to tell them what they are 
and aren’t doing well. Mr. Eldridge said he really doesn’t know what to say about this request and 
obviously the last request…Chair Hohler said he thinks it was a generalized question and Ms. 
Harrington said they can make it specific to this request because she made the comment about the 
cumulative effect so this a completely different aspect of what this development is, but how can 
she not take into consideration the request that came in before them prior to this one? She spoke 
about how Ms. van den Hombergh brought up what happened in June of 2022, as did she, but said 
they're not just talking about just one thing and she's not only referring to what’s happening at the 
Country Club because she thinks the Country Club is beautiful however, we don't develop an a 
silo and whenever we take away natural features protection, no matter how di minimus it is, we 
have to take into consideration that even though they may have a beautifully curated, well 
stewarded, gorgeously manicured property, that will effect Edison and the northside and those 
communities and neighborhoods are most at risk for climate change, and when we're thinking 
about regenerative development, we have to take all of that into consideration if we're going to be 
good friends and neighbors, that's all she's saying. She said that when we're talking about 
representation on boards, it's not always to make the issue about race or ethnicity, it's about 
positioning and how you see things and that's why it's important to bring up and that's why her 
perspectives are the way they are because she sees things based on being one of the most vulnerable 
populations, if not the most vulnerable population in this community: she's a single black mother 
that lives in a neighborhood that's at risk for these things and she would be remiss and irresponsible 
not to speak from that point of view. Chair Hohler said that’s why he thinks it’s terrific that 
everyone on the board is from a different neighborhood, that way they’re getting the diverse views. 

Mr. Eldridge said he understands and she’s absolutely right, it goes back to the scale of a project 
like this and when Ms. van den Hombergh brought up the 2022 variance, and obviously that was 
a substantial amount of earth change going on at the Oakland Drive property, and how they 
compensated for that with the conditions  of the substantial amount of tree plantings and the native 
grasses so there's an offset for that. He said 4100 Oakland Drive was a smaller bit of slope impacted 
and there's going to be some replanting that has already worked its way through the tree committee, 
so yes, these are all elements that are tied to the large-scale project but what he's trying to say is 
what are we focusing on here, and what are the periphery elements related to the related to this 
pump house that they need to take into account when they're evaluating the NFP request.

Chair Hohler said he’s heard about the 4 1/2 acres of trees on this request, because Ms. van den 
Hombergh brought it up, and it was brought up in the previous case, but he asked who follows up 
on the 4 1/2 acres of trees to make sure they're planted and wondered if the tree committee follows 
up on that and Ms. van den Hombergh said she will drive back there. He said he’s asked the 
question before but didn’t follow up on it, but when people come with their requests and they're 
saying if you give us this we'll plant your 4 1/2 acres of trees, who holds their feet to the fire? Mr. 
Eldridge said that would be the planning staff, they've already gone through site plan review, 
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they've provided very detailed tree inventories so to get at how do we figure this out, a tree 
inventory has been done so the staff knows what's there, and they are going to quantify for the 
staff, when they start planting, where the plantings are going and how many there are, just like if 
someone complains because they think there's impact to the critical root zone, our staff is to go out 
and look and see if there's an issue that needs to be addressed so yes, there's an accountability side 
to it, it's not just a condition on paper. Chair Hohler asked, out of curiosity, if they have started 
planting the trees or is there still a lot of construction and Mr. Fulling said they're still under 
construction and those trees are planned for around fall of 2025 and the planting plans are done 
and there’s way more than what they took out going back in and they're not just planned for the 
Oakland Drive side but there will be trees going in on the other side as well. Chair Hohler said to 
be clear, this request has nothing to do with trees, they will be pushing it into the slope and it's 
avoiding all of the root zones. Mr. Fulling said the plan is once the construction is done, they will 
be able to get in there and put the trees in, but they have to be able to protect them, fence them in, 
and keep the wildlife away, so they want to do that as soon as they can. He said they want to start 
as soon as possible because it's going to be a long arduous job, so they're looking forward to getting 
started with it.

Attorney Bear said he would like to comment and said as far as enforcement of site plan 
requirements or potential conditions imposed by this board in granting a variance, the planning 
department has people that monitor those things, they will send out notices of violations and seek 
to work something out, and that can ultimately involve his office in taking legal and judicial action 
to enforce those things, so there is a certain in place. He said when we’re talking about the scope 
of what this body can and can't do, they're not suggesting that you leave your values at home or 
that you ignore your values when you come here, because that is part of the decision making 
process and is appropriate, you're making decisions in consideration of what is the spirit of the 
ordinance and ordinances are enacted for health, safety, and welfare so those are considerations 
however, we do have statutes and ordinances that address the scope of what this board can consider 
and that's focused specifically on the zoning ordinance. He added that they do get some things that 
are tied into the development of a project that do not involve the zoning ordinance as far as water 
and how it could be taken out of a lake, that's under EGLE and they have the authority over it but 
that’s not within the scope of what this body can decide. Ms. Harrington said she’ll just run for 
president and Chair Hohler said he doesn’t believe the president is involved with local zoning and 
she said she would be. 

Chair Hohler asked if there were any more comments and Mr. Wark said he has a comment. He 
said of course he would be voting for it, buy fact that it has a stamp of approval from the NFP 
review board and that it's being guided by EGLE, and they're both above and beyond what this 
board can do, and that's why he's voting for it.

Mr. Eldridge summarized by saying this is a vote to approve the NFP variance to approve the 
authorization for the variances related to the pump house location, he has Mr. McReynolds making 
the motion, and Mr. Wark seconding the motion and he will proceed with the roll call vote.

Motion approved five to one by a roll call vote with Mr. Wark, Chair Hohler, Ms. 
Harrington, Mr. McReynolds, and Ms. Haan voting yes, and Ms. van den Hombergh voting 
no.
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

There was no other business.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:32 p.m.

Submitted By                                                                                       Date________________
Recording Secretary

Reviewed By                                                                                        Date_________________
         City Staff

Approved By                                                                                        Date_________________
                                                                     Chair
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NFP Review Board 
Staff Report 

 City of Kalamazoo  
       

TO: The Natural Features Protection Review Board 
    
FROM: Nolan Bergstrom, NFP Board Liaison  
    
DATE: December 10, 2024  
     
SUBJECT: Draft 2025 Work Session Topics Discussion 
     
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
It is recommended the Natural Features Protection (NFP) Review Board approve the NFP Site 
Plan application for [property site address] conditioned upon [insert conditions]. 
   
BACKGROUND: 
  
Currently, the subject property is [use/ownership] located in Kalamazoo along [insert street]. 
The parcel is zoned [district name] zone district. The applicant is proposing to [list 
improvements / or proposed work]. 
 
[Describe Site Plan Review application status]. The project is seeking NFP approval to obtain 
full site plan approval and site permits. The project consists of [list improvements / work]. 
[insert any other background information related to process.] 
   
FINDINGS: 
  
The applicant’s design team evaluated the site to identify all protected natural features on the 
property. The site was placed in the NFP Overlay District due to [proximity to the Kalamazoo 
River]. [Describe any significant natural features identified in the application/site plan].   
 
[Original application date – 2021, describe how it has changed in the 2023 version]. 
 
Since the project is located within the NFP Overlay District, the site requires the following NFP 
Site Development Standards: 
 

• Water Resources Standard – [describe how project meets the standard] 
• Wetland Standard – [describe how project meets the standard] 
• Protected Tree Standard – [describe how project meets the standard] 
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• Woodland Protection Standard – [describe how project meets the standard] 
• Natural Heritage Areas Standard – [describe how project meets the standard] 
• Plant Selection – [describe how project meets the standard] 
• Stormwater Management – [describe how project meets the standard] 

 
After staff review, the plan appears to meet NFP standards and qualifies for conditional approval 
based upon the following:  

• [List conditions for approval] 
• [List conditions for approval] 
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