


 

 
MINUTES 

CITY OF KALAMAZOO 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

July 10, 2008 - 7:00 p.m. 
CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

 
 
 
Members Present: Karl Guenther, Rachel Hughes-Nilsson, Thomas Stolz, Albert 

Robitaille, Charles Martell (alternate). 
 
Members Absent:  David Artley, Karl Freed 
 
City Staff: Pete Eldridge, Project Coordinator; John Kneas, Assistant City 

Attorney; Deanna Benthin, Recording Secretary 
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
MINUTES 
 

  Mr. Guenther, supported by Mr. Stolz moved to approve the minutes of June 6, 2008 as 
submitted. 

  
 Motion approved by voice vote unanimously. 
  
 NEW BUSINESS: 
  

PUBLIC HEARINGS: Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson summarized the process and explained 
the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing rules of procedures stating that a full board 
consists of six members and that approval requires four affirmative votes.  If only four 
members are present the applicants would have the option to hold their requests over to the 
next meeting or present their requests with the hopes of getting all four affirmative votes. 
 
Mr. Guenther read the application for 5135 and 5147 Portage Street, CCN# 10-02-215-002 and 
10-02-215-001: 
   
ZBA# 08-07-15: 5135 and 5147 Portage Street: An application for a variance to the 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance has been filed with the Zoning Board of Appeals by 
the applicant Martin W. Ellard with ‘A Taste of Texas’. The request concerns the 
properties at 5135 and 5147 Portage Street, which are situated in use Zone CC 
(Commercial – Community District). The request, if approved, would authorize a 
variance for a temporary use (portable barbecue stand) at the southwest corner of 
Portage Street and Airview Boulevard from July 11, 2008 to October 31, 2008 (3½ 
months), where a maximum of 30 days is permitted per calendar year for temporary 
uses.   
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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.  There were 25 notices of 
public hearing sent and one response was received from Mr. Patrick Allkins of the OnStaff 
USA Group, 5207 Portage Rd. stating their support for the variance. 
 
Martin Ellard, owner of Taste of Texas was present to represent the variance stating he wanted 
to stay at this site until the end of October.  Mr. Ellard stated he’s open for business three days 
a week, Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays from 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  He commented he’d 
been there for over a month already.  He commented he sells four types of meat, coleslaw, 
beans and assorted water.   
 
Mr. Stolz questioned the layout of his set up.  Mr. Ellard stated he built the unit himself and it’s 
over a $10,000 investment.  It has sinks, hot water, a T.V.; surround sound, lights and he even 
takes the dirty water home with him at night.  Mr. Stolz questioned if Mr. Ellard removed the 
structure every night.  Mr. Ellard replied yes, he takes it home every night with him; it’s never 
left on site. 
 
Phyllis Milonas stated she was speaking on behalf of Theo & Stacey’s Restaurant at 5225 
Portage Rd., which is a block from where the Taste of Texas stand is located.  Ms. Milonas 
acknowledged Mr. Ellard had spent a lot of money on his portable unit.  She stated her 
concerns when Theo & Stacy’s go to festivals like the Greek Festival the Health Inspector 
requires them to set up a tent with covers all around it, it has to have proper venting to keep 
dust out.  Ms. Milonas stated they are checked and double checked.  Mr. Ellard on the other 
hand, his grill and table are outside, not covered by a tent or protected.  She stated her objection 
to a portable stand near by.  There are four restaurants in the area; the economy is bad 
especially with all the Pfizer cuts.  Ms. Milonas stated the health inspector puts them through a 
rigorous inspection two times a year.  She strongly objects to a five month period.  She opposes 
on the health aspect and as a business owner.   
 
Mr. Eldridge commented on the administrative review and approval process and the fact that 
the stand that is out there right now was reviewed under the ordinance and given a temporary 
use permit.  This allows them 30 calendar days for this portable stand to be on the property.  
Mr. Ellard has a transient merchant license from the City Clerk’s office and had inspections by 
the Health Department and has a permit to operate.  He’s been through the review process and 
has approval from the City to be located there for a 30 day period, to go beyond that he had to 
come before the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Mr. Eldridge commented, to date, there have been 
no complaints received on this portable barbeque stand. 
 
Mr. Guenther questioned what the rationale was for the 30 day limit on a temporary use 
request.  Mr. Eldridge replied 30 days is the amount of time that can be administratively 
approved without having to go before the ZBA.  An example is the Harold Ziegler tent sales, 
where they have a sale for three days two times a year.   
 
Mr. Guenther questioned if there was a provision for an extra 30 days.  Mr. Eldridge replied 
there’s 30 days per calendar year for any commercial property.  Once the 30 days are depleted 
at this property.  Mr. Ellard would have to find another commercial property and property 
owner that would agree to let him use part of their parking lot and get the Health Departments 
approval all over again at the new location.   
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Mr. Martell questioned if the City was involved with the Health Departments approval.  Mr. 
Eldridge replied no, a temporary use approval would not be issued unless the applicant is 
getting a permit from the Health Department.   
 
Mr. Ellard stated his permit is good for a 12 month period until April 2009.  He has two 
inspections same as the local restaurants do, the same inspections.  Mr. Ellard stated he’s 
worked in restaurants for over 30 years.   Mr. Martell questioned if he’s had any violations.  
Mr. Ellard stated no, but plans to purchase a screened in area to improve sanitary conditions.  
Mr. Martell questioned what experience he had at other restaurants in the area.  Mr. Ellard 
stated he owned a restaurant in Shreveport, LA; he was the head chef at Webster’s and at 
Burdick’s in the Radisson Plaza.  He opened Damon’s on Westnedge; he runs the Stage Coach 
in Richland, the Parkview Café and went to culinary school in Europe.   
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson closed the public hearing. 

 
FINDING OF FACT 

 
Mr. Robitaille moved the Finding of Fact as follows:  
 

1.) The Finding of Fact for 5135 and 5147 Portage Street shall include all 
information included in the notice of public hearing dated June 25, 
2008.   

 
2.) Twenty-five notices of public hearing were sent and one response was 

received in favor.    
 
3.) A public hearing was held before the board and public comments were 

accepted. 
 
4.) The Zoning Board of Appeals received documents on the request 

including lot diagrams with boundaries and drawings, aerial 
photographs, site plans, elevations and a letter. 

 
5.) 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. Ellard 
stated he wanted to stay on site and be open three days a week, 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays through the end of October.  Mr. 
Stolz asked about the configuration of the unit which is removed every 
night, cleaned and returned the next business day of operation.  Ms. 
Phyllis Milonas spoke in opposition regarding of the health inspections 
or the lack there of and that the unit is not covered and has no side 
curtains, which could allow contamination.  Ms. Milonas expressed her 
concerns about the local businesses in the area losing business.  Mr. 
Eldridge commented the stand was approved for 30 days by the City.  
The Health Department has reviewed and approved the stand and given 
a permit for the stand.  No complaints have been received from the 
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public.  Mr. Guenther questioned the 30 day permit regulation.  Mr. 
Eldridge stated the ordinance was established to allow temporary stands, 
but not to operate more than 30 days per calendar year on any given 
commercial property.  Mr. Martell asked about the county license 
expiration, which Mr. Ellard stated runs through April 2009.   

 
Mr. Stolz supported the Finding of Fact. 
 
Motion approved for the Finding of Fact by voice vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Stolz moved to approve the application, conditional upon the operation being limited 
to Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, and the operation violates no zoning ordinances, 
supported by Mr. Guenther.  
 
Mr. Stolz commented he understood Ms. Milonas’ concerns, but the operation does meet the 
zoning ordinance requirements and has acquired the temporary use permit.  Since it’s a limited 
operation he feels it’s better than someone wanting to operate everyday.  Mr. Stolz stated he’d 
be voting in favor. 
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson agreed with Mr. Stolz’s comments, adding he met all the criteria 
and stated she would be voting in favor also 
 
Motion approved by roll call vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Guenther read the application for 1421 North Pitcher Street, CCN# 06-10-455-002 
  
ZBA# 08-07-16: 1421 North Pitcher St.: An application for a variance to the provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance has been filed with the Zoning Board of Appeals by Graphic 
Packaging International Inc.  The request concerns the property at 1421 North Pitcher 
Street, which is situated in use Zone M-2 (General – Manufacturing District). 
 
The following variances are requested:  

A) A dimensional variance from Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the 
existing building to within zero feet of the west property line, where a 25-foot 
building setback is required;  

B) A dimensional variance from Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the 
existing building to within five feet of the east property line, where a 25-foot 
building setback is required;  

C) A dimensional variance from Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the 
existing building to within fifteen feet of the south property line, where a 25-foot 
building setback is required;  

D) An impervious lot cover variance from Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to 
authorize 98% impervious cover, where the maximum allowed is 80% for the M-2 
District; 

E) A dimensional variance from the required Landscaping for the front yard, 
Chapter 6, Section 6.2 E, to eliminate all required tree plantings along the east side 
of the proposed addition;  
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F) A dimensional variance from the required landscaping for building perimeters, 
Chapter 6, Section 6.2 F, to eliminate all required shrub plantings along the east 
side of the proposed addition; 

G) A dimensional variance from the perimeter landscaping, Chapter 6, Section 6.2 
G.2, for the proposed loading area along the west property line.    

 
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.  There were ninety-five   
notices of public hearing were sent and zero responses were received. 
 
Todd Batts, Civil Engineering Project Manager for Driesenga & Associates, was present to 
represent Graphic Packaging.  He stated the original plant was built on a smaller parcel in 1948 
and has now grown to just short of 10 acres.  The existing building is located squarely in the 
center of the parcel.  To the north and south of the existing building are the existing parking 
lots, leaving the bulk of the site completely impervious.  Mr. Batts stated there is a small lawn 
area in the southwest corner of the facility.  Graphic Packaging is pursuing an addition to the 
plant that will total more than 125,000 sq. ft. of additional manufacturing and warehousing 
loading space.  Mr. Batts stated they needed various dimensional variances as well as variances 
to the landscaping requirements.  The requests have been filed as a result of working directly 
with the City of Kalamazoo; to not only serve the goals of the city, but also the growth of the 
company.  The existing building today crosses the western property line by 12 ft. into the 
railroad right-of-way.  Mr. Batts commented at one time there was probably a railroad spur and 
this building expansion served that spur.  On the eastern property the building extends 1.2 ft. 
into the right-of-way of N. Pitcher St.  The width of the property is over maximized with the 
existing structure.  The proposed facility is intended to go primarily to the south of the existing 
facility while keeping the building functional.  The engineers for Graphic Packaging have 
worked in an effort to maintain this building as tightly to the city’s ordinances as possible.  On 
the south side after development occurred in the design process, it became apparent to Graphic 
Packaging they needed a safe entry along the south wall of the building for their employees.  
They would be breaking the setback distance by only enough to accommodate a small 
vestibule.  Mr. Batts stated there is a small green area in the southwest corner, unfortunately 
due to the flow of product throughout the site it’s the only location that would work as a 
loading dock for the new building.  He stated the requirement for the 80% maximum 
impervious is far exceeded with the existing facility.  Their trying to maintain that small level, 
but due to the design there is a small increase.  The south side building setback grants them a 
portion of lawn area.  Mr. Batts stated their requesting a deviation approval from a landscaping 
standpoint.  The existing facility does not meet current codes on the site at this time.  He stated 
there is some landscaping at the main entrance of the facility which is mainly a façade 
improvement.  Lastly, is the landscape screening that may be required along the loading dock.  
This is required as it’s observable from a residential district, which is across the railroad tracks 
from their proposed facility.  The existing loading dock has no screening and crosses over into 
the railroad right-of-way to allow for truck traffic in and out of the facility.  Mr. Batts stated 
they are relocating the loading area south adjacent to a vacant parking lot owned by Graphic 
Packaging.  Mr. Batts stated they’ll be screening from themselves because it’s zoned 
residentially, and they own both properties. 
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson questioned, on the south east corner of the property, what would 
be going in between the triangular piece of lawn?  Mr. Batts replied, it would be the utility 
easements in that area.  Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson questioned if they don’t want any 
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landscaping over their easement.  Mr. Batts replied he couldn’t answer that, that decision hasn’t 
been finalized.  Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson questioned if the chain link fence along the west 
side of the property was where the issue with screening was located.  Mr. Batts replied correct 
the screening required by ordinance would need to be placed along that fence.  Acting Chair 
Hughes-Nilsson questioned if placing slats in the chain link fence had been discussed.  Mr. 
Eldridge replied the ordinance does not allow slats in chain link fences in the city.  They’re not 
opaque and tend to deteriorate over time and fall out of the fence.  Acting Chair Hughes-
Nilsson questioned if the fence could be replaced with something more opaque.  Mr. Eldridge 
replied at one meeting it was discussed to allow Graphic Packaging to put the required 
screening on their parking lot just west of the railroad tracks.  Rob Bauckham, the Assistant 
City Planner stated this would be acceptable from the site plan stand point since they own that 
lot to place it on west side of the rail road tracks.  This would block the viewing in the area 
where the tractor trailers would be maneuvering in the loading docks.  Acting Chair Hughes-
Nilsson questioned if the surface in the loading dock area was given any consideration to a 
pervious concrete or of a different material.  Mr. Batts stated it is frowned upon to infiltrate 
storm water flow from a loading dock area; it’s subject to possible spills of diesel oils from the 
tractors.  Mr. Batts stated City staff is requiring Graphic Packaging to provide treatment for 
spills.   
 
Mr. Martell questioned if the only intersection impacted by the building is E. Patterson and N. 
Pitcher and does it negatively impact the visibility at that intersection.  Mr. Batts replied only if 
someone we’re traveling eastbound on Patterson, from any other direction there is no impact.  
He stated this is a signalized intersection.   
 
John Caston, 1421 N. Pitcher, stated he represents Graphic Packaging and lives in the 
Kalamazoo area.  He stated he’s definitely in support of this expansion with over it’s 400 
employees.  They’re the last paper making company in the area and have a Paper Mill in Battle 
Creek as well.  Mr. Caston stated they would like to expand much larger, but are limited by the 
streets, so they’ve worked hard to make everything fit.  The equipment itself is extremely 
lengthy and needs to be in line with the other building requiring the need for the large building.   
 
Marcianna Peters, 1366 N. Edwards St., stated she lives behind the building and questioned 
what Graphic Packaging plans on doing with the site stating she wants to continue to live there.  
Ms. Peters stated the house next door was demolished, now she has access to the yard and can 
put up a fence for her children and dog.  Ms. Peters stated her concern that Graphic Packaging 
was going to be purchasing her property, and tear it down to build on.  Mr. Eldridge stated 
where she lives that portion of the building will remain unchanged; the expansion is going on 
in the south.  She would’nt even see any change when this is completed.  Mr. Eldridge 
explained the 300 ft. boundary notice requirement on a request.   
 
Rueben Hernandez, 1366 N. Edwards St., stated his concerns during the heavy rains and recent 
storms and questioned what were they going to do about the diesel/chemical smell.  Acting 
Chair Hughes-Nilsson suggested contacting Graphic Packaging personally explaining the 
Zoning Board couldn’t address that issue.  Mr. Eldridge questioned if the smell was coming 
from the loading dock area.  Mr. Hernandez replied he wasn’t sure, but it was coming up off 
the grass even.   
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson closed the public hearing. 
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FINDING OF FACT 
 

Mr. Stolz moved the Finding of Fact as follows applies to all seven of the requests:  
 

1.) The Finding of Fact for 1421 North Pitcher Street shall include all 
information included in the notice of public hearing dated June 25, 2008.   

 
2.) Ninety-five 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. 
 

4.) The Zoning Board of Appeals received documents on the request including 
lot diagrams with boundaries and drawings, aerial photographs, scaled site 
diagrams of the existing features and planned features and photographs of 
the site, elevations and a letter. 

 
5.) 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:  Todd Batts with 
Driesenga & Associates the Civil Engineer for the project spoke in favor of 
the request on behalf of Graphic Packaging.  Mr. Batts stated the building 
was originally built in 1948 on a smaller parcel and over 10 acres has been 
acquired leaving the building nearly in the center of the site.  Graphic 
Packaging is pursuing the addition of 125,000 sq. ft. of operational space.  
Mr. Batts stated the requests are a combined effort of Driesenga & 
Associates, Graphic Packaging and the City of Kalamazoo.  The current 
building extends 12 ft. into the railroad right-of-way to the west and the east 
wall extends 2 ft. into the right-of-way of N. Pitcher St.  The proposed 
building is designed to extend to the south.  Driesenga & Associates and 
Graphic Packaging have worked diligently to keep the building as 
compliant as possible.  However, safe entry on the south wall of the 
building prevents the engineer from designing the building without 
exceeding the setbacks on that side.  The small lawn on the south west 
corner is the only green area on the site.  Due to processes within the 
building the loading needs to occur in this area eliminating the lawn and 
affects the impervious cover requirements. The existing building does not 
meet landscaping requirements although limited landscaping installed in 
1995 exists.  Mr. Batts stated the railroad borders the property on the west 
line and the areas required under the landscaping ordinance are needed for 
operation. Additionally, due to the property ownership the perimeter 
landscaping at the southwest corner would actually be screening the new 
from  a parking lot owned by Graphic Packaging.  Acting Chair Hughes-
Nilsson inquired about the triangular area at the southeast corner of the 
property.  Mr. Batts indicated that area will be lawn covered, due to the fact 
the City desires not to have landscaping over their utility corridor.   Acting 
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Chair Hughes-Nilsson also inquired about screening at the southwest corner 
of the building.  Mr. Eldridge indicated screening has been approved for 
west of the railroad tracks to achieve screening requirements and not 
interfere with the proposed loading area.  Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson also 
inquired about the permeable pavements.  Mr. Batts indicated it was 
undesirable for environmental reasons.  Mr. Martell asked if the planned 
expansion would affect visibility on E. Patterson St.  Mr. Batts indicated the 
intersection was a signaled one and would be minimally affected.  John 
Caston with Graphic Packaging spoke in favor of the request giving a brief 
history of Graphic Packaging.  Ms. Marcianna Peters spoke to the request as 
a neighbor who lives in a house that adjoins to the south.  She wanted to 
know what Graphic Packaging was going to do and how it would impact 
her yard.  Ms. Peters was concerned Graphic Packaging might tear her 
house down.  Mr. Eldridge indicated her house would be unaffected because 
all changes would take place south of the building.  Rueben Hernandez 
inquired about a diesel smell coming from the property.  Acting Chair 
Hughes-Nilsson indicated this was beyond the scope of the variance request 
and directed him to the City.   

 
Mr. Robitaille supported the Finding of Fact. 
 
Mr. Eldridge commented this is a densely developed site and found information that in 1960 
there was another administration building on the site that was taken down.  He stated staff 
understands the need to put the expansion on the south side of the existing building, but as far 
as the landscaping issues go staff is not supportive of the last three variance requests that deal 
with the landscaping.  Mr. Eldridge stated if there are utility issues with that corner it can be 
worked out during the site plan review process.   
 
Motion approved for the Finding of Fact by voice vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Stolz moved to approve application A) for a dimensional variance from Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the existing building to within zero feet of the west 
property line, where a 25-foot building setback is required; supported by Mr. Robitaille.  
 
Mr. Stolz stated there are some unique circumstances given the layout of this site with the way 
it was originally constructed.  To expand the existing building within zero feet of the west 
property line is the most reasonable action they can take to make this addition possible.  He 
feels it’s minimized by the railroad tracks in between them and he would be voting in favor of 
the request. 
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson stated she agreed with Mr. Stolz, the fact that there used to be a 
building on this portion of the property shows it’s workable to the property and she would be 
voting in favor. 
 
Motion approved for request A) by roll call vote unanimously. 
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Mr. Stolz moved to approve application B) for a dimensional variance from Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the existing building to within five feet of the east 
property line, where a 25-foot building setback is required; supported by Mr. Robitaille.  
 
Mr. Stolz stated for the same reasons as part A) it seems like a reasonable request given the 
layout of the site and the need for space.  Mr. Stolz commented he would be voting in favor of 
the request. 
 
Motion approved for request B) by roll call vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Robitaille moved to approve application C) for a dimensional variance from Chapter 
5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to expand the existing building to within fifteen feet of the 
south property line, where a 25-foot building setback is required; supported by Mr. 
Stolz.  
 
Mr. Robitaille stated he agreed with Mr. Stolz’s comments, they’ve worked diligently with the 
company to design a reasonable use for the site, stating he would be voting in favor of the 
request.  
 
Motion approved for request C) by roll call vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Stolz moved to approve application D) for an impervious lot cover variance from 
Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-1, to authorize 98% impervious cover, where the 
maximum allowed is 80% for the M-2 District; supported by Mr. Guenther.  
 
Mr. Guenther commented the testimony regarding the impracticality of an impervious cover in 
the loading dock area leads him to agree and vote for in favor of the request.  Mr. Stolz 
commented with the concerns with the diesel spills and other concerns that go along with an 
industrial business an impermeable cover is more desirable, stating he would be voting in 
favor.   
 
Motion approved for request D) by roll call vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Robitaille moved to approve application E) for a dimensional variance from the 
required Landscaping for the front yard, Chapter 6, Section 6.2 E, to eliminate all 
required tree plantings along the east side of the proposed addition; supported by Mr. 
Martell. 
 
Mr. Stolz stated his understanding regarding how the planting of trees may not grow well in 
that location.  He doesn’t feel that would apply the same as with a smaller shrub on the east 
side since its road frontage that people will see.  Mr. Eldridge commented the ordinance had 
the Administrative adjustment clause that allows the City Planner to grant a 10% deviation 
from any dimensional standard.  If there is a difficulty they would first try this avenue with the 
City Planner.  The other option is during the site plan review process they can seek relief.  
Attorney Kneas commented the Board can grant a lesser variance than requested.  The request 
to eliminate all required tree plantings, the Board could set a percentage they would allow.  
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Mr. Eldridge stated along the frontage of N. Pitcher St. and E. Paterson it would be 
approximately 21 trees and 118 shrubs, which could be grouped together. 
  
Mr. Martell stated he felt Graphic Packaging would do the right thing and he would vote in 
favor of all three remaining requests as their stated. 
 
Mr. Stolz questioned if E) were approved and there are no trees would shrubs be able to be 
planted in that same area.  Mr. Eldridge replied correct, the shrubs calculation is based on the 
total frontage, but the shrubs can be positioned by the property owner.  Acting Chair Hughes-
Nilsson questioned if the applicant would accept the variance request for no trees along N. 
Pitcher St. They still would be required to maintain them along E. Paterson St.  Mr. Batts 
stated they had no problem with that.  That is what request E) is for, to eliminate all required 
plantings along the east side of the proposed addition, limiting it to N. Pitcher St. where their 
proposing the required frontage trees along E. Paterson.  Mr. Batts stated their looking for no 
deviation from the landscaping requirements for E. Paterson.  Attorney Kneas questioned if 
that would change Mr. Eldridge’s tree count.  Mr. Eldridge replied it would change the count 
down to approximately 8 trees and 30 shrubs, which would leave plenty of room.  The Board 
can reduce it by 50% if it chooses to. 
 
Motion approved for request E) by roll call vote unanimously. 
 
Mr. Robitaille moved to approve application F) for a dimensional variance from the 
required landscaping for building perimeters, Chapter 6, Section 6.2 F, to eliminate all 
required shrub plantings along the east side of the proposed addition; supported by Mr. 
Guenther.  
 
Mr. Stolz commented there’s enough room for trees and shrubs along the east side of the 
addition and he would be voting against the request.  Mr. Eldridge commented they’d have 30 
shrubs total they’d be required to plant if the variance was granted.  This is a variance from all 
88 shrubs.  Mr. Martell questioned if the problem came from there being no room.  Scott 
Fowler, Project Engineer for Graphic Packaging from New York stated on the east side is 
paved street, curb, sidewalk, fence and about six feet to the building perimeter.  There’s not 
much room in order to get shrubs planted there along with the snow plow piling snow and salt 
on them killing them.    Mr. Fowler stated it would be better to have paving and have water and 
drainage controlled rather than shrubs that will die.  Mr. Martell questioned if there would be 
grass on the other side.  Mr. Fowler replied it would be paved surface from the perimeter of the 
building to the fence line.  On the south side of the building they intend to make an employee 
entrance and spend all their landscaping dollars making the south end of their building look 
good. 
 
 Mr. Stolz questioned if the snow removal operation requires that the snow goes there.  Mr. 
Fowler replied the City of Kalamazoo throws it there when they plow the streets.  Mr. Eldridge 
reminded them the shrubs could be grouped together.   
 
Acting Chair Hughes-Nilsson stated she would be voting against this motion stating they have 
the space on the south east triangle to plant the shrubs.   
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Yes:  Guenther, Martell, Robitaille 
No:    Stolz, Hughes-Nilsson 
 
Motion denied for request F) by roll call vote. 
 
Mr. Stolz moved to approve application G) for a dimensional variance from the 
perimeter landscaping, Chapter 6, Section 6.2 G.2, for the proposed loading area along 
the west property line; supported by Mr. Martell. 
 
Mr. Stolz stated he would be voting against it due to the fact they can screen it on the Edwards 
St. parking lot.  He stated screening is important to the residents in the area.   
 
Mr. Batts commented Graphic Packaging had concerns about placing screening on the west 
side of the railroad tracks which would leave a 20 ft. gap.  This would also cause a 
maneuvering problem with their trucks with the screening on their property.   Mr. Batts stated 
the alternative the City offered them seemed the best choice.  Mr. Batts stated by placing the 
screening on the property line as ordinance requires it would create a void in the screen.  What 
they don’t want to do is get screening in one area and lose it in another area.  Mr. Stolz 
questioned if the Board could shorten the screening perimeter distance.  Mr. Eldridge stated 
they could limit the screening along the west property line to the 132 ft. depth to the parking 
lot.  Mr. Martell stated he didn’t like the idea of putting a fence on another property.  Mr. 
Robitaille stated it’s a manufacturing facility yet they could still put up an 18 ft. section of 
screening instead of leaving a gap.  Mr. Stolz commented the perimeter screening is to help not 
detract from the neighborhood setting.  Mr. Martell stated it’s a manufacturing facility and 
people can’t pretend it’s not there.  Mr. Stolz agreed, but you can minimize the detracting 
affect on the neighborhood.  Mr. Martell commented he didn’t feel it would be that hard to put 
the fence on their property and maneuver their trucks around.  Mr. Batts commented the extra 
maneuvering room by using the asphalt area on the railroad property gives them the ability for 
the trucks to turn around.  To place the 20 ft. of screening on their property on the corner 
effectively renders that area mute again.  Mr. Stolz questioned if Graphic Packaging would be 
amenable if the Board could assure them they wouldn’t be required to put a screen on the 
Edwards St. lot if they weren’t required to extend it on the 1421 n. Pitcher St. property.  Mr. 
Fowler replied yes as long as it doesn’t affect them operationally.  Mr. Stolz questioned if they 
would be willing to put up a short fence on the south west corner and put the rest of the screen 
on the property across the tracks.  Mr. Fowler commented the eight docks run north to south 
and the trucks have to go up and pull straight back, the trucks couldn’t pull up and drive back.  
Mr. Guenther commented he didn’t want to get so concerned with making it appealing they 
forget they’re in a manufacturing district.  The Board shouldn’t do anything avoidable that 
would interfere with the efficient operation of the manufacturing plant.  Mr. Robitaille 
commented putting up a small portion of fence was more offensive to him than no fence at all.  
Attorney Kneas stated the choice would then be to grant the variance.  Mr. Martell commented 
the neighbors have been notified and there have been no objections. 
 
Motion approved for request G) by roll call vote unanimously. 
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Mr. Eldridge commented there was information in the Board packets regarding the 
Neighborhood Development Community Meetings being held for the Strategic Plan for the city 
and encouraged them to attend.   
 
Mr. Stolz moved to adjourn the meeting, supported by Mr. Robitaille. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 
 
Submitted By                                                                                       Date________________ 
 
Reviewed By                                                                                        Date_________________ 
 
Approved By                                                                                        Date_________________ 
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