




 Memorandum 
 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission Land Use and Zoning Committee 

FROM: Terry Schweitzer, Community Development Director 

DATE: October 22, 2021    

RE: Development Concept-3923 Burton Street, SE and 1959 East Paris Avenue, SE 

Attached you will find a written statement and a series of graphics describing the concept of re-

developing the current 1.89-acre single family residential site into four duplex buildings and merging it 

with the adjacent medical office use.  The narrative appears to describe condominium ownership of the 

dwelling units targeted to a senior population that would benefit from the adjacency of the Age 

Management of West Michigan staff.  

The two properties are currently zoned and Master Planned for office use.  There is a Mixed Use PUD 

zoning classification that could conceivably accommodate this concept. However, the two properties 

would need to be combined in some fashion to accommodate building setback requirements as well as 

establish a minimum twenty percent open space on the overall site. In addition, the northernmost 

duplex would have to be reoriented and re-located on the northern part of the site to meet building 

setback requirements. 

 















PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 12, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Jones. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 12 citizens. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Brainerd from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Quinn, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of  September 28, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: : Case#27-

21- Bethany Christian Services – Proposed change to a Conditional Rezoning and 

Change to a Special Land Use Approval Located at 3220- 52nd Street  

   

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Poyner, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the agenda for the October 12, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#28-21 – Kum & Go Store 2604 – Rezoning of 1.653 acres of land from C-4 Office 

to C-5 Neighborhood Commercial located at the southeast corner of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the request is to rezone 1.5 acres from C-4 Office to 

C-5 Neighborhood Commercial. He stated the site has been zoned for office use since at least 

1976.  The site has been vacant since 2005 following the demolition of the building that housed a 

financial institution.  No formal application for re-development of this site has been filed with 

the city since the building demolition Schweitzer stated the property has approximately 220 feet 

of frontage on 52nd Street and approximately 280 feet of frontage on Kalamazoo Avenue with the 

grade of the northern portion of the site above the grade of the streets.  He stated this section of 

the Kalamazoo Avenue boulevard, built in 2008, is continuous along the entire site frontage and 

the cross section of the 52nd Street frontage consists of 2 through lanes in each direction as well 

as dual left turn lanes for westbound traffic. 

 

Schweitzer stated the request was initially presented by Kum & Go Convenience store. He stated 

Kum & Go submitted a letter indicating that they will no longer pursue this site. He stated they 

concluded from the conversation at the work session that this site will not be a good fit, 

therefore, they have withdrawn their application.  

 

Schweitzer stated the application that was filed was signed by the property owner and Kum and 

Go. The property owner wants to continue the pursuit of the C5 rezoning. Schweitzer stated the 

request that is being proposed to the planning commission is, should the site remain C4 which is 

primarily but not exclusive office uses as compared to the C5 which allows for office uses and 

retail as well.  

 

Schweitzer stated at the work session the commissioners were questioning why the site has been 

vacant for such a long period of time and if a C5 zoning would be appropriate at this location. 

Schweitzer stated C5 is consistent with the Master Planned long range plan for the area. 

However as there was more conversation we looked at the prospect of a 24 hour operation and 

the associated overnight lighting.  

 

Schweitzer stated from a staff perspective he felt there were some aspects of the conversation 

that we really have to take a look at before we go back to C5 and that is the nuisance factor that 

might be associated with a 24 hour operation and the lighting extending past normal business 

hours. Schweitzer stated he had discussions with the property owner and shared with him the 

concerns that had been expressed by the planning commission. The property owner still wants to 

pursue the C5 rezoning, but willing to hold off and allow the planning and city commission if 

they so choose to take a look at changing our regulations that we have for C5 so that there are 
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some restrictions on whether or not you can run 24 hours a day and likewise what type of 

lighting you may have throughout the 24 hour period.  

 

Schweitzer stated the consideration of C5 rezoning requires looking at the full range of uses that 

are allowable.   

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Dr. Andrea, owner of the building located at 5278 Kalamazoo Avenue, was present. She stated 

not only will the lights and noise be an issue there is also the traffic. She stated rezoning and not 

knowing what will be going in that location might not be a wise choice. She stated once the 

property owner has someone then the planning commission should move forward with the 

consideration to rezone. 

 

Mohammad, Manager at Marathon gas station, 5185 Kalamazoo Ave SE was present. He stated 

a change from C4 to C5 is a bad idea, the intersection already has a gas station. He stated there 

are too many accidents there all the time.  

 

Laura Hall, 1658 52nd Street was present. She stated the traffic is her concern. She stated she 

would rather see an office there because traffic wouldn’t be as heavy. 

 

Jesus Quintanilla, 1681 52nd Street. He stated he doesn’t think you should rezone the property 

until they know what is going to be put in there. His concern was if they change the zoning Kum 

and Go could come back and decide to go in. He was also concerned about his property value 

going down. He stated Kum and Go the name doesn’t sound good. He was also concerned about 

the traffic. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Quinn, to adjourn the public hearing to a future date. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

-  Brainerd absent - 

 

Pemberton stated Kum & Go knew the commissioners had concerns with the traffic flow. He 

stated this piece of property has been sitting vacant forever and it would be nice to have 

something there. He noted the C4 zoning and the permitted uses and special land uses, pointing 

out the additional permitted retail uses in the C5 as well as retail of special land uses. He stated 

he isn’t sure why residents don’t want the property rezoned until we know what is going there. It 

is a viable argument. However he isn’t opposed but he thinks we are also holding the property 

owners hostage. He stated C4 hasn’t worked at all. He stated C5 may open a door where they can 

bring a project back to the commission where they can take a good look and decide with the 

residents whether it is viable, workable and acceptable plan. He explained that just because it is 

rezoned the commissioners will not slam the door on the residents input. He stated it just opens 

the doors a little wider to some of the uses that property could be used for. 
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Benoit stated he still likes a conditional rezoning or a CPUD. He stated he doesn’t feel we are 

holding the property owner back just bring it forward for discussion. He stated he isn’t thrilled 

about going back and changing the rules for one piece of property. Schweitzer stated it applies to 

all the properties. Benoit stated he understands that, but we are doing it for one and it will apply 

to any C5 property anywhere in the City. Jones stated that is her concern as well.  

 

Quinn stated he likes Benoit’s idea. He stated it is a very busy intersection, but he thinks we need 

to do something with that property. It has been sitting vacant for quite some time. 

 

Holtrop noted that whatever goes there is going to create some level of traffic there will always 

be additional traffic when that parcel gets developed. 

 

Poyner echoed the other commissioners. He stated C5 will be more allowable uses. He stated he 

is conflicted and hesitant to not lean towards C5 but as it has been mentioned by others, that land 

has been undeveloped for several years. He explained to the residents if something were to go in 

there they will have the opportunity to give their input. 

 

Morgan thanked the residents for coming out and reiterated that the commissioners had the same 

concerns that they had. He stated he thinks that it is important that we hear the voice of the 

property owner, but at the same time making sure whatever goes in there fits.  

 

Jones stated what is permitted within C4 by right (which means things that can go there without 

planning commission approval and not having input are): funeral homes, personal service 

establishments, conference and banquet facilities etc. She informed the residents to be mindful 

that within C4 zoning, there still could come fourth something for that parcel that they would not 

necessarily want to see however it is a permitted use. Discussion ensued.  

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#29-21 – Equine Assisted Development (EAD) - Major Change to Site Plan – 

Located at 3220 32nd Street SE;    

 

Golder introduced the request. She stated the site is 8 acres in area site. She stated the site 

used to be 23 acres when the commissioners reviewed it in 2013. She stated 15 acres was 

split off for the Venue 3Two. It is owned by the same person but separate uses. 

 

Golder stated the special land use was approved in 2015. She stated we are looking at the 

site plan although we need to make sure the elements of the new part of the plan is 

consistent with the special land use. But, we are looking at the site plan as a major 

change, the use has been approved already.  

 

Golder stated EAD is going to continue to include the horse stable. She stated they have 

therapy sessions, team building events and occasional larger events.  
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Golder stated the original site plan included the event barn, but tragically the barns were 

lost in a fire. She stated that is why this is coming before the commission. They had 

10,000 square feet of buildings that were mostly barns that were lost and the only 

remaining building is the arena. She stated they are going to replace lost buildings with a 

single 14,400 square foot facility to include the stables, indoor arena, a volunteer locker 

room, restrooms and meeting rooms. She stated the old arena would be used for storage.  

 

Golder stated the special land use standards states that stables have to be 60 feet away 

from adjacent property lines. The building itself is only 20 feet away, but from staff 

perspective, since the stable part is 60 feet away we took that as it meeting that standard. 

 

Golder stated the EAD indicated initially in 2015 that they would have one event per 

year. She stated during those events, they parked in the grass because it was a one-time 

event in the pasture area.  They laid out a parking plan for where that could occur for 

those events. She stated Venue 3two came along and now there is a possibility they can 

utilize their parking area when it is needed for those larger events.  

 

Golder stated in their revised operation statement they might have as many as four events 

per year. She stated it is premised upon sharing parking on the Venue 3 Two and the 

owner has agreed to that. However, staff still feels it needs to solidify with a formal 

agreement just in case Venue 3 Two isn’t owned by the same property owner and don’t 

have that same relationship to go back to the old agreement where there was only one 

event per year. 

 

Golder stated other issues that have come up are from the Fire Department. They have a 

half fire lane. The Fire Department is asking for a full fire lane the whole length of the 

building. She stated also the Fire Department said that the entry drive off 32nd Street, is 

too narrow. Golder stated staff and EAD will be meeting with the Fire Department to 

work through these issues and the commissioners will be updated at the public hearing. 

 

Anne Driesenga, 8585 Trailblazer Byron Center was present. She stated Dwight Strayer 

is the owner of the entire property both sides and he has stated if there are large 

gatherings they can park at Venue 3 Two building. She stated that takes care of the 

parking. 

 

Commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Pembeton questioned if there was any chance to swing the fire lane on the other side of 

the building and go the full length. Golder stated there are topography considerations.  

 

Jones stated she is anxious to hear how the conversation with the Fire Department goes to 

see a little bit more about what their concerns are. 

 

     Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment  
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Zoning Ordinance Update (RPUD-1 & RPUD-2 Descriptions) 

 

The current residential planned unit development districts in Kentwood are:  

 

• RPUD -1 High Density Residential  

• RPUD-2 Single Family Residential. 

 

Pung stated the proposal is to remove the terms “High Density” and “single family 

residential” and replace with RPUD-1 Attached Residential and RPUD2 Detached 

residential. This is explaining more directly what is allowed under those zoning districts. 

He stated when you hear High Density residential, the first thing you think about are 

apartments, but the majority of the RPUD1 developments are attached condominiums 

 

Consensus of the commissioners ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Subdivision Control Ordinance Variance Requests) 

 

Pung stated this is a recommendation from the City Attorney just to clarify the standards 

for granting a variance and remove the restriction that any variances to the subdivision 

control ordinance must be filed at the same time as the preliminary plat application is 

filed. 

 

Jones noted that the word “his” is mentioned throughout and would like some gender 

neutral language added. 

 

Consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Athletic Training Centers) 

 

Pung stated recently the Land Use and Zoning (LUZ) Subcommittee met with an 

applicant looking at locating an indoor recreation facility within an existing building in 

the I1 Light Industrial district. The Zoning Ordinance currently does not permit 

recreation facilities (indoor or outdoor) in industrial districts. The request was not the first 

heard by the city and at least one variance had been granted in the past to permit an 

indoor recreation facility in an industrial building.  

 

Currently indoor recreation facilities are allowed either by right or as a special land use 

within all zoning districts in Kentwood except R5 Manufactured Housing, I1 Light 

Industrial, and I2 Heavy Industrial.  

 

In initial discussion at the Zoning Ordinance Subcommittee there was support for 

allowing uses such as indoor soccer training, etc. in industrial districts, but there were 

some concerns with how large such facilities could be, especially based on limited 

industrial space, and the type of uses that could be included under an indoor recreation 
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facility. Based on the concerns identified, staff had drafted the proposed ordinance 

amendment 

 

Pung stated staff looked at Wyoming has done and they have the allowance for indoor 

recreation facilities, but they created a subset specifically for their industrial district 

called athletic training centers. They are geared towards specific training facilities and 

activities.  

 

Pung stated the way we are proposing this is that you can do training sessions but we will 

not allow for competitor events or spectator events.  

 

Pung stated staff added some additional site design standards. There was concern about 

taking up the industrial space. He stated right now it is limited to 25,000 square feet. This 

would make this a lot more limited in size and scope which would also limit traffic 

concerns and the depletion of industrial space for non-industrial uses.  

 

Benoit stated there was concern regarding saving Industrial space for industrial use not 

getting it gobbled up by someone wanting to put in soccer fields and grandstands.  

 

Pemberton suggested discussing this further. He stated it comes down to our winter 

months and money and clear spans, how much it will cost to put up a new building of 

exceptionally high ceilings.  

 

Kape stated due to the winter months there is a need for indoor facilities for training. 

 

Jones stated she would like to have more conversation about this amendment. She is not 

ready to say yes to leaning towards prohibiting the use all together. She stated she 

understands that we need industrial and have quite a lot of it, however, we are in 

Michigan and have winter. 

 

Pung stated we would not eliminate the small group training and rehabilitation facilities, 

which does not have to be related to a sport but it can also be open to the general public. 

The main thing is that you have the limited space 10,000 square feet and you also have to 

have a ratio of no more than 4 individuals per trainer. Pung stated it is more size and 

training. 

 

Holtrop stated he would like to look more into this, it sounds very restrictive from what 

he perceives and what some of the need of our community might be. Holtrop stated  a 

facility could be a value in Kentwood,  therefore, where would it go. He agreed with 

Pemberton noting that he doesn’t think someone would come in an build one of these 

facilities because of the cost. 

 

Poyner stated he would like an assessment of what the demands are in light industrial 

properties. 
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The commissioners decided to hold off on this request. Pung stated staff will make some 

changes and have further discussion at the next meeting and also get the industrial 

information. 

 

Update (Adult Foster Care Facilities) 

 

The State of Michigan defines Adult Foster Care (AFC) homes as licensed residential 

settings that provide 24-hour personal care, protection, and supervision for individuals 

who are developmentally disabled, mentally ill, physically handicapped or aged who 

cannot live alone but who do not need continuous nursing care.  

 

AFC Homes are restricted to providing care to no more than 20 adults.  

 

The State of Michigan currently identifies five (5) types of adult foster care homes:  

• Adult Foster Care Family Home (Licensed for 3-6 residents/licensee must live in the 

home)  

• Adult Foster Care Small Group Home (Licensed for 3-6)  

• Adult Medium Group Home (Licensed for 7-12 residents) 

• Adult Large Group Home (Licensed for 13-20 residents)  

• Adult Congregate Facility (Capacity >20/per Public Act 218 the licensure of new 

AFC’s for more than 20 persons is prohibited)  

 

The Kentwood Zoning Ordinance currently makes allowance for adult foster care family 

homes and adult foster care small group homes, the ordinance does not currently make 

allowance for adult foster care medium and large group homes. The recommendation out 

of the Zoning Ordinance Subcommittee is to expand the use allowances to permit 

medium and large adult foster care group homes. Based on information on the Michigan 

Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website, 

 

Pung stated a group came in wanting to do a large group home, currently it is not allowed 

in the City.  

 

The commissioners were ok with the amendment. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton to set public hearing date of November 

9, 2021, for:  Case#31-21 Abra (Auto Body Repair of America) – Special Land Use 

Major Vehicle Repair Establishment and Site Plan Review Located at 3165 29th 

Street; Case# 32-21 – Master Plan Amendment Request – Change from Institutional 

to Medium Density Residential Land Use site Located at 2400 Forest Hill 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent -  
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K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation Schedule 

 

Golder noted several recent steps toward implementation. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Benoit stated he may not be at one of the November meetings due to being on grandbaby duty. ☺ 

 

Holtrop stated his son got married over the weekend out in Seattle and they had the opportunity 

to spend a week out there. He commented on the density of the developments and the 

transportation services that were available to the residents. 

 

Kape stated the Parks and Recreation committee have about 3 meetings left on Covenant Park 

projectand on the website they developed a proposal. They are hoping to go to the City 

Commission in December to propose a new millage and add Covenant Park into what they were 

working on in the past. Jones questioned when the millage will be on the ballot. Kape stated if all 

goes well, hopefully August. He stated the August date is also a gubernatorial election. Jones 

stated it is also the senior millage and stated to be mindful of all the millages. 

 

Kape also shared the Vibe was the most successful fundraiser in adaptive sports history. He 

stated the Parks and Recreation had the largest events for the City of Kentwood in history within 

6 days of each other (Vibe and Food Truck Rally).  

 

Morgan questioned if staff has come up a conclusion in regards to the AT&T landline equipment 

cabinets that are just sitting in the neighborhoods. Schweitzer stated he has reached out to AT&T 

and will follow up. Morgan stated if Schweitzer needs help with contacting someone from At&t 

let him know his family works there. 

 

Jones stated the City Line apartments on Division are coming along good. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comment. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Quinn, to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent -  

Meeting adjourned at 8:20pm 
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     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 

















PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 

Pung 10/21/21 

 

PROJECT: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

APPLICATION: 30-21 

 

HEARING DATE: October 26, 2021 

 

REVIEW TYPE: Zoning Ordinance Amendments Relating to Adult Foster 

Care Facilities 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend to the City Commission to amend the Kentwood 

Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02 as follows:: 

 

Amend Section 2.02 Definition of Adult Care Facilities to read as follows: 

 

Adult Care Facilities:  A facility for the care of adults, over eighteen (18) years of age, as 

licensed and regulated by the State under Michigan Public Act 218 of 1979, as amended, 

and rules promulgated by the State Department of Consumer and Industry Services.  The 

organizations shall be defined as follows: 

 

1. Adult foster care facility: A governmental or non-governmental establishment that 

provides foster care to adults.  It includes facilities and foster care homes for adults 

who are aged, mentally ill, developmentally disabled, or physically handicapped who 

require supervision on an ongoing basis but who do not require continuous nursing 

care.  An adult foster care facility does not include nursing homes, homes for the aged, 

hospitals, alcohol or substance abuse rehabilitation center, or a residential center for 

persons released from or assigned to a correctional facility. 

2. Adult foster care small group home: A adult foster care facility with the approved 

capacity to receive six (6) or fewer adults who are provided supervision, personal care, 

and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-four (24) hours a day, five (5) 

or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks for compensation. 

3. Adult foster care medium group home: A adult foster care facility with the approved 

capacity to receive seven (7) to twelve (12) adults who are provided supervision, 

personal care, and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-four (24) hours 

a day, five (5) or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks for 

compensation. 

4. Adult foster care large group home: A adult foster care facility with the approved 

capacity to receive thirteen (13) to twenty (20) adults who are provided supervision, 

personal care, and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-four (24) hours 

a day, five (5) or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks for 

compensation. 

5. Adult foster care family home: A private home with the approved capacity to receive 

six (6) or fewer adults to be provided with foster care for five (5) or more days a week 
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and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks.  The adult foster care family home licensee 

must be a member of the household and an occupant of the residence. 

 

(The proposed amendments modify the definition of small group home and add 

definitions for medium and large adult foster care group homes consistent with the 

State of Michigan classifications.) 

 

Amend Section 3.20 to read as follows: 

 

Section 3.20 Residential Child and Adult Care Facilities 

 

As defined in Chapter 2 Definitions, the following uses are allowed only as provided for 

in the following Table of Facilities and Zoning Districts.  Refer to Chapter 15 Approval 

Standards for Special Land Uses for applicable conditions. 

 

P: Land and/or buildings may be used for the purposes listed by right. 

SLU: Land and/or buildings may be permitted by obtaining Special Land Use approval 

when all applicable standards as cited in Chapter 15 and elsewhere are met: 

SLU as accessory:  Land and/or buildings may only be allowed as an accessory to an 

approved use, such as a church, school, recreation facility, office or other similar 

use upon review and approval of a Special Land Use approval, in accordance with 

general and specific standards. 

 

 

Type of Facility per 

District 

R1-A,  B, 

C, D 

R-2, 3, 4, 

5 
C-2, 3, 4 OS 

Form 

Based Code 

(FBC) 

I-1, I-2 

Adult foster care 

family home 
P P -- -- P -- 

Adult foster care 

small group home 
P P -- -- P -- 

Adult foster care 

medium group home 
SLU P   P  

Adult foster care 

large group home 
 SLU   SLU  

Adult day care 

facility 
-- SLU SLU -- SLU -- 

Foster family home P P -- -- P -- 

Foster family group 

home 
SLU P -- -- 

SLU 
-- 

Family child day care 

home 
P P -- -- 

P 
-- 

Group child day care 

home 
P P -- -- 

SLU 
-- 

Child Care Center SLU  SLU  P -- 

 

SLU 

SLU as 

accessory 

and 
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freestandi

ng 

Child Caring 

Institution 
-- SLU -- -- 

SLU 
-- 

Adult Caring 

Institution 
-- SLU -- -- 

-- 
-- 

A. Requirements Pertaining to Group Child Day Care Homes 

 

1. There shall be sufficient on-site outdoor play area to meet state regulations. All 

required outdoor play areas shall be fenced with a minimum of four (4) foot tall 

fence, provided that no such fence shall be located in the front yard. 

2. Ingress and egress shall be provided as far as possible from two (2) intersecting 

streets and shall be at least one hundred (100) feet from two through streets. 

3. A group child day care shall not be located within a twelve hundred (1,200) foot 

radius of any other group child day care. 

4. For the purpose of this Section, the measurement of a radius shall be measured in a 

straight line from the actual location of the use to the nearest property line of the other 

group day care home. 

5. An on-site drive shall be provided for drop offs/loading. This drive shall be arranged 

to allow maneuvers without creating a hazard to traffic flow on the public street. 

 

(The proposed amendments make adult foster care small group homes a permitted 

use in all residential districts and the Form Based Code district.  Classifications for 

medium and large adult foster care group homes have been added with medium 

group homes a special land use in R1 residential districts and a permitted use in all 

other residential districts and the Form Based Code district and large group homes 

not permitted in R1 residential districts and a special land use in all other residential 

districts and the Form Based Code district.  Section 2.06 (1) of the Michigan Zoning 

Enabling Act states:  Except as otherwise provided in subsection (2), a state licensed 

residential facility shall be considered a residential use of property for the purposes 

of zoning and a permitted use in all residential zones and is not subject to a special 

use or conditional use permit or procedure different from those required for other 

dwellings of similar density in the same zone.) 

 

Amend Section 15.03.A to read as follows: 

 

A. Adult Care.  Adult foster care medium and large group homes. 

 

Amend Section 15.04.A to read as follows: 

 

Section 15.04.A: Adult foster care medium and large group homes. 

 

1. Non-residential parking setback and screening provisions shall apply. 

2. The building shall have an appearance that is non-intrusive and consistent in color, 

materials, roofline, and architecture with the District and neighborhood in which it is 

located. 
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(Proposed amendments would only require use specific design criteria for medium 

and large group homes and remove two current requirements.  The city has not 

enforced the requirement for continual documentation of a valid license nor 

documentation of compliance with the State Building and Fire Codes.) 

 

 

Redline Versions 

 

Section 2.02 
 

Adult Care Facilities:  A facility for the care of adults, over eighteen (18) years of age, as 

licensed and regulated by the State under Michigan Public Act 218 of 1979, as amended, 

and rules promulgated by the State Department of Consumer and Industry Services.  The 

organizations shall be defined as follows: 

 

1. Adult foster care facility: A governmental or non-governmental establishment that 

provides foster care to adults.  It includes facilities and foster care homes for adults 

who are aged, mentally ill, developmentally disabled, or physically handicapped who 

require supervision on an ongoing basis but who do not require continuous nursing 

care.  An adult foster care facility does not include nursing homes, homes for the aged, 

hospitals, alcohol or substance abuse rehabilitation center, or a residential center for 

persons released from or assigned to a correctional facility. 

2. Adult foster care small group home: A adult foster care facility private home with the 

approved capacity to receive twelve (12) six (6) or fewer adults who are provided 

supervision, personal care, and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-

four (24) hours a day, five (5) or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive 

weeks for compensation. 

3. Adult foster care medium group home: A adult foster care facility with the approved 

capacity to receive seven (7) to twelve (12) adults who are provided supervision, 

personal care, and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-four (24) hours 

a day, five (5) or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks for 

compensation. 

4. Adult foster care large group home: A adult foster care facility with the approved 

capacity to receive thirteen (13) to twenty (20) adults who are provided supervision, 

personal care, and protection in addition to room and board, for twenty-four (24) hours 

a day, five (5) or more days a week and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks for 

compensation. 

5. Adult foster care family home: A private home with the approved capacity to receive 

six (6) or fewer adults to be provided with foster care for five (5) or more days a week 

and for two (2) or more consecutive weeks.  The adult foster care family home licensee 

must be a member of the household and an occupant of the residence. 
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Section 3.20 

 
Section 3.20 Residential Child and Adult Care Facilities 

 

As defined in Chapter 2 Definitions, the following uses are allowed only as provided for 

in the following Table of Facilities and Zoning Districts.  Refer to Chapter 15 Approval 

Standards for Special Land Uses for applicable conditions. 

 

P: Land and/or buildings may be used for the purposes listed by right. 

SLU: Land and/or buildings may be permitted by obtaining Special Land Use approval 

when all applicable standards as cited in Chapter 15 and elsewhere are met: 

SLU as accessory:  Land and/or buildings may only be allowed as an accessory to an 

approved use, such as a church, school, recreation facility, office or other similar 

use upon review and approval of a Special Land Use approval, in accordance with 

general and specific standards. 

 

 

Type of Facility per 

District 

R1-A,  B, 

C, D 

R-2, 3, 4, 

5 
C-2, 3, 4 OS 

Form 

Based Code 

(FBC) 

I-1, I-2 

Adult foster care 

family home 
P P -- -- P -- 

Adult foster care 

small group home 
SLU P SLU P -- -- SLU P -- 

Adult foster care 

medium group home 
SLU P   P  

Adult foster care 

large group home 
 SLU   SLU  

Adult day care 

facility 
-- SLU SLU -- SLU -- 

Foster family home P P -- -- P -- 

Foster family group 

home 
SLU P -- -- 

SLU 
-- 

Family child day care 

home 
P P -- -- 

P 
-- 

Group child day care 

home 
P P -- -- 

SLU 
-- 

Child Care Center SLU  SLU  P -- 

 

SLU 

SLU as 

accessory 

and 

freestandi

ng 

Child Caring 

Institution 
-- SLU -- -- 

SLU 
-- 
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Adult Caring 

Institution 
-- SLU -- -- 

-- 
-- 

A. Requirements Pertaining to Group Child Day Care Homes 

 

1. There shall be sufficient on-site outdoor play area to meet state regulations. All 

required outdoor play areas shall be fenced with a minimum of four (4) foot tall 

fence, provided that no such fence shall be located in the front yard. 

2. Ingress and egress shall be provided as far as possible from two (2) intersecting 

streets and shall be at least one hundred (100) feet from two through streets. 

3. A group child day care shall not be located within a twelve hundred (1,200) foot 

radius of any other group child day care. 

4. For the purpose of this Section, the measurement of a radius shall be measured in a 

straight line from the actual location of the use to the nearest property line of the other 

group day care home. 

5. An on-site drive shall be provided for drop offs/loading. This drive shall be arranged 

to allow maneuvers without creating a hazard to traffic flow on the public street. 

 

Section 15.03.A 
 

A. Adult Care.  Adult foster care small group home medium and large group homes. 

 

Section 15.04.A 
 

Section 15.04.A: Adult foster care small medium and large group homes 

 

1. The use shall be registered with the City and shall continually have on file with the City 

documentation of a valid license as required by the State. 

2. The applicant shall submit documentation of compliance with State Building and Fire 

Codes. 

3. 1. Non-residential parking setback and screening provisions shall apply. 

4. 2. The building shall have an appearance that is non-intrusive and consistent in color, 

materials, roofline, and architecture with the District and neighborhood in which it is 

located. 

 

BASIS: 

 

1. The proposed amendments bring the Zoning ordinance in alignment with the State of 

Michigan classifications and definitions for adult foster care group homes. 

2. Existing facilities in Kentwood which are currently legal non-conforming uses would 

become allowed uses in their respective zoning district. 

3. Discussion at the work session and public hearing. 



PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 

Pung 10/21/21 

 

PROJECT: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

APPLICATION: 30-21 

 

HEARING DATE: October 26, 2021 

 

REVIEW TYPE: Zoning Ordinance Amendment Relating to Description of 

RPUD Districts 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend to the City Commission to amend the Kentwood 

Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02 as follows:: 

 

Amend Section 1.08 to read as follows: 

 

Section 1.08  DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED 

 

For the purposes of this ordinance, the City of Kentwood is divided into the following 

Zoning Districts: 

 

Zoning District Chapter 

F-1 Floodplain 4 

R1-A, B Very Low Density Residential 5 

R1-C, D Low Density Residential 5 

R-2,  Two Family Residential 6 

R-3 Medium/High Density Residential 6 

R-4  High Density Residential 6 

R-5 Manufactured Housing  7 

C-2 Community Commercial 8 

C-3 Regional Commercial 8 

C-4 Office/Business 8 

C-5 Neighborhood Corridor Commercial 9 

I-1 Light Industrial 10 

I-2 General Industrial 10 

OS Open Space, Public, Semi-Public 11 

RPUD-1 Attached Residential PUD 12 

RPUD-2 Detached Residential PUD 12 

CPUD Commercial PUD 12 
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MPUD Mixed Use PUD 12 

IPUD Industrial PUD 12 

OPUD Office PUD 12 

FBC Form Based Code 23 

 

Amend Section 12.02.C to read as follows: 

 

C. The following minimum project sizes shall apply 

 

1. RPUD-1 Attached Residential:  Five (5) acres 

2. RPUD-2 Detached Residential:  Five (5) acres 

3. Commercial PUD:  Five (5) acres 

4. Mix Use PUD:  Five (5) acres 

5. Office PUD:  Five (5) acres 

6. Industrial PUD:  Ten (10) acres 

 

Amend Section 12.03 to read as follows: 

 

Section 12.03  RPUD-1 ATTACHED RESIDENTIAL PUD 

 

Residential development under this category shall promote the high-quality character of 

the community and contribute to the variety of housing option for City residents.  To ensure 

RPUD-1 projects meet this intent and the described intent of the PUD designation, the 

following design requirements shall apply in addition to all other regulations set forth in 

this Ordinance. 

 

Amend Section 12.04 to read as follows: 

 

Section 12.04  RPUD-2 DETACHED RESIDENTIAL PUD 

 

Residential development under this category shall promote the high-quality character of 

the community and contribute to the variety of detached housing option for City residents.  

To ensure RPUD-2 projects meet this intent and the described intent of the PUD 

designation, the following design requirements shall apply in addition to all other 

regulations set forth in this Ordinance. 
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Redline Versions 

 

Section 1.08 
 

Section 1.08  DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED 

 

For the purposes of this ordinance, the City of Kentwood is divided into the following 

Zoning Districts: 

 

Zoning District Chapter 

F-1 Floodplain 4 

R1-A, B Very Low Density Residential 5 

R1-C, D Low Density Residential 5 

R-2,  Two Family Residential 6 

R-3 Medium/High Density Residential 6 

R-4  High Density Residential 6 

R-5 Manufactured Housing  7 

C-2 Community Commercial 8 

C-3 Regional Commercial 8 

C-4 Office/Business 8 

C-5 Neighborhood Corridor Commercial 9 

I-1 Light Industrial 10 

I-2 General Industrial 10 

OS Open Space, Public, Semi-Public 11 

RPUD-1 High Density Residential PUD 

Attached Residential PUD 
12 

RPUD-2 Low Density Residential PUD 

Detached Residential PUD 

 

12 

CPUD Commercial PUD 12 

MPUD Mixed Use PUD 12 

IPUD Industrial PUD 12 

OPUD Office PUD 12 

FBC Form Based Code 23 

 

Section 12.02.C 

 
C. The following minimum project sizes shall apply 

 

1. RPUD-1 High Density Attached Residential:  Five (5) acres 

2. RPUD-2 Single Family Detached Residential:  Five (5) acres 

3. Commercial PUD:  Five (5) acres 
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4. Mix Use PUD:  Five (5) acres 

5. Office PUD:  Five (5) acres 

6. Industrial PUD:  Ten (10) acres 

 

Section 12.03 
 

Section 12.03  RPUD-1 HIGH DENSITY ATTACHED RESIDENTIAL PUD – 

SPECIFIC REGULATIONS 

 

High density rResidential development under this category shall promote the high-quality 

character of the community and contribute to the variety of housing option for City 

residents.  To ensure RPUD-1 projects meet this intent and the described intent of the PUD 

designation, the following design requirements shall apply in addition to all other 

regulations set forth in this Ordinance. 

 

Section 12.04 
 

Section 12.04  RPUD-2 SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED RESIDENTIAL PUD 

 

Low density rResidential development under this category shall promote the high-quality 

character of the community and contribute to the variety of detached housing option for 

City residents.  To ensure RPUD-2 projects meet this intent and the described intent of the 

PUD designation, the following design requirements shall apply in addition to all other 

regulations set forth in this Ordinance. 

 

BASIS: 

 

1. The proposed change would more accurately describe the type of housing intended 

for each RPUD district.  Under the current RPUD-1 district title there is often the 

misunderstanding that apartments and other high-density development is 

intended/proposed.  Although  apartments are allowed under the RPUD-1 district, the 

primary intent has been to allow for attached condominium developments which are 

not permitted under the RPUD-2 district nor the R1 single family residential districts. 

2. Discussion at the work session and public hearing. 



PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 

Pung 10/21/21 

 

PROJECT: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

APPLICATION: 30-21 

 

HEARING DATE: October 26, 2021 

 

REVIEW TYPE: Zoning Ordinance Amendment Relating to Variances Under 

the Subdivision Control Ordinance 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend to the City Commission to amend Kentwood 

Code of Ordinances Chapter 90 as follows:: 

 

Amend Section 90-38 (b) to read as follows: 

 

Section 90-38 (b) 

 

(b) Other subdivisions. 

(1) Demonstration of need. If the proprietor can clearly demonstrate that 

literal enforcement of the terms of this article is impractical because of 

peculiar conditions pertaining to their land, the zoning board of appeals 

may at its discretion, permit such variances it finds reasonable and within 

the general policy and purpose of this article. No variance shall be granted 

unless the zoning board of appeals finds that  

a. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property 

such that the strict application of the provisions of this article would 

deprive the proprietor of the reasonable use of his land.  

b. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 

substantial property right of the proprietor.  

c. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public 

welfare or be injurious to property in the area in which the property is 

situated.  

(2) Conditions. The zoning board of appeals, in granting approval of 

variances, may require such conditions as will secure substantially the 

objectives of the requirement varied or modified.  

(3) Application. An application for any such variance shall be submitted to the 

zoning board of appeal.  The application shall fully state the grounds for 

such a variance.  
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Redline Version 

 

(b) Other subdivisions. 

(1) Demonstration of need. If the proprietor can clearly demonstrate that 

literal enforcement of the terms of this article is impractical or will impose 

undue hardship in the use of his land because of peculiar conditions 

pertaining to his their land, the zoning board of appeals may at its 

discretion, permit such variances it finds reasonable and within the general 

policy and purpose of this article.  No variance shall be granted unless the 

zoning board of appeals finds that  

a. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property 

such that the strict application of the provisions of this article would 

deprive the proprietor of the reasonable use of his land.  

b. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 

substantial property right of the proprietor.  

c. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public 

welfare or be injurious to property in the area in which the property is 

situated.  

(2) Conditions. The zoning board of appeals, in granting approval of 

variances, may require such conditions as will secure substantially the 

objectives of the requirement varied or modified.  

(3) Application. An application for any such variance shall be submitted to the 

zoning board of at the time the preliminary plat is filed with the 

community development department.  The application shall fully state the 

grounds for such a variance.  

 

 

BASIS: 

 

1. The proposed changes will clarify the standards for granting a variance and remove 

the restriction that any variances to the subdivision control ordinance must be filed at 

the same time as the preliminary plat application is filed. 

2. Discussion at the work session and public hearing. 
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