












STAFF REPORT:  July 9, 2024 

 

PREPARED FOR:  Kentwood Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

PREPARED BY:  Joe Pung 

 

CASE NO.:   V-24-09 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

APPLICANT:   Equipment Share 

4250 – 52nd Street, SE 

Kentwood, MI 49512 

 

STATUS OF 

APPLICANT:   Property Owner 

 

REQUESTED ACTION: The applicant wishes to install a six (6) foot high chain link fence in 

the front yard, but outside of the required front yard setback.  Section 

3.19.B.1 of the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance restricts the height of 

fences in the front yard.  The Zoning Administrator has made the 

determination that only a four (4) foot high chain link fence is 

permitted in the front yard.  The applicant is appealing the 

interpretation that the height restriction of four (4) feet applies to 

chain link fencing located outside of the required front yard setback. 

 

EXISTING ZONING OF 

SUBJECT PARCEL:  I-PUD Industrial Planned Unit Development 

 

GENERAL LOCATION: 4250 – 52nd Street, SE 

 

PARCEL SIZE:  26.49  acres 

 

EXISTING LAND USE 

ON THE PARCEL:  Construction Equipment Rental 

 

ADJACENT AREA 

LAND USES:   N - 52nd Street ROW 

    S - Industrial 

    E - Industrial 

    W - Industrial 

 

ZONING ON ADJOINING 

PARCELS:   N - I1 Light Industrial 

    S - I-PUD Industrial Planned Unit Development 

    W - I1 Light Industrial 

    E - I-PUD Industrial Planned Unit Development 

 



Staff Report 

Case V-24-09 

Page 2 

Staff Comments: 

 

1. The applicant wishes to install a six (6) foot high chain link fence in the front yard, but 

outside of the required front yard setback.  Section 3.19.B.1 of the Kentwood Zoning 

Ordinance restricts the height of fences in the front yard.  The Zoning Administrator has 

made the determination that only a four (4) foot high chain link fence is permitted in the 

front yard.  The applicant is appealing the interpretation that the height restriction of four 

(4) feet applies to chain link fencing located outside of the required front yard setback. 

 

2. Section 3.19.B.1 of the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance reads as follows: 

 

 Solid-type fences in the required front yard shall not exceed a height of three (3) feet.  

A decorative open type fence with spacing between boards equivalent to the board 

width of the fence may be permitted within the front setback area provided it does not 

exceed a height of four (4) feet.  No chain link or wire fencing shall be located within 

any residential front yard. 

 

3. The applicant wishes to place six (6) foot high chain link fence eighty (80) feet from the 

front property line (the minimum required front yard setback is thirty-five (35) feet) behind 

a berm. 

 

4. The ordinance is unclear as to where a chain link fence can be permitted in the industrial 

and commercial zones.  The intent is to not allow for tall chain link fences in the front yard 

of the industrial zone. 

 

The interpretation for fencing in an industrial district is as follows: 

 

In an industrial district, a distinction is made between the front yard and the 

required front yard. The required front yard is the minimum required building 

setback stated within the zoning ordinance.   

 

Fencing in an industrial zone is based on the required front yard setback, which 

depends on the width of the main building, and whether parking is in front of the 

building.  The required front yard setback in the industrial zone is generally 35’-

45’.   Only solid fences of 3’ or less, or open style decorative fencing of 4’ or less 

can be located in the required front yard setback.  Chain link fencing is not allowed 

in the required front yard setback.  A decorative open fence of up to 4’ is permitted 

in the required front yard setback.  At or behind the required front yard setback, 

chain link fence may be permitted, but it is limited to 4’ in height.  A decorative 

open fence of up to 6’ may be permitted.   

 

5. Since 1985, the Zoning Board of Appeals has heard approximately thirty-five (35) appeals 

to Zoning Administrator determinations and interpretations.  More recent appeals are as 

follows: 

 

Case # Address Sign Issue 

V-23-19 1677 Gentian Drive Denied (number of driveways) 
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V-22-07 4208 Haralson Court Denied (short-term rental) 

V-21-14 5170 Division Avenue Denied (product display along street) 

V-21-09 5945 Christie Avenue Denied (utility cabinet height) 

V-21-08 426 Pine Vista Drive Denied (utility cabinet height) 

V-21-07 1539 Pickett Street Denied (utility cabinet height) 

V-17-20 3333 – 28th Street Withdrawn (interpretation that a mural on an 

exterior wall is an art display venue and not 

permitted) 

V-16-07 241 – 44th Street Denied (residential parking addition 

exceeding what is allowed) 

V-16-02 12 Daniel Street Denied (appeal requirement to modify 

existing front yard fence to provide clear 

vision) 

V-13-04 3017 – 52nd Street Withdrawn (number of permitted accessory 

buildings) 

V-10-18 3110 – 28th Street Denied (upheld determination that the statue 

was considered a sign) 

V-06-22 1950 – 44th Street Withdrawn (related to signage and 

determination of street frontage) 

V-00-16  Denied (upheld determination that a cell 

tower be located on its own parcel) 

V-00-07 4860 Broadmoor Avenue Granted (reversed decision that drive-thru 

lanes are not permitted in industrial districts) 

V-00-02 2757 Ridgemoor Drive Denied (upheld the determination that a 

proposed business was a regulated use) 

V-00-01 3160 – 28th Street Denied (upheld determination that wall 

graphics were considered signage) 

V-99-24 2757 Ridgemoor Drive Granted (reversed determination of minimum 

number of signatories required to permit a 

regulated use) 

V-99-22  Dismissed (related to graphics as signage/the 

applicant failed to appear for two meetings) 

 

6. The Zoning Board has an obligation to review alleged misinterpretations made by 

administrative officers.  Rational review of the Zoning Ordinance provisions guides the 

Board’s decision. 

 

7. A majority vote by at least four members of the Zoning Board is necessary to reverse a 

determination by the Zoning Administrator. 
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Exhibit 1:  Location of Appeal 

 

 
 

Exhibit 2:  April 2023 Pictometry Photo (view from the north) 
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