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 MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE:   Thursday, July 17, 2025 
 
TO:  Tim Klunder, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Tim Maday, Community Development Director 
   
RE: July 21st City Council meeting agenda - Rezoning Application for 605 and 633 E Main Ave – 

City Ordinances #1036 and #1037 
               
 
Background: The Planning Commission has been considering an application from Mead Johnson & Company 
seeking to rezone the parcels at 605 E Main Ave and 633 E Main Ave from residential zone districts to the I-2 – 
General Industrial District. If approved, the parcels would be incorporated into the adjacent I-2-zoned Mead Johnson 
campus. The requested rezonings are related to a larger proposed project at the Mead Johnson site, which seeks to 
modernize and expand the facility. 
 
On June 5, 2025 representatives of Mead Johnson gave a conceptual overview of the proposed project. The 
presentation was intended to provide context to the Planning Commission, City Council and residents as applications 
for the project begin to be reviewed. There are a number of individual applications related to specific aspects of the 
project that all require action for the proposed project to occur. 
 
The Commission’s review of the application began on June 12th with a public hearing to receive public comment on 
the proposed rezonings. The minutes of that meeting, which include a summary of the verbal and written comments 
received are enclosed with this memo.  
 
On June 25th, the Commission held a special meeting to begin deliberation on the application. To support their 
deliberation, staff provided the Commission with resolutions of approval/denial that included findings of fact and a 
report from the City Planning Consultant analyzing the application, that included a recommendation that the 
rezonings be approved. Enclosed with this memo are the resolutions of approval that the Commission considered, 
which include the complete findings of fact in this matter. Several of those findings are also below: 
 

• The parcels are located in an area which is designated as a “Land Use Conflict” area in the Master Plan. 

• The parcels are located within a block that is identified as a “Inconsistent Land Use Area” in the Master Plan, 
which states “Most of these residential properties are proposed to be redeveloped into the surrounding non-
residential use.” 

• Approximately 90% of the block that the subject parcels are located in is industrially zoned. 

• While the Master Plan stresses the importance of following the Plan, it also acknowledges that change is 
likely over time, and it may warrant deviation from the Plan, in the case of the 633 E Main Ave parcel. 

 
Following review of the Planning Consultant’s report on the matter, and the resolutions that were developed 
for Planning Commission consideration, staff supported the Consultant’s position and recommended 
approval of the resolutions recommending the parcels be rezoned to the I-2 district. 
 



 

 

 Following their deliberation, on June 25th, the Commission gave preliminary approval to the two enclosed resolutions 
recommending that the parcels be rezoned to the I-2 Zone District. The minutes of the June 25 Planning Commission 
meeting, which include a summary of the Commission’s discussion, are also enclosed with this memo. 
 
These resolutions came before the Commission for final consideration at their July 10 meeting. At that meeting, the 
Planning Commission voted to adopt both resolutions. That second approval was their final action in this matter.  
 
The requested rezonings will come before City Council for consideration and action on July 21, 2025. Staff will be 
in attendance at the July 21st meeting to present the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
 
Staff acknowledges that this rezoning request has generated resident interest and concern. While the requested 
rezoning represents a departure from the parcels’ historical land use, staff believes the change aligns with the broader 
goals of the City’s Master Plan. This recommendation is based on several factors, including: 
 

• The predominance of industrial zoning and land use in the surrounding area; 

• The inconsistency of residential zoning within that context; and 

• Alignment with Master Plan objectives for industrial growth. 
 

The City’s Planning Consultant also observed that issues raised during the public hearing—such as traffic and 
buffering—can be addressed during the site plan review process that the project must undergo.  
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that City Council adopt City Ordinances 1036 and 1037 to rezone  the parcels 
at 605 E Main Ave (PIN 70-17-18-471-008) and 633 E Main Ave (PIN 70-17-18-400-045) to the I-2 – General 
Industrial Zone District. 
 
I hope this memo is helpful in outlining the ordinances that will come before City Council on July 21st. Please feel 
free to contact me with any questions regarding this memo, the enclosures or anything else. 
 





































































June 12, 2025 
 
City of Zeeland 
Mayor Kevin Klynstra 
21 South Elm Street 
Zeeland, MI 49464 
 
To Kevin Klynstra, the Esteemed Mayor, City of Zeeland: 
 
On behalf of the Michigan Economic Development CorporaƟon (MEDC), I am pleased to write in support 
of Mead Johnson & Company, LLC’s (Mead Johnson) plans that will make the company the world center 
for specialized infant formula and bolster the economic growth and vitality of the Zeeland community 
for another generaƟon. 
 

The MEDC isn’t just in favor of this project because Mead Johnson has been a successful business in 
Zeeland for over 100 years. This project is important because of the community it supports and its 
residents’ triumphs. When COVID caused an infant formula shortage in 2022, making it hard for families 
across the country to get the formula they needed, Mead Johnson – and Michigan – stepped up. The 
company increased formula producƟon by nearly 40% to overcome empty shelves so parents could 
conƟnue to feed their children. 
 

It’s also the everyday wins. Mead Johnson is a central part of Zeeland’s vibrant community. The 
company employs hundreds of local friends and neighbors, sponsors local events, from Zeelmania to the 
Spring Peddlers Market, and donates to the Community AcƟon House and Nestling Diaper Bank. 
 

These stories are why the MEDC is proud to offer support to Mead Johnson’s plans. The upgrades to its 
exisƟng facility will allow it to meet essential standards and regulations while ensuring families 
across the country continue to receive the formula they depend on. The investment will mean 
increased business for Mead Johnson’s local contractors, suppliers and service providers. The 
added jobs will mean restaurants, grocery stores, retailers and other small businesses will see 
benefits. 
 

Mead Johnson continues to be a shining example of the Make It in Michigan economic strategy. A 
strategy that shows how foundational employers can make a diƯerence around the world while 
helping our communities thrive at home. 
 

We are pleased to express our support for Mead Johnson’s facility in Zeeland and this next chapter of 
success for families in Zeeland and beyond. 
 

Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
Matt McCauley 
Senior Vice President, Regional Development 
Michigan Economic Development Corporation 
 

Docusign Envelope ID: 08069E75-489D-41D5-A162-44624BEA34BE
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TO:  Tim Maday 

FROM:  Paul LeBlanc, AICP 

DATE:  June 9, 2025 

SUBJECT: Mead Johnson Rezoning  

 

Request 

This is a request to rezone two properties from R-2, 

Single and Two-Family Residential, and R-3, Two-

family and Multiple-Family Residential, to I-2, 

General Industrial.  

 

Existing Conditions 

The parcels comprise approximately 2.4 total acres 

and abut E. Main Street.  Both properties are 

occupied by residential uses including 8 

townhomes on the west parcel and a home and 

barn on the east property.  

 

Land to the north and east of the subject properties is zoned I-2, General Industrial. The subject parcels 

and two lots immediately west of S. Division St. are 

the only residentially zoned properties within the 

confines of E. Main, E. Washington, N. Fairview, 

and N. Carlton.  The remaining land in this “block” 

is nonresidential and predominantly zoned I-2, 

General Industrial.  

 

On the south side of E. Main St., most of the lots 

are zoned R-1, Single-Family Residential, though 

two properties immediately south of the subject 

parcels are zoned for nonresidential uses. One is C-

2, Central Business, and the other is I-1, Light 

Industrial.  A second I-1 parcel is located further to 

the east. 

 

Considerations 

• Zoning vs. site plan 

The applicant has provided a conceptual layout of the proposed development for the overall site 

and comments have been made regarding setbacks, access, truck traffic, and building design. 

However, it is important to understand that none of those specifics is relevant to the rezoning of this 

property.  The focus must be limited to the appropriateness of I-2 zoning on these parcels.  If the 
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property is eventually rezoned, a detailed site plan will be required and the Planning Commission 

will be charged with reviewing that plan based on the specific criteria listed in Section 8.100(f).  That 

would be the time to examine building scale, circulation, traffic impact, landscaping, stormwater 

management, and the many other details relevant to the project and its relationship to its 

surroundings. Neither the Planning Commission nor City Council can attach conditions to this 

rezoning.  Therefore, any graphic depiction of what might be developed is a potential distraction 

from the rezoning issue and should not be considered. 

 

• Master Plan 

The Zeeland Zoning Ordinance does not provide specific criteria for rezoning decisions.  However, 

the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act does stipulate an essential consideration at Section 203 (1): 

 

“A zoning ordinance shall be based upon a plan designed to promote the public health, 

safety, and general welfare…”  

 

Both the 2011 Master Plan and the 2020 amendments to that Plan offer guidance regarding 
industrial zoning in the City and specifically 
the area encompassing the subject parcels. 
For example, the map on page 27 of the 
2011 Master Plan identifies the cluster of 
residential uses along Main Street as a land 
use conflict.  Page 30 of the Plan describes 
these and other land uses as inconsistent 
with the predominant surroundings: 
 

“There are several areas around the city 
where established single family homes 
are surrounded by intensive industrial 
or commercial uses. Many of these 
homes are actually zoned industrial or 
commercial and are, therefore, considered nonconforming uses. While recent changes 
to the zoning ordinance allow continuation and limited expansion of these homes, they 
are still faced with the noise and activity impacts related to the adjacent uses.” 

 

The desire for expanded industrial opportunities was expressed in the public opinion survey 
conducted in conjunction with the 2011 Master Plan.  In response to question #5 on page 79, over 
78 percent of those expressing an opinion either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that 
more industrial employers are needed and 67 percent agreed or strongly agreed that the industrial 
park should be expanded.  Likewise, when asked in question #6 how much effort should be directed 
toward attracting manufacturing to the City, 82 percent of those offering an opinion indicated either 
great effort or some effort.  Only 18 percent cited little effort or no effort. 
 
Increasing the availability of industrially-zoned land is also supported by the 2020 amendment to the 
Plan, as follows: 
 

“Provide for continued industrial growth in the City, using appropriate local tools and 

Land Use Conflict 
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mechanisms.” [Goal 4, p. 16, 2020 Master Plan] 
 
“Evaluate areas of inconsistent land uses and determine the best long-range use of 
these areas, consistent with the Future Land Use Map. Where appropriate, rezone 
accordingly.” [Action 14, p. 30, 2020 Master Plan] 

 

Both the 2011 and the amended 2020 Master Plan also recognize the need for flexibility in the face 

of changing conditions or unexpected opportunities. Page 63 of the 2011 Master Plan emphasizes 

this point: 

 
“Change is constant and usually unpredictable, and there may be circumstances that 

warrant changes to the zoning boundaries that are not consistent with the Master Plan. 

If and when this occurs, the Master Plan should be updated to conform to the changed 

circumstances.”  

 

“Although this plan is a comprehensive guide for land use planning over the next 20 

years, there is no way to predict what changes may occur that were not contemplated 

at the time this plan was created.” 

 

These statements are further reinforced in the 2020 Master Plan on page 32: 

 

“It is important to understand that the Master Plan is a guide and should be an integral 

part of decisions related to zoning, land development, and capital investment.  

However, conditions change; unanticipated opportunities may arise; and new 

challenges may emerge. 

 

The Plan should be kept current. Deviating from the Plan should not occur without 

sound rationale.  When such a departure is warranted, the reasons for that action 

should be clearly stated.  If the circumstances are widespread, the Plan should be 

amended to reflect the change and ensure that it remains consistent with prevailing 

conditions.” 

 

In the case of the area in question, the vast majority of the parcels (which are of substantial size) are 

currently zoned I-2 and are occupied by industrial uses.  Only a half dozen or so much smaller 

parcels are zoned and used for residential, commercial, or church use.  It would appear that these 

properties, despite being adjacent to and incompatible with the industrially-zoned land on one or 

more sides, were not planned or zoned for industrial use in order to accommodate their established 

use and not render them nonconforming.  Their size may also have been considered insufficient to 

accommodate a building and the required setbacks, parking, landscaping, etc. for any allowed I-2 

industrial use.  

 

However, if a buyer purchased some or all of these properties with the intent of consolidating them 

with an adjacent larger industrial property, rezoning them accordingly would not be inappropriate, 
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as noted in the above quotes.  

The 2011 Master Plan further 

reinforces this in designating the 

subject property as an 

Inconsistent Land Use Area 

which is described on pages 52 

and 53 as: 

 

“The land use designation 
underlying each of the 
identified inconsistent land 
use areas represents the 
recommended future land 
use in each area. Most of these residential uses are proposed to be redeveloped into the 
surrounding non-residential use, and most are already zoned for the dominant use. 
However, this will likely only occur over time. The existing houses should be preserved 
until the market demands redevelopment.” 

 

It is clear from both Master Plans that industrial development is important to the community.  
Several goals and policies reflect this; the public opinion survey supports this; and both documents 
acknowledge that unforeseen challenges and opportunities will inevitably arise.  When this occurs, 
decisions can be made that are not in strict conformance with the future land use map if they are 
otherwise supported by the vision, goals, and policies that serve as the foundation of the Plan, as 
well as sound planning principles.   
 
Zeeland’s residential character is also one of its prized attributes.  The City’s prominent tree-lined 
grid-street pattern contributes to the quaint character and walkability of the many neighborhoods.  
Preservation and maintenance of those neighborhoods is among the City’s planning priorities.  
However, the four homes and two townhome structures lining Main Street between Carlton and 
Fairview do not constitute a “residential neighborhood” as referenced throughout both Master 
Plans.  Not only do all these properties already abut the I-2 zoning district, the parcel at 633 E. Main 
(included in the rezoning request) is designated “Industrial” on the future land use map.  
 
It is understandable that home owners along the south side of Main St. are concerned about 
potential industrial development across the street. However, if the property is rezoned, the City still 
retains control through the site plan process to address and mitigate potential issues and concerns. 
Adhering to the ordinance’s site plan review criteria gives the Planning Commission the ability, if 
necessary, to require changes to the plan and attach conditions to its approval to ensure that the 
resulting development benefits the community and is compatible with its surroundings. 
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TO:  Zeeland Planning Commission 

FROM:  Paul LeBlanc, AICP 

DATE:  June 17, 2025 

SUBJECT: Mead Johnson Rezoning 

 

Request 

This is a request to rezone two properties from R-2, Single and Two-Family Residential, and R-3, Two-

family and Multiple-Family Residential, to I-2, General Industrial. 

 

Existing Conditions 

The parcels comprise 
approximately 2.4 total 
acres and abut the north 
side of E. Main Street.  
Both properties are 
occupied by residential 
uses including 8 
townhomes on the west 
parcel and a home and 
barn on the east property.  
 

Land to the north and east 

of the subject properties is 

zoned I-2, General 

Industrial. The subject 

parcels and two lots 

immediately west of S. 

Division St. are the only residentially zoned properties within the confines of E. Main, E. Washington, N. 

Fairview, and N. Carlton.  The remaining land in this “block” is nonresidential and predominantly  zoned 

I-2, General Industrial (see map).  

 

On the south side of E. Main St., most of the lots are zoned R-1, Single-Family Residential, though two 

properties immediately south of the subject parcels are zoned for nonresidential uses. One is C-2, 

Central Business, and the other is I-1, Light Industrial.  A second I-1 parcel is located further to the east. 

 

Considerations 

The location of the subject properties across Main Street from a single-family residential neighborhood 

has aroused significant interest from those residents.  Both Planning Commission meetings at which the 

project was discussed drew large attendance and elicited many comments for and against the request.  

However, those opposed to the rezoning mostly expressed concern about traffic, noise, odor, and 

I-2  
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property values.  While these are legitimate and understandable concerns, they are issues that can and 

should be addressed through appropriate site design and are not related to rezoning.   

 

If the rezoning is approved by the City Council, the applicant would be required to return to the Planning 

Commission with a complete, detailed site plan which would be reviewed in relation to specific 

standards listed in the Zoning Ordinance.  In order to ensure compliance with each of those standards, 

the Planning Commission has the authority to require adjustments to the site plan and/or to add 

conditions to an approval.  A traffic impact study, for example, is a common requirement for a project 

such as outlined by the applicant.  Depending on the findings of such a study, the Planning Commission 

could require improvements or modify the number and location of access points in order to mitigate 

potential traffic issues.  Building setbacks, screening, buffering, landscaping, lighting, drainage, and 

other physical elements of the design are all subject to heightened scrutiny if warranted to ensure 

compliance with the ordinance standards. 

 

Unlike the review provisions related to site plans, the Zoning Ordinance does not contain specific review 

criteria for rezoning requests.  However, the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act does require that zoning be 

based on a plan.  Therefore, it is important to look to the City’s 2011 Master Plan and its 2020 

amendment for guidance.   

 

Elements of the 2011 plan note the incompatibility of the land use pattern within this particular block. 

The two subject properties are included within an area labelled as a “land use conflict” on page 27 and 

described as an area “where 

established single family homes are 

surrounded by intensive industrial or 

commercial uses.” Likewise, pages 

52 and 53 of that plan designate the 

entire block as an “inconsistent land 

use area” in which the plan 

recommends “residential uses are 

proposed to be redeveloped into the 

surrounding non-residential use”. 

 

Planning goals expressed in the 2020 

Master Plan amendment further 

support the 2011 plan’s recognition of incompatible land use locations.   

 

“Provide for continued industrial growth in the City, using appropriate local tools and 

mechanisms.” [Goal 4, p. 16, 2020 Master Plan] 

 

“Evaluate areas of inconsistent land uses and determine the best long-range use of 

these areas, consistent with the Future Land Use Map. Where appropriate, rezone 

accordingly.” [Action 14, p. 30, 2020 Master Plan] 
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Finally, both the 2011 and 2020 documents, while stressing the importance of following the plan, 

acknowledge that change is inevitable and unforeseen conditions may arise that, for good reason, 

necessitate zoning changes that deviate from the plan.   While the Master Plans highlight the 

inconsistency of the existing pocket of residential in the midst of a predominantly industrial area, the 

future land use map only designates the eastern parcel (633 E. Main) as “Industrial”, though even 

several other properties within the block that are currently not zoned I-2 are designated “Industrial”.  It 

should also be noted that properties zoned commercial or industrial along the south side of E. Main in 

the midst of the single-family neighborhood are designated “Residential”. 

 

Recommendation 

I recommend that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the proposed rezoning to the City 

Council for the following reasons: 

• The entire block bounded by E. Main, E. Washington, N. Fairview, and N. Carlton is 

predominantly (90 percent) zoned I-2 and occupied by industrial uses. 

• Land use along the north side of E. Main is essentially non-residential from Chicago Drive to 

State Street. 

• The request is consistent with the 2011 Master Plan which identifies this location and this block 

as having conflicting and incompatible land uses due to the residential uses in the midst of a 

predominant industrial area.  

• The request is consistent with both the 2011 Master Plan and 2020 amendment which stress the 

importance of industrial growth in the City. 

• The existing Mead Johnson facility and other I-2 properties are currently located across the 

street from the R-1 zoned neighborhood on the south side of E. Main St. and, therefore, the 

character of the area will not change. 

• Concerns expressed at the public hearing regarding traffic impact and compatibility can be 

addressed during the site plan review process, if warranted. Others related to existing 

operational noise and odor may be lessened or fully resolved by the construction of the 

proposed new facilities.  

• The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act in promoting the 

public health, safety, and general welfare of the City by enabling continuation of a vibrant 

industrial economy, retention and growth of a significant employment base, reduction or 

elimination of current nuisance conditions, using the land in accordance with its predominant 

character and adaptability, meeting the needs of the City’s and state's residents for industry, 

and ensuring that the use is situated in an appropriate location and relationship. 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF ZEELAND 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

CITY HALL – 21 SOUTH ELM STREET 
JULY 10, 2025 

5:45PM 

-5:45PM – Chairman Elhart called the meeting to order and requested a roll call of Planning
Commissioners.

Present: Commissioners Sheri Holstege, Glenn Kass, Dan Klompmaker, Kevin Klynstra, Tim 
Klunder, and Chairman Bill Elhart. 

Absent: Amanda Cooper, Rebecca Perkins, Bob Blanton 

Also Present:  City Attorney Jim Donkersloot, Planning Consultant Paul LeBlanc, Zoning 
Administrator Timothy Maday, and Recording Secretary Nadine Hopping. 

- Staff confirmed there were no additional items beyond those listed in the agenda packet.

-Chairman Elhart opened the floor for general public comment. No comments were made.

Motion 2025.13 
Moved by Klompmaker to approve the resolution recommending the parcel at 605 E Main Ave 
be rezoned to I-2 General Industrial District.  

Supported by Holstege 

 Roll Call Vote on Motion 2025.13 
Ayes: Perkins, Blanton, Holstege, Klompmaker, Klynstra, Klunder, and Chairman Elhart. 
Nays: Kass. 
Absent: Cooper, Perkins, Blanton 
Motion Passes 

Motion 2025.14 
Moved by Klompmaker to approve the resolution recommending the parcel at 633 E Main Ave 
be rezoned to I-2 General Industrial District. 

Supported by Holstege 

 Roll Call Vote on Motion 2025.14 
Ayes: Perkins, Blanton, Holstege, Klompmaker, Kass, Klynstra, Klunder, and Chairman Elhart. 
Nays: None. 
Absent: Cooper, Perkins, Blanton 
Motion Passes 

-Moved by Commissioner Klompmaker to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes
from the June 25, 2025 meeting. Supported by Commissioner Holstege. All Commissioners voted
aye.

Staff Liaison Tim Maday noted 2 upcoming agenda items for the August 7th, 2025 Planning 
Commission Meeting. 

EXCERPT OF DRAFT 7/10/25 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
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