
 
AGENDA 

Cascade Charter Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
Tuesday, February 13, 2024 

5:30 pm 
 2870 Jacksmith Ave 

 
ARTICLE     1.         Call the meeting to order 
           Record the attendance 
 
ARTICLE     2.         Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 
 
ARTICLE     3.         Approve the current Agenda     
 
ARTICLE     4.         Approve the minutes from the November 14, 2023 meeting  
                   
ARTICLE     5.         Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 
                                   (Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker.) 
 
ARTICLE     6.         Case #23-3808  Kramer Jr. 
                                   Public Hearing           
           Property Address: 3590 Meadowood Trails 

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting to split a platted lot.  
 

ARTICLE     7.         Case #24-3812  Haveman 
                                   Public Hearing           
           Property Address: 8960 28th Street  

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting a variance to allow an accessory 
building in the front yard.  

 
 
ARTICLE    8.       Election of Officers 
 
ARTICLE    9.       Any Other Business 
 
ARTICLE    10.     Adjourn 
 
Meeting format 

1. Staff Presentation   Staff report and recommendation 
2. Project presentation-    Applicant presentation and explanation of project 

a.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
i. Open Public Hearing. Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker; exception may be granted by the chair 

for representative speakers and applicants 
ii. Close public hearing 

3. Commission discussion –  May ask for clarification from applicant, staff or public           
4. Commission decision - Options 

a. Table the decision 
b. Deny 
c. Approve 
d. Approve with conditions    
e. Recommendation to Township Board  
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Minutes 
Cascade Charter Township 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Tuesday, November 14, 2023 
5:30 pm 

2870 Jacksmith Ave SE 
 

ARTICLE 1. Chair Moxley called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. 
 Members Present: McDonald, Mead, Moxley, Berra, Milliken 
 Members Absent: None 
 Others Present: Zoning Administrator (ZA) Smith-Jacoby and others listed on the sign-in 

sheet. 

ARTICLE 2. Pledge of Allegiance 

ARTICLE 3. Approve the current Agenda 

Motion was made by Member Mead to approve the current agenda. Supported by 
Member Berra. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

ARTICLE 4. Approve the Minutes of the October 10, 2023 Meeting 

Motion was made by Member Berra to approve the October 10, 2023 meeting 
minutes as written. Supported by Member Mead. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

ARTICLE 5. Acknowledge any visitors and those wishing to speak 

 There was no one wishing to speak.  

ARTICLE 6. Case #23-3796 Spring Hills Suites 

  Property Address: 5250 28th Street 

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting a variance to place temporary storage on 
the property.  

ZA Smith-Jacoby presented the case and explained the applicant is seeking to add 
temporary storage containers on their property while they go through a remodel.  

Lisa Wedding, Regional Director of Sales, agreed to a project end date of April 1, 2024.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to open public hearing. Supported by 
Member Mead. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

There was no one wishing to speak.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to close public hearing. Supported by 
Member Mead. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to approve the variance as requested with a 
project end date of April 1, 2024. Supported by Member Mead. Motion carried 5 to 0.  
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ARTICLE 7. Case #23-3797 Hampton Inn- Lighthouse Lodging  

  Property Address: 5200 28th St 

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting a variance to place temporary storage on 
the property.  

ZA Smith-Jacoby presented the case and explained the applicant is seeking to add 
additional storage containers on their property as they go through renovations. Staff 
recommended approval contingent on an agreed-upon end date.  

Lisa Wedding agreed to have the containers removed by the end of January.  

Motion was made by Member Mead to open public hearing. Supported by Member 
Berra. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

There was no one wishing to speak.  

Motion was made by Member Mead to close public hearing. Supported by Member 
Berra. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

Motion was made by Member Mead to approve the variance with an end date of 
February 1, 2024. Supported by Member Berra. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

ARTICLE 8. Case #23-3799 Epique Homes 

  Property Address: 3660 Cherry Lane 

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting a side yard variance  

ZA Smith-Jacoby presented the case and explained that the applicants are seeking a side 
yard variance to place their accessory building 21ft from the property line on their 10.2-
acre parcel. The height to midpoint is proposed to be 17ft tall which requires a 40ft 
setback. The planned location of the building is necessary for wheelchair accessibility.  

There was no apparent exceptional condition for the proposed location based on the 
size of the parcel. Staff recommended denial of the variance, but did propose conditions 
listed in the packet if the Zoning Board chooses to approve.  

Member Mead reviewed plans and visited the site and noted earthwork had been 
completed on the property.  

Troy Schrock, a representative with Epique Homes, clarified that the proposed location 
is set so the applicant, who is a wheelchair user, can have access from an elevator within 
the building down to the backyard. Other locations were attempted but due to terrain 
and preference, the location presented will best suit the applicant's needs. There will be 
a connection from the existing driveway to the new structure.  

Scott Schrotenboer, the applicant, stated that the primary reason for completing this 
project is to have easier access to the backyard to play with their children.  
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Member McDonald expressed concerns about a neighbor's complaint regarding the 
barn's proximity to the property line, questioning why it was placed closer there than 
the house. Schrock explained the space in between the building and the house was 
needed for proper drainage. He had minimal concerns regarding runoff onto the 
neighbor’s property once landscaping was completed such as a berm and placement of 
trees.  

Member Mead wanted extra precautions taken to capture water runoff. He also felt a 
different location of the building would be more comfortable. The applicant agreed to 
implement measures to prevent runoff and add landscaping to screen the barn.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to open public hearing. Supported by 
Member Mead. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

Kristen Schidiell (8494 36th Street) owns the property adjacent to the applicant. She is 
pleased that there’s a nice home being built, but felt there could be better placement of 
the accessory building since the property is large. The biggest concern was the potential 
water runoff due to the building's proximity to the property line. She recommended 
that the applicants plant tall trees by the property line along the length of the building. 

Shrock explained they have previously completed berms that successfully redirected 
water runoff.  

The applicant agreed to submit a water retention plan for review by the township 
engineer and plant trees along the property line.  

Jack Holt (3717 Cherry Lane) is a neighbor and suggested controlling water runoff using 
a drainage swale.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to close public hearing. Supported by 
Member Milliken. Motion carried 5 to 0.  

Member Mead mentioned that the new project is situated on 10.2 acres, with the house 
and barn chosen to be located there. 

Member McDonald said there needs to be a proper compromise between the applicant, 
who violates the ordinance, and the neighbor.  

Motion was made by Member McDonald to approve the proposed variance with 
Staff’s conditions of planting no less than 5 10ft tall evergreen trees along the north 
property line, the building may not be used as a business or dwelling, a submitted 
water control and direction plan must be reviewed by the township engineer, and a 
survey must be completed before any permits are issued. Supported by Member 
Berra. Motion carried 4 to 1.  

ARTICLE 9. Any other business 

  The next scheduled meeting is December 12.  

Member Moxley is having a model railroad open house at his residence on November 
24. 
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ARTICLE 10. Adjournment  

Motion was made by Member Mead to adjourn the meeting. Supported by Member 
Berra. Motion carried 5 to 0. The meeting adjourned at 6:41 p.m.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Valerie Milliken, Secretary 



STAFF REPORT 
 
STAFF REPORT:  Case # 23 - 3808 
REPORT DATE:  February 1, 2024 
PREPARED FOR:  Cascade Charter Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
MEETING DATE:  February 13, 2024 
PREPARED BY:  Madison Smith-Jacoby 

 
APPLICANT 

 
Robert A. Kramer Jr.  

      
STATUS 
OF APPLICANT:  Property Owner 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Seeking a variance to allow a platted lot to be split 
 
EXISTING ZONING OF 
SUBJECT PARCEL:  PUD – 45, Meadowood Trails 
 
GENERAL LOCATION:   

 
PARCEL SIZE: approximately 1.08 acres 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  3590 Meadowood Trails SE  

 
EXISTING LAND USE Residential 
ON THE PARCEL:   
 
ADJACENT AREA 
LAND USES: 
 N: Residential/ General Common Element 
 E: General Common Element 
 S: Residential 
 W: Residential  
  
ZONING ON 
ADJOINING PARCELS:  
 N: PUD – 39  
 E: PUD – 39 
 S: PUD – 45 
 W: PUD – 45 
 
 
 
 



STAFF COMMENTS: 
 

A. The applicant is requesting a variance to re-establish Lot 8 of the Meadowood Trails PUD. 
This requires the splitting of a platted parcel.  
 

B. The Meadowood Trails Development was approved in 1989. The original plat map is 
included in your packet.  
 

C. The current parcel (3590 Meadowood Trails) was previously separate, as lots #8 and #9 of 
the PUD. Since 1999, Lot 8 and 9 were combined, an access easement through Lot 8 was 
established, the properties sold pending lot reconfiguration (and an expansion to 3590 
Meadowood Trails garage was approved), the golf course closed, the lot reconfiguration 
was not formally completed, the access easement was released in 2014. This history is not 
crucial to the review of this plat split, but provides historical context for the lots. The 
current survey is in your packet.  

 
D. This parcel has a unique history dating back to previous owners in 1999 who did not 

properly file the lot combination to amend the Master Deed for Meadowood Trails. As it 
stands, the Association recognizes Lots 8 and 9 as being separate. Kent County recognizes 
lots 8 and 9 as combined. The applicant is requesting to ‘clean-up’ this issue by reverting 
the lots back to their original intention with the Master Deed.  

 
E. In consideration of past variances granted to split a platted lot (about 5 in the past 15 

years), we do not have any cases like this one. Past approvals were for lot reconfigurations.  
 

F. The Kramer residence will not meet setback requirements if the lot reverts back to its 
Master Deed descriptions. The home would encroach into Lot 8. Mr. Kramer has indicated 
that an easement would be put in place to remedy the situation, or he would be willing to 
modify the home to remedy this. Additionally, the current access to the garage would be 
removed and the primary access to Lot 9 would be on Lot 9’s parcel. The proposed buyer 
of this Lot 8 has written a letter speaking to this encroachment. I have included it in the 
packet for reference.  

 
G. The split would reestablish lot #8 as vacant. A single-family home would be permitted here 

according to the PUD ordinance. I would recommend that if the variance is granted that the 
lot split application procedures still be completed with the Township to determine lot 
buildability and formal registration process with the Kent County Register of Deeds be 
completed.  

 
H. I have not received any public comment regarding this variance request. Mr. Kramer is on 

the Meadowood Trails Association board and can speak to the Association’s stance on the 
matter.  

 
 
 
 



 
Criteria for Approval  
 
Pursuant to the Cascade Township Subdivision Ordinance #5 of 2003,  

i. Prior to a decision being made, a hearing shall be held by the Zoning Board of Appeals. Prior written 
notice of the hearing shall be given to the owners of all property located within 300 feet of the property 
at issue at least 5 days prior to the hearing, in the same fashion and in the same manner as would occur 
for a variance hearing pursuant to Chapter 23 of the Township Zoning Ordinance.  

ii. The decision of whether to approve or deny the request shall be within the discretion of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. iii. In determining whether to grant the request for a partition, division, split or 
reconfiguration of the lot lines, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall consider the following standards: 

 
 

Findings of Fact 
 

Comment 
Whether the resulting lots will have a 
materially adverse effect on adjacent uses 
or properties. 

  
Because this PUD was originally two lots 
here, I do not see this adversely impacting 
adjacent properties other than Mr. Kramer 
having less land and the immediate neighbors 
to the south having a bit less open space next 
door. The parcels are surrounded by 
permanent open space for the PUD next 
door.  
Additionally, the existing home would 
encroach on lot #8 creating a nonconforming 
structure that doesn’t meet setbacks. I do see 
this as a concern as we should not be creating 
nonconformities. 

Whether the resulting lots will change 
the essential character of the surrounding 
area or neighborhood. 

The Meadowood Trails PUD originally 
intended for 7 single family homes on 
Meadowood Trails Court and there is 
currently only 4 homes built on the street. 

Whether the resulting lots will place 
demands on public services, roads and 
facilities in excess of their capacities. 

The street is on city water and sewer so 
excess demands would not be created as 
utility is existing.  

Whether the resulting lots will establish 
a precedent which could adversely affect 
the long-term goals of the Township 
Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan 

It is important to consider the lot size this 
split of a platted lot would be creating. This 
lot, if split to its original size, could still be in 
compliance with the existing lot size 
requirements for the underlying R, R2 zoning 
district or the Subdivision Ordinance. The 
zoning wasn’t in place when this 
development was approved. The main issue 
is creating a nonconforming lot due to Lot #9 
not meeting setback requirements, and Lot 
#8 having a home encroaching on the 
property. 



 
iv. If the Zoning Board of Appeals grants the request, reasonable conditions may be attached to the 

approval.  
 
(1) No partition, division, split or reconfiguration of lot lines shall be allowed that would result in the creation 

of a lot that does not satisfy the minimum requirements of the Township Zoning Ordinance, as amended.  
 
(2) A decision rendered by the Zoning Board of Appeals with respect to this section may be appealed to the 
Township Board by any person aggrieved by such decision within 10 calendar days of the date on which the 
contested decision was rendered. Such appeal shall be made in writing to the Planning Director who shall, upon 
receipt of the appeal, provide notice of a second public hearing pursuant to section 5.4(9)(a) above, except that 
such notice shall specify that the hearing is to be held before the Township Board. A decision rendered by the 
Township Board shall be final unless such decision is reversed or modified by a court of competent jurisdiction 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that this plat split be DENIED because this creates a nonconforming situation.  
 
Should the Zoning Board of Appeals wish to approve the application, I recommend the following 
conditions: 

1. The existing home on ‘Lot 9’ is brought into compliance with the setback standards for 
the Meadowood Trails PUD – 10 feet from the property line to the foundation of the 
home.  

2. A lot split application is completed and submitted to Cascade Township for approval. 
Upon approval the split must be filed with the Kent County Register of Deeds.  

 















STAFF REPORT 
 
STAFF REPORT:  Case # 24-3812 
REPORT DATE:  February 1, 2024 
PREPARED FOR:  Cascade Charter Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
MEETING DATE:  February 13, 2024 
PREPARED BY:  Madison Smith-Jacoby 

 
APPLICANT 

 
Laurie Haveman 

 
ADDRESS:         8960 28th Street  
 
PARCEL NUMBER:       41-19-13-100-063 

 
      
STATUS 
OF APPLICANT:  Property Owner 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Seeking a variance for a lot reconfiguration resulting in an 

accessory building in the front yard.  
 
EXISTING ZONING OF 
SUBJECT PARCEL:  ARC 
 
GENERAL LOCATION:  28th Street between Buttrick Aevnue and Snow Avenue 

 
PARCEL SIZE:  Currently approximately 7.2 Acres 
  Proposed New Parcel 9.59 Acres 
 
EXISTING LAND USE 
ON THE PARCEL:  Residential 
 
ADJACENT AREA 
LAND USES: 
 N: Residential 
 E:  Residential 
 S:  Residential 
 W: Residential 
  
ZONING ON 
ADJOINING PARCELS:  
 N: ARC 
 E: ARC 
 S: ARC 
 W: ARC 



 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
A. The applicant is requesting to allow a historic barn to be permitted in the front yard of the 

parcel, as the result of a lot reconfiguration.  
 

B. The survey indicates that 1.75 acres would be transferred to 8960 28th Street. This property 
transfer would be permitted in accordance with our zoning standards, but there is a building 
on the property creating a need for the exception/variance.  
 

C. Historically, the barn that was built in the 1980s, belonged to the 8960 28th Street parcel but 
was transferred to 9050 28th Street in 2021. This previous split approval is attached in the 
packet. The owners were father and son. The applicants can speak to this more if there are 
questions. 

 
D. This previous boundary adjustment brought the barn into compliance. By including it in 9050 

28th Street, it corrected the nonconforming structure by making it a rear yard accessory 
building.  

 
E. The home cannot be seen from the road, including this accessory building as it sits 

approximately 480 feet off of 28th Street.  
 

F. The accessory building is used for landscaping storage and a hobby shop.  
 

G. The survey indicates that the barn will be 41 feet from the north property line and 37 feet 
from the side yard line. The height is 14 feet to the peak. This complies with setbacks.  

 
H. Situationally, when entering the property via the driveway, the home sits in front of the barn 

and it appears to be in the left side yard. The lot is ‘L’ shaped, making the interpretation of a 
‘front yard’ more complex. Technically speaking, the barn sits in front of the home when 
considering 28th Street at the ROW. However, it should be noted that this is not a traditional 
style “front yard”.  



As defined in Chapter 3 of the Zoning Ordinance: 
Yard, Front: The yard between front lot line or street right-of-
way line and the nearest point of any part of the main building 
thereon. (See Figure 3-10)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Findings of Fact 

 
Comment 

That there are exceptional or 
extraordinary conditions or circumstances 
that are inherent to the property in 
question and that do not apply generally 
to the other nearby properties in the same 
zoning district. 

 I do not find any exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances inherent to the 
property, but the lot sits directly behind the 
parcel to the north and is heavily wooded, 
obscuring the view of this home and barn 
altogether. The barn originally belonged to 
this home/property and is already in place.  

That the exceptional or extraordinary 
conditions or circumstances are not the 
result of actions of the applicant taken 
subsequent to the adoption of this 
Ordinance (any action taken by an 
applicant pursuant to lawfully adopted 
regulations preceding this Ordinance will 
not be considered self-created) 

 The previous lot split resulted in bringing a 
nonconforming building into compliance. 
Because the barn was in existence prior to the 
current zoning, this was not a result of the 
current homeowner. The lot split proposed 
now is an action taken subsequent to the 
adoption of our current zoning.  

That such variance is the minimum 
variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land, building, or 
structure. 

This finding doesn’t necessarily apply 
because the building is in existence. The 
proposed lot split couldn’t be done in such a 
way that the barn isn’t in the front yard.  

That the granting of the variance will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or 
otherwise detrimental to the public 
welfare. 

Laurie owns the neighboring parcels so there 
is no injurious impact to neighbors. No 
building is proposed to be expanded on or 
moved to create a new nuisance.  

That the condition or situation of the 
specific piece of property, or the 
intended use of the property, for which 
the variance is sought is not of so general 

This parcel’s configuration is unique in that 
it is situated behind the neighboring parcel, 
creating a unique situation that wouldn’t 
apply to lots with normal frontage.  



or recurrent nature as to make it more 
reasonable and practical to amend the 
Zoning Ordinance.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that this variance be DENIED due to the previous lot split remedying the 
nonconforming building. This would reinstate a nonconforming building/structure. The applicant 
could split the parcel to leave the barn on 9050 28th Street’s parcel.  
 
Should the ZBA wish to grant the variance, I recommend the following conditions: 
 

1. The barn be given a formal nonconforming status so that it cannot be expanded on, only 
maintained, pursuant to Chapter 22 of the Cascade Township Zoning Ordinance.   















 
 
 
 
 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
 

5920 Tahoe Dr SE Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546-7123 
 

 
 
October 6, 2021 
 
Jeffrey Van Strien 
9050 28th St SE 
Ada, MI 49301 
 
RE: Case 21-3668 – Boundary Line Adjustment 
 
8960 28th Street SE  (41-19-13-100-043) 
9050 28th Street SE  (41-19-13-100-005) 

 
Dear Jeff, 
 
I have received your application to reconfigure the above properties. This reconfiguration will 
essentially take approximately 2.87 acres from 8960 28th Street and add it to 9050 28th Street. 

 
You may consider this reconfiguration (as shown on the survey by Roosien & Associates dated 
6/7/2021 and revised 10/1/21), approved subject to the following: 

1. The required documents, including deeds with the revised legal descriptions, being 

recorded within the next 30 days. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
 

 
 
Brian Hilbrands, 
Planner 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Assessing Building Buildings & Grounds Clerk Fire Manager Planning Treasurer 
949-6176 949-3765 682-4836 949-1508 949-1320 949-1500 949-0224 949-6944 

www.cascadetwp.com 
 

http://www.cascadetwp.com/
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