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ADA TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS  
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 5, 2021, 4:30 P.M. 

ADA TOWNSHIP OFFICES 
7330 THORNAPPLE RIVER DR. SE, ADA, MICHIGAN 

 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MAY 11, 2021 REGULAR MEETING 

 
V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - none  

 
 VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Request for variance from private road standards to allow the subject parcel to be divided into 
two (2) parcels on a private road, serving as the primary access to more than four (4) parcels, 
that does not meet current standards for driveway width, cul-de-sac radius, and maintenance 
agreement requirements, Harry & June Kooyman, 1010 Fernridge Ave. SE,  
Parcel No. 41-15-31-476-055 

 
 
VII.  CORRESPONDENCE 
 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 



ADA TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS                               
MINUTES OF THE TUESDAY, MAY 11, 2021, REGULAR MEETING 

 
A regular meeting of the Ada Township Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, May 11, 2021, 
at 4:30 p.m. at the Ada Township Hall, 7330 Thornapple River Dr. SE, Ada, Michigan  
 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Dixon at 4:30 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 

 
Members present:  Dixon, Nuttall, Smith 
Members absent: McNamara, Norman 
Staff Present:  Buckley, Ferro, Suchy 
Public: 1 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Moved by Smith, supported by Nuttall, to approve the agenda as presented.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
Moved by Smith, supported by Nuttall, to approve the January 5, 2021 Meeting minutes as presented.   
Motion passed unanimously.  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS – None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1.  Request for a use variance to permit the continued use of professional mortgage office         
      and the construction of a 36’ x 52’ accessory building for storage and additional            
      office/conference room space, 6410 Knapp St., Parcel No. 41-15-09-301-001, Jonathan Arnold, 
      for 6410 Knapp Street LLC 
 
Applicant, Jonathan Arnold, office located at 6410 Knapp St., presented his request for a use variance.  Mr. 
Arnold stated he had previous approval of a use variance that was submitted in January. This new request 
proposes a larger accessory building.  Mr. Arnold referred to the site plan included in the packet and explained the 
property lay out and elevations of the proposed site.  Mr. Arnold stated the proposed new building expansion 
causes no visual obstruction to anything other than his building.  Mr. Arnold shared details about the design of the 
proposed building and described the materials to be used. 
 
Ferro spoke on behalf of Bajdek’s staff memo.  Ferro stated that in summary Brent’s memo concluded that an 
increase in the footprint of the building from 1,200 sq. ft. (30’ x 40’) to 1,872 sq. ft. (36’ x 52’), an increase of 
over 50%, is not in conformance with the standard of whether the request alters the essential character of the area. 
 
Dixon stated to Mr. Arnold that there were only 3 board members in attendance at the meeting and he has the 
option to request postponing the decision today until all 5 board members are in attendance.  Mr. Arnold stated 
that he was not only seeking an approval but also looking for direction from the board.   
 
There was board discussion regarding the obligation of the board to protect the spirit of the zoning ordinance and 
the applicant options if the request is denied. 
 
Dixon opened the public hearing at 4:56 p.m.  There was no public comment and the hearing was closed. 

DRAFT
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Smith asked applicant what he plans to do with the additional space.  Mr. Arnold stated he needs extra space for 
his employees to work within a safe distance from each other, more open-air work space with newly created 
offices, and create an office for himself (he is currently working out of the lunch room). 
 
Nuttall referred to the staff memo comments for criteria #2 and asked if the 20’ setbacks have been met.  Ferro 
stated those are the rules that would apply to a residential accessory building.  Nuttall stated that it seems like we 
are applying residential rules but have allowed them commercial use.  Dixon clarified that there was a 
consideration for rezoning that area to a commercial node in the past but that was not viewed favorably by the 
Planning Commission.  Dixon said that they are trying to maintain the residential form-based regulations.  Nuttall 
stated they already have a use variance for commercial use property.  Dixon agreed with Nuttall and stated that he 
struggled with seeing the hardship. 
 
Smith stated when this request was before the board in January, the staff memo concluded that the proposed 
building would not alter the essential character of the area and the staff report of May 7 says that it would alter the 
essential character of the area.  Smith stated if you do not see the building from the road, then how can it alter the 
character. 
 
Ferro stated that would be a judgement call for the zoning board to make based on the what you are hearing from 
both the applicant and the staff report.  
 
Following board discussion and based on the findings that there are unique circumstances, the variance does not 
alter the essential character of the area, the circumstances are not self-created, and amending the zoning ordinance 
is not a more appropriate remedy; it was moved by Smith, supported by Nuttall, to grant approval of the use 
variance subject to the following conditions: 
 
 1.  The use of the property shall be limited to a mortgage office. 
 
 2.  The proposed building shall only be used as an auxiliary use to a mortgage office operating from the  
      existing building located on the property. 
 
 3.  If the property is sold, any future owners must also conform to this use or apply for a new use      
      variance. 
  
 4.  A building permit application submittal satisfying all zoning and building code requirements for the  
      construction of the subject building. 
 
 5.  There shall be no vinyl siding used. 
 
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 
 
No correspondence was received. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no public comment. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
Moved by Nuttall, supported by Dixon, to adjourn meeting at 5:17 p.m.   Motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jacqueline Smith 
Ada Township Clerk 
 
rs:eb 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: 09-27-21 

 

 
TO:  Ada Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
FROM: Department of Planning 
RE:  Agenda Item for the October 05, 2021 Meeting 
 

1. Request for variance from private road standards to allow the subject parcel to 
be divided into two (2) parcels on a private road, serving as the primary access 
to more than four (4) parcels, that does not meet current standards for private 
roadway width, cul-de-sac radius, and maintenance agreement requirements, 
Harry & June Kooyman, 1010 Fernridge Ave. SE, Parcel No. 41-15-31-476-064 
 

Overview 
 
The applicant is proposing to divide the existing 2.43-acre site (including private road easement) 
into two (2) parcels on an existing private road (Fernridge Drive) that does not comply with the 
current standards of the Zoning Ordinance.  The subject property is currently occupied by an 
existing single-family home and is located at the end of Fernridge Drive (on its eastern side), 
which extends north off Hall Street, between Cascade Road and Paradise Lake Drive.  The 
property is zoned R-2 Single-Family Residential. 
 
Fernridge Drive currently provides access to 12 existing single-family dwellings; the proposed land 
division would increase access to 13 dwellings. 
 
The zoning regulations require any newly-created parcel to have vehicular access in accordance 
with current zoning standards.  The existing private road (Fernridge Drive) has been in existence 
well before the enactment of the Township’s current road standards and does not meet applicable 
standards.  Specifically, the improved width of the private road varies from 21 feet near Hall 
Street to 13 feet at its terminus and does not comply with: 
 

• the minimum improved width standard of 22 feet (for a private road, serving as the 
primary access to more than four (4) parcels and up to the point along its course where 
the road will only serve three (3) parcels); 

• the requirement for a cul-del-sac turn-around area; and 
• maintenance agreement requirements (please see below for details). 

 
Please note that the same variance request, as currently proposed, was granted in 2018 for a 
different property/property owner on Fernridge Drive. 
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Private Road Maintenance Agreement 
 
The property owners along Fernridge Drive are currently parties to a private road maintenance 
agreement that is minimal in its provisions; it appears that the agreement is not recorded with the 
Kent County Register of Deeds.  
 
The agreement consists of one sentence, which states, “All parties hereto, their successors or 
assigns, agree to proportion equally among themselves, all of the maintenance and upkeep of the 
above described road, ensuring continued maintenance making it safe and suitable for vehicle 
access to and from their properties.” 
 
The agreement contains no provisions pertaining to how decisions regarding road upkeep 
expenditures are made, no provisions for determining amount of annual private road maintenance 
fees, no provisions for repair of extraordinary damage, wear and tear created by a single property 
owner, and no recourse provisions in the event of non-payment of fees by a property owner.  
 
The Township’s private road standards provide that: 
 
“Provision shall be made to ensure the continued repair and maintenance of the private road, and 
financing of the costs thereof by those property owners benefiting from the private road.  This 
shall be accomplished through use of a recorded agreement between the parties in interest to the 
private road, or through a restrictive covenant, which shall run with the land.  A copy of such 
agreement or restrictive covenant shall be provided to the zoning administrator prior to issuance 
of a permit for construction of the private road.” 
 
The lack of a specified procedure for decision-making, and the lack of procedures to enforce 
collection of dues, such as a lien provision, may call into question whether the agreement 
“ensures the continued repair and maintenance of the private road, and financing thereof.” 
 
Analysis 
 
The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant variances only upon finding that the following criteria 
have been satisfied: 
 

1. Whether unique physical circumstances exist which cause a “practical 
difficulty” in complying with the Zoning Ordinance standards. 
 
The existing physical state of the private road and associated conditions, which have been 
existence prior to current standards, cause a practical difficulty in meeting the Township’s 
private road standards.  While the construction of one (1) additional dwelling will not 
adversely influence the traffic flow on the existing private road, modifications to it would 
unnecessarily affect the natural landscape along its course. 
 

2. Whether granting the variances would alter the essential character of the area. 
 
The granting of the variance would not alter the essential character of the area.  
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3. Whether the circumstances leading to the variances are self-created. 
 
Circumstances leading to the variance are not self-created. 

 
4. Whether amending the Zoning Ordinance standards is a more appropriate 

remedy to the situation. 
 
The conditions associated with this request are not typical or reoccurring, therefore an 
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance is not deemed as an appropriate remedy to this 
situation. 

 
Conclusion & Recommendation 
 
Due to the existing physical state of the private road and associated conditions, which have 
been in existence prior to current standards, a practical difficulty exists.  While the construction 
of one (1) additional dwelling will not adversely influence the traffic flow on the existing private 
road, modifications to it would unnecessarily affect the natural landscape along its course. 
 
It is recommended that the subject variances be approved subject to: 
 

• the approval of a Land Division. 
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