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Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Full Detail October 20, 2016

Call To Order

Call of Roll

Setting of Agenda - This is an opportunity to approve the regular agenda as

presented or add/delete an agenda item by a majority vote of the Commissioners
present. 

Approval of Minutes

16- 0688 Approve the minutes of the September 22, 2016, 4: 00 pm special meeting. 

Attachments: September 22, 2016 Special Meeting Minutes

Public Hearings

16- 0689 Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Jim Shear, d. b. a. 
GRP, LLC. 

Attachments: GRP, LLC. Variance: Staff Report

GRP, LLC. Variance: Maps

Rules for Public Hearing L Variance Considerations

GRP, LLC. Variance: Application site plan

16- 0691 Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Steve Wernimont
dba Wernimont Properties, LLC. and property owner David Hartley, etal. 

Attachments: Wernimont/ Hartley Variance: Staff Report

Wernimont/ Hartley Variance: Maps

Rules for Public Hearina & Variance Considerations

Public Input

Individuals may address the Planning Commission about any non public hearing item or

any item not included on the Regular Meeting Agenda. Speakers are requested to
come to the podium, state their name and address for the record and limit their remarks

to three (3) minutes. 

Miscellaneous\ Updates

Adjourn

NEXT REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR: 

Thursday, November 3rd, 2016
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS

G PAtai'' Yx.APIIF)S

Legislation Details (With Text) 

File #: 16- 0688 Version: 1 Name: Approve the minutes of the September 22, 2016, 

4: 00 pm special meeting. 
Type: Minutes Status: Approved

File created: 10/ 11/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 10/ 20/2016 Final action: 

Title: Approve the minutes of the September 22, 2016, 4: 00 pm special meeting. 

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: September 22, 2016 Special Meeting Minutes

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

10/ 20/2016 1 Planning Commission Approved as Presented by Commission

Approve the minutes of the September 22, 2016, 4: 00 pm special meeting. 

Background Information: 

See attached draft meeting minutes. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Approve the minutes of the September 22, 2016, 4: 00 pm special meeting. 
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Thursday, September 22, 2016

Call To Order

Call of Roll

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS

al,,. hRla 1 f N' Al: 
Minutes - Final

Planning Commission
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CITY HALL - 420 N. Pokegama Ave. 

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

2: 00 PM

NOTICE OF MEETING

PLANNING COMMISSION

Council Chambers

Present 4 - Commissioner Julie Fedje-Johnston, Commissioner Charles Burress, 

Chairperson Lester Kachinske, and Commissioner Susan Lynch

Absent 3 - Commissioner Mark Gothard, Commissioner Paula Johnson, and

Commissioner Tasha Connelly

Setting of Agenda - This is an opportunity to approve the regular agenda as presented

or add/ delete an agenda item by a majority vote of the Commissioners present. 

Approved As Presented

Approval of Minutes

Public Hearings

Approve the minutes of the August 4, 2016, 4: 00 pm regular meeting. 

Motion by Commissioner Burress, second by Commissioner Fedje-Johnston to

approve the minutes of the August 4, 2016 regular meeting. The following
voted in favor thereof: Burress, Kachinske, Fedje-Johnston, Lynch. Opposed: 

None, passed unanimously. 

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by the Colony
Square Cooperative. 

Community Development Specialist Trast provided the staff report. The members of
Colony Square Cooperative have applied for one variance, which if approved, would

allow for an unpermitted, 8 ft. high security fence, to remain in its current state and
location on the Cooperative' s property at. 1850 SE 2nd Avenue and legally described
as: 

S. 325 ft. of Outlot A, Plat of Roy's Acres, Grand Rapids, Minnesota

The applicants, within the variance petition, cite the potential foot traffic from an

adjacent development, as a perceived security risk to the Cooperative' s residents, as

needyustification for the security fence on the property. Additionally, the application
references miscommunication as the reason a permit was not obtained prior to the

fence being erected. 
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Planning Commission Minutes - Final September 22, 2016

Generally, review of a fence permit application consists of: verification of fence height

in relation to proposed location on property, and review of proposed fence setbacks

in relation to property lines. The majority of fence permits issued, are to properties
with single family residential uses. Most common are: 4 ft. chain link or picket fences
and 6 ft. privacy fences (6 ft. is the maximum fence height permitted in 1 & 2 family

res. zoning districts). 

Motion by Commissioner Fedje-Johnston, second by Commissioner Lynch to

open the public hearing. The following voted in favor thereof: Lynch, 

Fedje-Johnston, Kachinske, Burress. Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

Chair Kachinske noted that 18 letters were received from the residents at

Colony Square in support of the fence. A letter was also received from Beacon

Hill addressing some of the false information regarding the development. 

Bruce Aiton, president of the Colony Square Association provided background

as to why the fence was erected in it's current location without a permit. 

Motion by Commissioner Lynch, Second by Commissioner Fedje-Johnson to

close the public hearing. The following voted in favor thereof: Burress, 

Kachinske, Fedje-Johnson, Lynch. Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

Attorney Sterle advised the Commissioners to look at this request as if the

fence was not already there. 

The Commissioners reviewed the considerations. 

1. Is this an " Area" variance rather than a " Use" variance? 

This is an area variance. 

2. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 

Why/Why not - 

The fence will not impact reasonable use of the property. 

3. Is the owner' s plight due to circumstances which are unique to the property

and which are not self-created by the owner? 

Why/Why not - 

The owner's plight is self created by placing the fence in a location that
does not meet setbacks. 

4. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance? 

Why/Why not - 

It' s not in harmony, in the current location the fence does not allow for the

35 feet of buffering which would be nice for the
neighbors. 

5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

Why/Why not - 

Yes, it's not very neighborly and a security fence does change the essence
of the neighborhood. 

6. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Why/Why not - 

The comprehensive plan talks about security as a value which is the reason
for the fence but it also talks about affordable
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Planning Commission Minutes - Final September 22, 2016

housing and housing diversity which is what the Beacon Hill project
provides therefore there isn' t a lot of guidance. 

Motion by Commissioner Fedje-Johnston, second by Commissioner Burress

that, based on the findings of fact presented here today, and in the public' s

best interest, the Planning Commission does hereby deny the following

variance to the Colony Square Cooperative for the property legally described

as: S. 325 ft. of Outlot A, Plat of Roy' s Acres, Grand Rapids, Minnesota; 

to allow a one time waiver of the requirements of Section 30- 592( a) 3 of the

Municipal Code which would allow the 8 ft. high security fence, to remain in its

current location on property at: 1850 SE 2nd Avenue, encroaching 29 to 33 ft. 

into the required 35 ft. rear yard setback and encroaching 14 to 18 ft. into the

required 20 ft. interior side yard setback for security fences in excess of 6 ft. in
height, as proposed on the petitioners site plan. 

with the considerations provided in discussion from the Commissioners. 

The following voted in favor thereof: Burress, Kachinske, Fedje-Johnston, 

Lynch. Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

General Business

Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the vacation of a portion

ofplatted Houghton Avenue right-of-way adjacent to Block 65, Town of Grand
Rapids. 

Mr. Trast provided the background information. Ms. Lola Pohl submitted a valid

petition on August 17, 2016 requesting the vacation of the following described portion

of public right-of-way (and outlined in the attached maps): 

That part of Houghton Avenue LYG westerly and ADJ to Lots 13- 19, Block 65, as
dedicated in the Plat of Town of Grand Rapids, Itasca County, Minnesota

The right-of-way vacation request, if approved, would be another step in the process

of providing clear access to the property/single family dwelling located at 318 SW 3rd
Avenue for future sale. The dwelling, purchased by the current owner in 1976, was

completely located within the platted (but, unimproved) right-of-way which was
Houghton Avenue, within the Plat of Town of Grand Rapids. 

The Commissioners reviewed the following considerations. 

1. Is the right-of-way needed for traffic purposes? 

Why/Why not? 

No, there is only one home therefore it' s not needed for traffic purposes. 

2. Is the right-of-way needed for pedestrian purposes? 

Why/Why not? 

No, again there is only one home and the ROW is not needed for pedestrian

3. Is the right-of-way needed for utility purposes? 

Why/Why not? 

No, it is not needed for utility purposes. 

4. Would vacating the right-of-way place additional land on the tax rolls? 

Why/Why not? 

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 3



Planning Commission Minutes - Final September 22, 2016

Yes, it will add land and value to the tax rolls. 

5. Would vacating the right-of-way facilitate economic development in the

City? 

Why/Why not? 

Yes, it makes the property more valuable, which in turn increases the tax
base. 

Motion by Commissioner Burress, second by Commissioner Lynch that, based

on the findings of fact presented here today, and in the public' s best interest, 

the Planning Commission does hereby forward to the City Council a

recommendation to approve the vacation of public right-of-way described as; 

That part of Houghton Avenue LYG westerly and ADJ to Lots 13- 19, Block 65, 

as dedicated in the Plat of Town of Grand Rapids, Itasca County, Minnesota

With the considerations discussed by the Commissioners. 

The following voted in favor thereof: Lynch, Fedje-Johnston, Kachinske, 

Burress. Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

Public Input

Miscellaneous\ Updates

Adjourn

Adjourn
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS

Legislation Details /\ 8/ Hn

File 16- 0689 Version: 1 Name: Conduct oPublic Hearing toconsider ovariance
petition submitted byJim Shear, d. b. o. GRP, LLC. 

Type: Public Hearing Status: PCPublic Hearing

File created: 10/ 12/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 10/ 20/2016 Final action: 

Title: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Jim Shear, d. b. a. GRP, LLC. 

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: GRP. LLC. Variance: Staff ReoVd

GRP, LLC. Variance: Map

Rules for PublL±j Variance Considerations

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

10/ 20/2016 1 Planning Commission

Conduct oPublic Hearing 0oconsider ovariance petition submitted bvJim Shear, db.o. GRP, LLC. 

Background Information: 

See attached StaffReport and Background Information. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Conduct oPublic Hearing 0oconsider ovariance petition submitted bvJim Shear, db.o. GRP, LLC. 

CITY oFGRAND RAPIDS Page 1m1 Printed on400/2o1a
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Statement of Issue: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Jim
Shear, d. b. a. GRP, LLC. 

Background' Mr. Shear has applied for two variances, which if granted, would allow for

the construction of a 1, 920 sq. ft. addition to the commercial building
located at: 951 NW 4th Street. 

The subject property is a 0. 4 acre parcel, and is located within a SGB
Shoreland General Business) zoning district. The property is legally

described as: W 137 ft. of Lots 13- 17 & W 137 ft. of Lot 18 LESS the N 9 ft., 
all in Block 23, Grand Rapids Second Division, Itasca County, Minnesota. 

Mr. Shear would like to construct a 32' X 60' addition to the north end of the

commercial building located on the west end of the block, which as
proposed, would encroach 30' in to the required 30' front yard setback for

principal structures. The subject building, is one of two, owned by the

applicant in the adjacent area, the other being Lake Woods Chrysler. 
Currently, the commercial building is setback 0' from the front property line
adjacent to 10th Avenue NW — By definition the narroweststreet dimension

on a corner lot is the front yard). 

The applicant, within the variance petition, cites the additional building

space needs of a potential, future tenant, of the subject building as reason
for the variance request. 

The addition to the commercial building, as proposed, would require the

Planning Commission' s approval of two variances. 
1. Section 30- 512 Table 17C- 2 of the Municipal Code, which lists

Minimum Setbacks/ Coverage Standards in Shoreland Districts, and

establishes a 30' front yard setback for principal structures within

SGB ( Shoreland General Business) zoned districts. 

2. Section 30- 458(c) 1, which addresses alterations to nonconforming
structures: " Nonconforming uses of structures which do not meet the

site development and design standards (division 7 of this article) 

and/ or the off-street parking and loading requirements (divisions 8

and 9 of this article) shall be allowed to be structurally altered or
replaced Drovided there is no further violation of these requirements

than lawfully exists at the time of such alteration or replacement". 



Considerations: When reviewing a request for a variance, the Planning Commission must
make findings based on the attached list of considerations. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commissioners visit the site and look at
the situation. 

Prior to making a motion to approve or deny the request, the Planning
Commission should make specific findings to support its recommendation

and reference those specific findings in their motion to either approve or

deny the variance( s). 

Required Action: Approve a motion to either: approve, approve with additional conditions, or

deny the petitioned variance. 

Example Motion: 

Motion by second by that, based on the findings

of fact presented here today, and in the public' s best interest, the

Planning Commission does hereby (grant)(deny) the following

variances to Jim Shear, d. b. a. GRP, LLC. for the property legally

described as: W 137 ft. of Lots 13- 17 & W 137 ft. of Lot 18 LESS the N
9 ft., all in Block 23, Grand Rapids Second Division, Itasca County, 
Minnesota; 

to allow a one-time waiver of the requirements of Section

30- 512 Table 17C- 2 and Section 30- 458(c) 1. b of the

Municipal Code for the construction of a 32' X 60' addition

to the existing commercial building located on the property, 

which currently encroaches 30 ft. into the required 30 ft. 
front yard setback. As proposed, the addition to the

nonconforming building, would add an additional 960 sq. ft. 
of building encroachment within the required 30 ft. front
yard setback for principal structures, as depicted in the

variance application submitted by Mr. Shear. 

If the Planning Commission wishes to place conditions upon their

approval, the following should be added to the motion:) 

and that the following condition( s) shall apply: 

Attachments: 

Site Map

Copy of the variance petition and associated documentation

List of the Planning Commissions Variance Considerations



GRP, LLC. Variance Request

75 37. 5 0 75 Feet



GRP, LLC. Variance Request
General Area Map w/Zoning Layer) 

90 45 0 90 Feet



GRP, LLC. Variance Request

30 15 0 30 Feet
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Grand Rapids Planning Commission
Grand Rapids, MN — City Hall

RULES FOR A PUBLIC HEARING

1. After the Chairperson opens the Public Hearing, background on
the issue at hand will be given by our Community Development
Department Staff and by other presenters. 

2. Anyone who wishes to address the Commission about the issue

may do so, and all who wish to speak will be heard. Please step to
the lectern to use the microphone, and state your name and

address for the public record. These Proceedings are recorded. 

Please keep your comments relative to the issue. Please keep in
mind that you are addressing the Planning Commission, not

debating others in the audience who may have conflicting
viewpoints. At all times, be courteous and refrain from

interrupting any other speaker present on the floor. 

3. After everyone has spoken, the Public Hearing will be closed. At

this point, Planning Commissioners may ask clarifying questions
from citizens and presenters. 

4. The Chairperson will go through the legal Considerations for the

Issue of the Public Hearing, after which the Commissioners will
vote on the issue. 



PLANNING COMMISSION

Considerations

VARIANCE

1. Is this an "'Area" variance rather than a "' Use" variance? 

2. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 
Why/ Why not - 

3. Is the owner' s plight due to circumstances which are unique to the property and
which are not self-created by the owner? 

Why/ Why not - 

4. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance? 
Why/ Why not - 

5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential characterof the locality? 
Why/ Why not - 

6. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Why/ Why not- 



Petition for Variance
Urnmunity Development Department
420 North Pokegania Ave, 
Grand Ra(Ads, MN 55744
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HAWK Construction Inc. expressly reserves its common
law copyright and other property rights in these plans. These plans
reproduced, changed, or copied in any form or manner whatsoever, 
assigned to a third party without first obtaining the written permission
HAWK Construction, Inc. In the event of unauthorized
reuse of these plans by a third party, the third party shall hold HAWk
harmless. 

COPYRIGHT 2016 HAWK Construction, Inc. 

are not to be

nor are they to be
and consent of

Construction, Inc. 
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Legislation Details (With Text) 

File M 16- 0691 Version: 1 Name: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance
petition submitted by Steve Wernimont dba
Wernimont Properties, LLC. and property owner
David Hartley, etal. 

Type: Public Hearing Status: PC Public Hearing

File created: 10/ 13/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 10/ 20/2016 Final action: 

Title: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Steve Wernimont dba
Wernimont Properties, LLC. and property owner David Hartley, etal. 

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: Wernimont/ Hartlev Variance: Staff Peoort

Wernimont/ Hartley Variance: Maps

Pules for Public He Variance Considerations

Wernimont/ Hartley Variance° A on

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

10/ 20/2016 1 Planning Commission

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Steve Wernimont dba Wernimont Properties, LLC. 
and property owner David Hartley, etal. 

Background Information: 

See attached StaffReport and Background Information. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Steve Wernimont dba Wernimont Properties, LLC. 
and property owner David Hartley, etal. 

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1 of 1 Printed on 4/ 30/ 2018

pow[ lod by I ogiFfl ar nvl



Statement of Issue: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Steve
Wernimont dba Wernimont Properties, LLC. and property owner David

Hartley, etal. 

Background' Mr. Wernimont and property owner David Hartley, have applied for two
variances, which if granted, would allow for a freestanding sign to be added
to Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley Addition, to service a proposed restaurant. 

The subject property is a 1. 23 acre parcel, which was recently created
through the subdivision of the former K -Mart property, and is located
within a GB ( General Business) zoning district. The property is legally
described as: Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley Addition, Itasca County, Minnesota. 

Mr. Wernimont and Mr. Hartley have requested the Planning Commission' s
consideration of two variances. One variance from Section 30- 678( f) of the

Municipal Code, which establishes a 30 ft. setback for off -premises

advertising signs in GB ( General Business) zoning districts, and one variance
from Section 30- 679( 3) d. of the Municipal Code, which stipulates that "There

shall be no more than one freestanding sign per 300 feet of street frontage

on any lot". 

The requested variances, if approved, would allow for a freestanding sign to

be added to Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley Addition, to service a proposed

restaurant. The subject lot currently has the vacated, former K -Mart

freestanding sign on it, which is proposed to be an off -premises sign for Lot
1, Blk. 1, Hartley Add., and is currently setback approximately 17 ft. from the
front lot line; Variance # 1: 13 ft. setback reduction from the required 30 ft. 

front yard setback for off -premises signs and; Variance #2: 130 ft. reduction, 

from the required 300 ft. separation, between freestanding signs on the
same lot. 

The applicant, within the variance petition, cites the need for individual

business signage for both the lot ( Lot 3, Block 1— adjacent to, and having

direct access to Hwy 169) with a proposed restaurant, and for the future
redevelopment of the lot (Lot 1, Block 1— indirect access to Hwy 169) with

the former K -Mart building , as reason for the variance request. 

The placement of an additional freestanding sign on Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley
Add., as proposed, would require the Planning Commission' s approval of
two variances. 

1. Section 30- 678( f) of the Municipal Code, which establishes a 30 ft. 

setback for off -premises advertisiniz suns in GB ( General Business



zoning districts. 

2. Section 30- 679( 3) d. of the Municipal Code, which stipulates that

There shall be no more than one freestanding sign per 300 feet of

street frontage on any lot". 

Considerations: When reviewing a request for a variance, the Planning Commission must
make findings based on the attached list of considerations. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commissioners visit the site and look at
the situation. 

Prior to making a motion to approve or deny the request, the Planning
Commission should make specific findings to support its recommendation

and reference those specific findings in their motion to either approve or

deny the variance( s). 

Required Action: Approve a motion to either: approve, approve with additional conditions, or

deny the petitioned variance. 

Example Motion: 

Motion by second by that, based on the findings

of fact presented here today, and in the public' s best interest, the

Planning Commission does hereby (grant)(deny) the following
variances to Steve Wernimont dba Wernimont Properties, LLC. and

property owner David Hartley, etal. for the property legally
described as: Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley Addition, Itasca County, 
Minnesota; 

to allow a one-time waiver of the requirements of Section

30- 678( f) and Section 30- 679( 3) d. of the Municipal Code

allowing for the placement of a
2nd

freestanding sign to be

added to Lot 3, Block 1, Hartley Addition, which as proposed
in the variance application requires: 

1. Variance # 1: 13 ft. setback reduction from the

required 30 ft. front yard setback for off -premises

signs and; 

2. Variance # 2: 130 ft. reduction, from the required

300 ft. separation, between freestanding signs on
the same lot. 

If the Planning Commission wishes to place conditions upon their

approval, the following should be added to the motion:) 

and that the following condition( s) shall apply: 



Attachments: 

Site Map

Copy of the variance petition and associated documentation

List of the Planning Commissions Variance Considerations



Wernimont Properties, LLC. Variance Request

150 75 0 150 Feet



Wernimont Properties, LLC. Variance Request

50 25 0 50 Feet



Wernimont Properties, LLC. Variance Request

140 70 0 140 Feet
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Grand Rapids Planning Commission
Grand Rapids, MN — City Hall

RULES FOR A PUBLIC HEARING

1. After the Chairperson opens the Public Hearing, background on
the issue at hand will be given by our Community Development
Department Staff and by other presenters. 

2. Anyone who wishes to address the Commission about the issue

may do so, and all who wish to speak will be heard. Please step to
the lectern to use the microphone, and state your name and

address for the public record. These Proceedings are recorded. 

Please keep your comments relative to the issue. Please keep in
mind that you are addressing the Planning Commission, not

debating others in the audience who may have conflicting
viewpoints. At all times, be courteous and refrain from

interrupting any other speaker present on the floor. 

3. After everyone has spoken, the Public Hearing will be closed. At

this point, Planning Commissioners may ask clarifying questions
from citizens and presenters. 

4. The Chairperson will go through the legal Considerations for the

Issue of the Public Hearing, after which the Commissioners will
vote on the issue. 



PLANNING COMMISSION

Considerations

VARIANCE

1. Is this an "'Area" variance rather than a "' Use" variance? 

2. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 
Why/ Why not - 

3. Is the owner' s plight due to circumstances which are unique to the property and
which are not self-created by the owner? 

Why/ Why not - 

4. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance? 
Why/ Why not - 

5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential characterof the locality? 
Why/ Why not - 

6. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Why/ Why not- 



Petition for Variance

Commtirlity Developmrnt pcpartmcnt
X24 North Pokegama Ave, 

Grund RSipids, MN 55744

Tol. 2. ti3 ; 3; 26. 7601 Fax 2,17 32 762:1
i.R.AND%nrl,ny ,. - Web Site- www,cityofgrandrap icl mn, coin

The under5irjned r10 hereby respectfully request tkjo Following he granted by support Of the following facts Herein Shown.. 

Wtrlil_1? c7r rafsert L- I vrr Wernimontl i vld f I rClcy ctal w„ 

µ Name ofAppk., Ir) t* ` Name of Own( v (U other than

applicant) 1137 Baird Lane NE 740 Fast Superior

St Address ^-------- A¢lr

s, m ............. 

m Rochipster, MN 55906 Duluth MN i.`

iSt72 city Stet(, Zip
City ^.

m ^ State

Lip ..,.,, 507 250- 6

03 i311S; lrit;;; t,, i c IF:pI' loll'./'„fl1ui; addrC„ E3usiness Teiephorle/ e-mail

ilddre5sIfapplicant r5 not the 0wrier, please da5cnbe tlrer aplplicoat; s irr;-sro, r in thesabject

prooerfy-- ASljrlat- Zia Qriafi ................ .,^-

r—_ ......._.... Parcel

Information: Tax Parcel ik „ 9].- 5 i-.Q1_ 3f1 ... Property Si c, T t" x

4 .................. Existing ZoningCnn^

neai Existing Use: Pprkiij l lot of fgrf.j.

LKqei att+7ch additional sheet if nem.-

mry) 1(we) certify that, to the best of my( our) knowledge, information, {, nd holief, all of the informatloll presented in
this appil(% tion i5 Icrurate and complete and inciudcs all required information and %jbmittals, and thatI consent to entry
upon the Subject properly by pubic ernployees, ir:( 1 qf ntr, 4if tl7c city of Grand Rapids wishing to view the site
for purpo e5 of pr essinc, evaluatln , and deciding Upon thisttppli0,

1tlOn, Sirno Urns of Al) p! lC; t7rr1' S) -- 

Date SIgn7t: lare of OWrwr ( If o er t tin t; l)c Applicant) 

Date Date Roceiv P rtil ed loinb nee" < 

t Plannincj Cnrs3missipn. f +cri rrierjdatlon; 

ApRrtsvetl

Y ,P 1? N

eetJM 8uMmary Of.Spcdai Carrrldions

6fAapYovai;---=- 



MAIMMMEM, FMAMMOR

I Application Fee - $ 25250 * 2

0 slte map- Drawn to scale, showing the property dimensions, existing and proposed, building( s)/ additlort( s) and their size( s) 
including: square footage, curb cuts, driveways, access reads, iparkirlg spaces, sidewalk5j and wells & septic sysiterns. 

aThr applb..?tJon fees chaivedaro u4;edfowljostage to mail the requirednotices to oqjdrentptvpeliles, publication of
the I)ublk, heat* y7 notice in the 04nd Ropids 110tald Rel#eIv, and fot, a stnall ponlon ofsoff One for case t,,-Wew and
plepai'ation ofdbalments. It is the pollry sal" the Oty of GM17d Rapids to requite appkants An- load use qpproval,5 to
I'eimbulse the ("ity tbf costs incurs n' by the city in ivvlew#q anti acting upolp applications, so that ffiese, C0.51's ate not
botno by the laxpaye/""7 o( the clty. 

Emomd1ahatilm

A. Please describle in detail the proposed or requested variance: 

I o allow a siecond pylon 519n on the paicel with Tess ftan the spedfied 3010:1 sopwation

Acicl tiorally, io allow the i3xisting Kniarlpylon to romain in 4,s nuront locaOon for future KnIart

num,i 1, Jnns, 

B. Provide an itemization of the required regulations pertaining to this variance ( Le., setback lines, lot, covet -age ratios, 
parking reqolremerrts). 

MvItiple pykm signs oil one patcol are 4) have a 100, Separation, 

An off premiGe pylon sign i to [ love a 10' setba(*. 

Provide adequate evidence indicating compliance with the following provisions of the
ordinance concerning variances ( Section 30,153( e) " Findings for Variances"), Detailed answers are needed because the

Planning Commission shall grw,rt a variation only whetj they have determined, and recorded in wrifing, that all rat the following
provisions have been nret. 

A. That tire requested variance does not allow a use that is otherwise excluded from the particular zoning district in
wl"rich it is requested. 

Applicant justification ( refer to Table of Uses in (" ity Section 30- 512): 

fFio_,Tni; a _us o r31 —1hispar—ced is--arestaurant. This is a pennitted w3e of tho buslnesi zone. Iho spodfic

1,,} rand of restaurant is Ciflver's,, Developing a Ci,jlvw'-.; on this site will bo a great stop ITI the direction of
1. 11- 1111. 11- 11. 111- 1- 1- . . . . . . . ..... ............. . .. 

of rodevOoph"Ig the alosod Kinail center, t iowever, In or(Ru io effecUvely r(Kievolol,) this Me, signage nee( Isto be
I. ... . . ............... . . ...... 

avabbie oil P(,* e9arna kn fulure ccmcepts clovoloph-iq behind our Icy BeaOlg that pylort knothor uses, 

We nood : 11 varilanoo to the

cJtmm
y Gode wHolt requires 3001separation betweein pylon , jqns on a single parcel. 

1111- 1. 111- 1. 111 1 . . . ..... .... . .......... ...... ......... . ..... ... ........... . . . .. . ..... .. . ... 

O.dvier' s has rejeded ( he: sl 41 it H: sharkq) the ) Xistiaq pylon Hs the dosign,, (see attloiwcl: letter) 



0. Does the tlropo sial put Properly to use in a rea onable manner? 

prlic raL uta rtir tporl w

esr n ibe how your sltujtien aliq tqalae above
1116 Proposal allom for fuluare raearricepts on the haacl", lot of this rtutmdWit ion toh ve lgr iage On Pokegarna nrad wwltl

w t t _ . antih Iiij9 aIWeawis19 uJs to tteveIoI) f calve s resI mr r nt cmwu 09 1S Ittb. P s. rull lra " d, roopea .. a . a aruaveal fc' car i ; 4vnr fray

C. . the plight of: the landowner i!,; due to cin°crarYjratan(, S 1. 1111cplre to the propertyerty' In question, land not created by the
landowner slutases_puent to theadoption of this ordinance. 

App! igptustitircation - Describe hpw yaur sptraraticsn ppiq; tc? the above staterrreaat: 

hls -irk ( rt—nm' i,, marce: rr Grarid RapicJs sincea previous Ka`art center is being drvIdtd il"1to

e ar te. parcels in order to redevelr) s thea trbdNi. km, TO h traffic, . 
4, p .  p -__ ;_.  have radc e7rMr tn a space, ta rtcnnsp trrr7d hM:tFtic°; 

raicxr'ttra P' rrrattittaa. i° r , 
W

l „ Qp trrar t", ara dccthe arc rrlver. gra ict rtV r  , ` ° fil needed to arsrt the rtaiti«aiilir rt . rarcic ar tra

H r.  to the back lot it' s c, rilic l that . itpin aptra txr av ailtrbic.) tarn Pokeg ain a. By keaeping1, tth. ac l . YIIkallo rr r r,, ! c

elle ra . ps hng pylon sign for fiAtlre use, any sign Culver' r; erects FNM be less than 00:
11' 

away. 

D. ril at, the var°lcince, if granted, shall be in harmonyony with paurpOsCes rand interit ()f the ordinance, and will not be
detrimental to the public welfare or the prope.i-fy or impaovernenft in the neighborhood, A. will not alter the eosentlal

character of the locality, 

Applicant justiflcraticara Describe how yeanr° situation applies to the zibcave statement: 

W

f.7rruralan ( see attached s[ thtf las-u) is te, t, htesraaur, pc ra cn tt-j a A ytrern sa,

ar_
a_atlmwrar ccrrar ofth « lot, crantirit.. 

ma;clrr°ìurri apace between ion&, 

rhaat the variance, if granted, shall he consistent with the cornprehensive plan. 

Applicrant jrar+tification m Describe how yom, sltuabon applies to the above statement: 

y t II Lasa amac in the ar( x:c ., s of recievelop'sn "` gil piecett r nintin the v" ui lance we w'n  1  t. „, a tai aae of

doWfrilcawaa t) at 0Oil be CUrrienfly teen as , ari eyesore, " The «rabiMy tcl keel) the existing sign and Mow  
talvc is to have nts ow r wifl incrr. ,aso the like ihoo( of 1i,. a bt.iy aoa tl rrslfn a haayer ttar ttte sack

s, are,a ltai I' anis:;t wios r a. -.. ........ r l',Ir t cn,rr renat sfits empty, 



QW -Em."; 

I, Applicant submits o compacted applicatign to the Grand Rapids Community taovelopment Department by the 1501 of

the month. 

2. Review by staff: for completeness of application. 

3. Notification of adjoining property owners. 

4. Publish Notice of Public Hearing. 

S. Prepare; Staff Report and background Information. 

b. Public Hearing and action t Planning Commission Meeting ( First Thursday of each month). 

FindirS2 for Apt7, q

The Planning Commission, in 5Lrpport of Its action, will make findings of fact based on their responses to the following list of
considerations: 

Is this an "/ area" varlance rather than a " Use" varlance? 

does the proposal put property to use in h retasoneble manner? 

N Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner? 

Is the variance in harn7ony with the purposes and intent of the ardlnance? 

M Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

Is the: variance consistent with the Comprehensive: pian? 

More information may be requested by the City of Grand Rapl& Planning Commission, if deemed necessary to properly
evaluate your request. The lack of irlforrnation requested may be In Itself sufficient Call C to deny an application. 

city.-Q.t.. 1' 1115i1 ii V Sr r rice A p. II jion— 2-10-1- pf-A



Part of tho Southwest Quarter (SW ''/4) of Northwest Quarter (NW ''/4). Section 28, 

Township 55, fango 25 described as follows: Commencing at the northeast corner of
said SW '/ 4 of NW '/; Lhence: ger south along the East of said SW V. of NUJ `'A a distance

of 407,79 feet to the place: of beginning of the parcel here described; thei)ce deflect to the
right 90 degrees 13 minutes and go west 600 fibet; thence deflect to the right 89 degrees
46 minutes 30 seconds 4uad go west 338.26 feet; thence deflect to the left 90 degrees 13

cxiinutes 30 seconds and go south 840.95 feet; thence: de„iket to the: left 89 degrees 58
mimltes 04 seconds and go east 938. 25 feet; thence deflect to the left 90 degrees 01

niinutes 56 seconds and go 450. 00 feet to the place of beginning of the here desoribed. 

Now flatted as 1- tartley Addition

Plat Approval Date 09/ 12/ 2016

i)acumcnt NUmbe:r 706482

Lot

3

Delete Parcel 9 91- 028- 2309

New CT is 91- 544

Block parcel. 

91- 544- 0110

91- 544- 0120
91» 544- 0130
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Septern ber 26, 2016

Brian Pollster via brianpolister(a).9mail, corn

Re,, Site Rejection for Culver',& 

I regret to inform you, Culver Franchising System, Inc. can no longer support your site for
potential approval, located at the 1100 block of Pokegama Avenue in Grand Rapids, Minnesota, 
due to recent signage concerns. 

As your franchiser, we are greatly concerned with your potential success in opening your small
business lin your hometown. The last thing we want to do is to have you open your Culver's
already disadvantaged. Driving Grand Rapids with you, your competition seemingly all have
free-standing pylon signage unencumbered by any other neighboring businesses. We must
consider protecting the brand and do not know who or what business may locate behind You. 
We cannot be supportive of something that is unknown. We do not want your signage to be
confusing, thus suggesting your Culver's as being owned by someone other than your own
family. As it sounds like the property owner may have someone Interested in the property, but
will not happen in the near future, quite frankly, your sign will look "ugly" with the Culver's logo
and empty sign to go along with it, Your Culver's Restaurant would add an attractive looking
business to that devOopment. Having empty signage will only make the area look blighted. 
Lastly, as you are, aware, our desserts are a big part of what the Culver' s brand represents. The
Flavor of the Day" is a critical component to your potential success. 

I hope you can understand our concerns for your potential site and for the Culver's brand. 

Please call me when you have another location to be considered. 

Sincerely, 

David J. O' Brien

Director of Real Estate

Q Steve Wernimont

Culver Franchising System, Inc. 
124Q Water Street - Prane do Sac, W 153578 - Phone 608.643, 7980 - Faix 608.643. 7982

culvers, com
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