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CITY HALL - 420 N. Pokegama Ave. 

Grand Rapids, MN 55744



Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Full Detail September 22, 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- 0564 Approve the minutes of the August 4, 2016, 4: 00 pm regular meeting. 

Attachments: August 4, 2016 Regular Meeting Minutes

Public Hearings

16- 0565 Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by the Colony
Square Cooperative. 

Attachments: Colony Sg. Variance: Staff Report w/ maps

Information to Planning Commission from Beacon Hill

Rules for P. H. & Planning Commission Variance Considerations

Colony Sg. Variance: Application

General Business

16- 0563 Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the vacation of a portion of
platted Houghton Avenue right- of-way adjacent to Block 65, Town of Grand Rapids. 

Attachments: Pohl R -O -W Vacation: Staff Report w/staff review committee comments

Pohl R -O -W Vacation: Area Maps

R -O -W Vacation Planning Commission Considerations

Pohl R -O -W Vacation: Application/ Petition

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, October 6, 2016
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Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Full Detail September 22, 2016
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS
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Legislation Details (With Text) 

File #: 16- 0564 Version: 1 Name: Approve the minutes of the August 4, 2016, 4: 00 pm

regular meeting. 

Type: Minutes Status: Approved

File created: 8/24/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 9/ 22/ 2016 Final action: 

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

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: August 4, 2016 Pegular Meeting Minutes

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

9/ 22/2016 1 Planning Commission Approved as Presented by Commission

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

Background Information: 

See attached draft minutes. 

Staff Recommendation: 

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

Call To Order

Call of Roll

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS

al ,, . hRl a 1 f N' Al: 
Minutes - Ina

Planning Commission
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CITY HALL - 420 N. Pokegama Ave. 

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

4: 00 PM

NOTICE OF MEETING

PLANNING COMMISSION

Council Chambers

Present 5 - Commissioner Julie Fedje-Johnston, Commissioner Charles Burress, 

Chairperson Lester Kachinske, Commissioner Susan Lynch, and

Commissioner Tasha Connelly

Absent 2 - Commissioner Mark Gothard, and Commissioner Paula Johnson

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

Approve the minutes of the July 12, 2016, 4: 00 pm special meeting. 

Motion by Commissioner Connelly, second by Commissioner Burress to

approve the minutes of the July 12, 2016 Special Meeting. The following voted

in favor thereof: Burress, Connelly, Kachinske, Fedje-Johnston, Lynch. 

Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

General Business

Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the rezoning of .3 acres of

land from R- 1 ( One -family Residential) to GB ( General Business). 

Tony Jerulle, d.b.a. Sammy's Pizza and Restaurant, and David Treat, property
owner, have filed a petition for a Zoning Map Amendment with the City on July 14, 

2016. The petition for rezoning requests the City's consideration of a Zoning Map
amendment to the following described parcel; from its current R- 1 ( One -family
Residential) to R- 1 ( One -family Residential): 

Lot 2 LESS N 4 ft. & All of Lot 31 Blk. 7, Clover 1st and 2nd Addition to Grand Rapids, 

Itasca County, Minnesota

The Zoning Map Amendment, if approved, would facilitate the purchase of the subject

property by Mr. Jerulle, and ultimately the development of an expanded parking lot
which would service customers of both Sammy's Pizza and the property formerly
occupied by Pizza Hut, also owned by Mr. Jerulle. 
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Planning Commission Minutes - Final August 4, 2016

Motion by Commissioner Lynch, 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 forward to the City Council a

recommendation to approve the Zoning Map Amendment, as petitioned by

Tony Jerulle, d. b. a. Sammy' s Pizza and Restaurant, and David Treat, property
owner, described within the Staff Report and as shown in the maps presented

here today, from R- 1 ( One -Family Residential) to GB ( General Business); 

With the following considerations: 

1. Will the change affect the character of neighborhoods? 

Why/Why not? Yes, it would no longer be residential and adding trees and

landscaping will improve the look of the area. 

2. Would the change foster economic growth in the community? 

Why/Why not? Yes, it would. 

3. Would the proposed change be in keeping with the spirit and intent of the
ordinance? 

Why/Why not? Yes it is, due to the required buffering and protecting sight
lines. 

4. Would the change be in the best interest of the general public? 

Why/Why not? Yes, it would provide off street parking which will increase

safety and will add greenspace as well. 

5. Would the change be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 

Why/Why not? Yes, it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

The following voted in favor thereof: Burress, Connelly, Kachinske, 

Fedje-Johnston, Lynch. Opposed: None, passed unanimously. 

Public Input

Miscellaneous\ Updates

Adjourn

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 4: 32. 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS

Legislation Details /\ 8/ Hn

File 16- 0565 Version: 1 Name: Conduct oPublic Hearing toconsider ovariance
petition submitted bythe Colony Square
Cooperative. 

Type: Public Hearing Status: PCPublic Hearing

File created: 8/25/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 9/ 22/ 2016 Final action: 

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

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: CV|VnvSo. Variance: Staff Rem/ dw/maos

Information to Planning Co mission from Beacon Hill

Rules for P. H. A. nnin Commission Variance Considerations

Colony Sq. Variance: Application

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

9/ 22/2016 1 Planning Commission

Conduct oPublic Hearing 0oconsider ovariance petition submitted bvthe Colony Square Cooperative. 

Back2round Information: 

See attached StaffReport and Supporting Documents. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Conduct oPublic Hearing 0oconsider ovariance petition submitted bvthe Colony Square Cooperative. 
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Statement of Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by the

Issue: Colony Square Cooperative. 

Background: 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

It was brought to the City' s attention that a large chain- link " security" fence
was erected in the rear yard area of the subject property without prior zoning
compliance review and approval. 

The subject property is 3. 1 acres in area, is currently zoned R- 4 ( Multi -Family

Residential- high density) and is occupied by a 37 -unit independent living

facility for residents with an age of 55+. 

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 need/ justification 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. 

The City requires either a " zoning permit" or in certain instances, a "* building
permit", to be issued prior to the erection or placement of a fence on a

property in town. * 2015 MN State Building Code applies to all fences 7 ft. and
greater in height. A building permit is issued by the City's Building Official, and
would consist of review of the structural integrity of the fence (as well as
zoning compliance review). 

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). 

Section 30- 592 Supplementary height regulations, Subpart ( 3) provides height
exceptions for " security fences or walls" within R- 3, R- 4, GB, CBD, BP, and

Industrial zoning districts, provided greater setbacks are met for fences (and



walls) exceeding 6 ft. in height. These increased setbacks, are the minimum

setbacks ( in all yard areas), for principal structures in the applicable zoning
district. 

The below table outlines the required minimum setbacks for the subject R- 4

property for fences 4 ft., 6 ft., and 6 ft. + in height. Additionally, attached Map

2 graphically depicts the minimum setbacks for a security fence on the

subject property, in relation to the approximate location the 8 ft. fence was
erected. 

R- 4 Zoning Dist. 
4 ft. or less

min. setbacks) 

6 ft. fence

min. setbacks) 

6 ft. + security

fence

min. setbacks) 

Front yard 2 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. 

Interior Side 6" or 2 ft. + 6" or 2 ft. + 20 ft. 

yards

Street Side yard 2 ft. 30 ft. 30 ft. 

Rear yard 6" or 2 ft. + 6" or 2 ft. + 35 ft. 

The allowance of the 8 ft. high security fence to remain in its current location, 

as described within the variance application, would require the Planning
Commission' s approval of one variance; 

1. Section 30- 592( a) 3 of the Municipal Code which addresses

supplementary height regulations or more specifically, permitted
exceptions: 

3) Security fences or walls in the R- 3, SR -3, R- 4, SR -4, GB, SGB, 

CBD, BP, SBP and I zones, shall be permitted to a height of 12

feet provided that any fence or wall over six feet in height

meets the setback requirements for buildings. No barbed wire

shall be permitted on any fence at a height of less than seven
feet from the finished grade level. Within BP and I zones, 

security fences or walls up to six feet in height shall not be

located nearer than two feet from any property line. 

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( s). 

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
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. 

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



Colony Square Cooperative Variance Request

140 70 0 140 Feet



M ap #2 Colony Square Cooperative Variance Request

100 50 0 100 Feet



September B, 2026

Grand Rapids Planning Commission
Attn: Mr. Lester Kachinskel, Chair

420 N. Pokegama Ave. 

Grand rapids, MN S5744

Dear Mr, l achinske and Members of the Planning Commission: 

As owners of the neighboring property, Beacon Hill, we have been informed of the Petition for Variance
submitted by Mr. Bruce Alton on behalf of Colony Square. In review of the Petition, Beacon Hill is
specifically mentioned and, as such, we feel it important to provide the Commission with accurate
information regarding Beacon Hill. 

Beacon Hill includes 28 two and three- bedroom townhorne units for families with children. it

also includes a 20 -unit apartment building for adults with disabilities and some who may have
been formerly homeless, 

All residents who apple to live at Beacon bill must go through a thorough screening process that

includes rental history, credit history, and criminal background checks, All residents are selected
based on pre -established Tenant Selection Policies in compliance with fair housing laws. 

We have contracted with a very reputable property management company to manage the

property and have a resident caretaker living on site in erre of the townhorne units. 
Beacon Hill does not discriminate based upon protected classes i. e. race, ethnicity, color, 

religion etc. In Minnesota there are 11 protected classes and housing discrimination is illegal. 

Beacon Hill is not housing for refugees; nor is it for " recently released prisoners". Those

statements are false. 

Beacon Hill is a safe decent housing option for our community and our friends and neighbors. 

We are neighbors of Mr. Alton and the residents of Colony Square and have been and will continue to
be good neighbors. in fact, we suet with residents of Colony Square prior to construction to explain the

project and answer questions. This letter is intended to clear up any misconceptions and to provide
accurate information. It is not intended to either promote or oppose the Petition for Variance, We

simply want the Planning Commission members to have correct information from which to make a
decision. Planning Commission members are welcome to drive through Beacon Hill at any time and if
you would like a tour, we would be very happy to arrange one at your convenience. 

Questions regarding this correspondence should be directed to Diane Larson, Execrative Director; itasca

County IBA at 218- 326- 7978 ext. 111 or Greg Walker, CEO, Northland Counseling Center, Inc. at 218- 
326- 0099

Sincerely, 

tw

Diane B. Larson

Executive Director

Itasca County EIBA

rtcerel #, 

r# t 1

A f

Greg aer

CEO

Northland Counseling Center, Inc, 
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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- 



111111111MI11111 Petitionfor Variance

Community Development Department
420 North Pokegama Ave. 
Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Tel. ( 218) 326-7601 Fax ( 218) 326-7621Gp,AND RAPIDS
Web Site: www.grandrapidsmn.org

The undersigned do hereby respectfully request the following be granted by support of the following facts herein shown: 

4 C7 2, 9
Name of Applicant* Name of Ownet (Ifo r than applicant)' 

1 4
Address Address

2 4Av zi j VJ / o 5 6ov -; W- 
city State Zip city State Zip

5,- 1 6S,76 lu OP V/ 1 I eov- J ;/
7

Business Telephone/ e- mail address
u

Business Telephone/ e- maim addrets

Ifapplicant is not the owner, please describe the applicant's interest in the subject

Pjrgel lnfgEMafigin: 

Tax Parcel # Property Size: 

Existing Zoning: 

Existing Use: L— : Z

Property Address/ Location: /
4—il) :E -- iA j,) J,'

7 — 

LegalDescription: ) 4 r JI)LI 4 ee 44 (211 +J 5

attach additional sheet if necessary) 

Signature( s) of Applicant(s) Date

Signature of Owner ( If other than the Applicant) MM
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preparation of documents. It is the policy of the City of GrandRapids to require applicants for land use approvals to

borne by the taxpayers of the City. 

A. Please describe in detail the proposedoe requested variance: 

7-- c' 

B. Provide an itemization of the required regulations pertaining to this variance ( i. e., setback lines, tot coverage ratios, 
parking requirements). 

T . T7. T. Ia ^ K• ,/ jr= M a Z IMF

WiTM
I'
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Yewlyarat A -Mom OW -St

provisions have been met. 

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

11I i• V I i N! 1! 11
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B. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 

Applicant justification - Describe how your situation applies to the above statement: 

2 LF -j L LLA- " V I/ . a L, -- -, > i ;- -'. j,u- I 7- 11' i - "" - 5 itic,= 

zz 0

wR: a r2L 2 e e- L'tzz  i' 6/ LI r,l ', axe" L2LL-,- L2 LI Cd AI

Z' 

or
a

C. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property in question, and not created by the
landowner subsequent to the adoption of this ordinance. 

Applicant justification - Describe how your situation applies to the above statement: 

IV

3- v / 2":' Zi+ 7

7-12,(A 4W e'-' X44 2C, 

L 12, AE

D. That the variance, if granted, shall be in harmony with purposes and intent of the, ordinance, and will not be
detrimental to the public welfare or the property or improvements in the neighborhood, and will not alter the essential
character of the locality. 

Applicant justification - Describe how your situation applies to the above statement: 

7 4k,"C' 

E. That the variance, if granted, shall' be consistent with the comprehensive plan. 

Applicant justification - Describe how your situation applies to the above statement: 

CLIJ



What this request is about, and how we got to tis point: 

Colony Square Cooperative is an age 55+, 37 -Unit independent living facility, financed, built, 
owned and managed by the cooperative members, possibly the only multifamily housing developed in
recent years without local government subsidies. First occupied in 2002, Colony Square has been very
successful in providing a safe and secure home to seniors leaving the burden of maintaining their single
family homes. We presently have 55 resident's including 15 widows. The average resident is 82+ years
of age, There is a waiting list of fifteen prospective members. The cooperative is governed by a five - 
member board of directors elected by the members in compliance with Minnesota Statutes and HUD
Regulations. 

In recent years, we have had security breaches of concern to the, members including one
burglary we know of and several trespass incidents such as strangers found sleeping in our sun porch
and photographed in our back yard at 2- 4 AM by a trail cam. 

The announcement of the Beacon Hill Project accompanied by a public statement attributed to
a city council member, that Beacon Hill will be a nice place for recently released prisoners to live, has
caused the residents of Colony Square and the surrounding neighborhood considerable concern for
their safety and security, 

The Grand Rapids chapter of ACTforAmerica. org has published a statement that Beacon Hill will
soon house Muslim Refugees and that " a number of covered women were seen getting off unmarked
busses inspecting the Beacon Hill residential project. The indication is that these were uslim women

inspecting the project," 

The cooperative holds a member forum monthly, prior to board meetings. As a result of the
security concerns brought on by the above public statements discussed at those meetings, several
actions to improve building security have been taken. The last of a series of enhancements was to
install a security fence the length of our 325' East or rear property line. There was discussion with Red
Willow to extend the fence all the way South to 215t Street which they eventually chose not to do. ' e

then determined that to be effective, we will extend the fence westward from the SE corner about
130' along our Southeast property line. 

I then went to the City Building Department, I asked if we could go higher than 6' with the
fence. I was told, that if it is a security fence, we could build 12' high. There was no mention of a
changed setback when going higher than 6'. Relying on this information, l took it to the cooperative
members and the consensus was that an 8' fence was most desirable. The board of directors, -then
approved the installation of an 8' fence and accepted a proposal from Keller Fence to install same. A
representative of Keller Fence had a discussion with building officials and I assumed it was to get a
permit for installation of the fence. I should not have assumed. The fence was installed and a few days
later the building department called to tell me we built the fence without first getting a permit. I went
to the building department to get the permit and was told I couldn' t have one because the fence was
too high and would have to be set back 35 feet from the property line, shorten the fence, or we would
have to apply for a variance,, 

2595984





CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS
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Legislation Details (With Text) 

File M 16- 0563 Version: 1 Name: Consider a recommendation to the City Council
regarding the vacation of a portion of platted
Houghton Avenue right-of-way adjacent to Block 65, 
Town of Grand Rapids. 

Type: Agenda Item Status: General Business

File created: 8/24/ 2016 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 9/ 22/ 2016 Final action: 

Title: Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the vacation of a portion of platted
Houghton Avenue right-of-way adjacent to Block 65, Town of Grand Rapids. 

Sponsors: 

Indexes: 

Code sections: 

Attachments: Pohl R -O -W Vacation: Staff Report w/ staff review committee comments

Pohl R -O -W Vacation: Area Mass

R -O -W Vacation Planning Commission Considerations

Pohl R -O -W Vacati Iication/ Petition

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

9/ 22/2016 1 Planning Commission

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. 

Background Information: 

See attached StaffReport and Supporting Documents. 

Staff Recommendation: 

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. 

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1 of 1 Printed on 4/ 30/ 2018
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Statement of Issue: Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the vacation of a

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

Background: 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. 

As you may recall, in April of this year the Planning Commission reviewed a

right-of-way vacation petitioned by Ms. Pohl, and provided a

recommendation to the City Council, for portions of right-of-way (Houghton
Avenue & 3rd Street S.) adjacent to, and north of, the current request. At the

time of Ms. Pohl' s first vacation request (approved in June of 2016), she did

not have agreements in place with property owners to the south and east of

her property, to acquire the additional right-of-way of an expanded vacation
area, thus the current vacation request. 

Pursuant to Minnesota Statute 412. 851; as the requested vacation abuts

upon a public body of water, the Commission of the Minnesota DNR was

provided notice 60 -days prior to the public hearing, which is scheduled to be

conducted by the City Council on October 24, 2016 ( with hopes of moving up

the public hearing date, depending on the DNR' s response time). 

There were no concerns or objections expressed, regarding the petitioned

partial right-of-way vacation, from the staff review committee which consists
of: Public Works Department, Engineering Department, Community
Development Department, Fire Department, Police Department, and the

Grand Rapids Public Utilities Commission. 

Minnesota Statutes 412. 851 governs the procedures for vacating right-of- 



way in a statutory city. Generally speaking, under this statue the City Council

has the authority to vacate public right-of-way on its own motion or through

a petition of the majority of the land owners. The petition presented by Ms. 
Pohl represents 50% of the maximum level of participation of adjacent land

owners, and therefore is valid. 

Considerations: When considering the vacation of public right-of-way, the Planning
Commission must make findings based on the attached list of

considerations. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commissioners visit the site, review the

comments submitted by the Review Committee, and review the relevant
sections of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Prior to making a recommendation to the City Council to approve/ not

approve the vacation request, the Planning Commission should make
specific findings to support its recommendation and reference those specific

findings in their motion to either approve or not approve the partial right-of- 

way vacation. 

Required Action: Pass a motion forwarding a recommendation to the City Council for approval
or non -approval of the proposed partial public right-of-way vacation. 

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 forward to the City Council a
recommendation to (approve) ( not 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

Contingent on the following stipulation: 

Attachments: 
Site Maps

Public Vacation Application/ Petition

Staff Review Committee Comments

List of the Planning Commissions Vacation
Considerations



Eric Trast

Frorn: Anthony Ward < atward@grpuc.org' 
Sent- Wednesday, August 24, 2016 11: 13 AM
To: Eric Trast

Cc: Julie Kennedy; Jeremy Goodell; Denny Doyle
Subject: RE: Right-of-way Vacation Review - I ola Pohl

Eric, 

GRPU has reviewed the above referenced plat vacation request and GRPU does not object to the
request. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the request. 

Anthony T. Ward I General Manager
Grand Rapids Public Utilities Commission

P, 0, Box 658 1 500 SE 4th St. I Grand Rapids, MN 55744

218- 326- 7188 direct 1 218- 349-0658 cell 1218- 326- 7698 fax

W11WW1191rP191 1119! 9r I GRPU C -, service Is Our Nature

lryiportant Notir"..e Confidentluzfl NjaterW Prvate C ornrrwrilcafion
The information contained in or attached to this e-mail may be confidential information subject to protection by law or terms of applicable confideriflaflty
agreermnts, and is kiter,Wed only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or that
employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissernirlaOorl, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message ( or responsible for delivery Of 010 MeSSage to Such person), 
YOU should destroy this message, any attachments and notify the sender by reply email. 

From: EricTrastgidsgin. Via` 

Sent: Wednosday, August 17, 2016 2: 51 PM
To: Tom Pagel jds, rrin. up; Matthew We Werth <,rnwg Vgqtj,@x Stflimc& oqp; Scott A Johnson

pW rrin. 0 >;, Jeff Davies tward ftrj qM>; Anthony Ward <a. ............ ........ .. .. . -C
Michael Liebellqpid- rOpiclsml ri. LIS> 

Subject. Right-of-way Vacation Review

To All - 

Attached is a request for Staff review and comment pertaining to a petition to vacate platted right-ofway. This vacation

request will look familiar to you, as in May of this year M's. Lola Pohl petitioned to vacate portions of right-of-way
Houghton Avenue) adjacent to, and north of, the attached request. At the time of Ms. Pohl' s first vacation ( May 201 6), 

she did not have options or agreements in place with property owners to the south of her, property, to acquire the
additional right of -way if that vacation area was expanded, thus the current vacation request. 

Please contact Rob, or myself, with any questions. 

Thank you, 

Eric



Eric Trast

From: Jeff Davies

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2016 6, 53 AM
To: Eric Trast; Torn Pagel; Matthew Wegwerth; Scott A Johnson; Tony Ward; Michael Uebel
Subject: RE: Right- of-way Vacation Review

Eric, 

Public Works has no issue with the petition to vacate the platted ROW. It certainly makes sense to me , 

Jeff Davies

Director of Public Works

City of Grand Rapids
420 North Pokegama Avenue

Grand Rapids, MN 55744- 2662

Office: 218- 325- 7480

Mobile: 218- 259- 8588

Fax, 218- 326- 7688

From: Eric Trast

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 2: 51 PM
To: Tom Pagel; Matthew Wegwerth; Scott A Johnson; Jeff Davies; Tony Ward; Michael Liebel
Subject: Right-of-way Vacation Review

To All - 

Attached is a request for Staff review and comment pertaining to a petition to vacate platted right-of-way. This vacation

request will look familiar to you, as in May of this year Ms. Lola Pohl petitioned to vacate portions of right-of-way
Moughton Avenue) adjacent to, and north of, the attached request. At the time of Ms. Pohl' s first vacation ( May 2016), 

she did not have options or agreements in place with property owners to the south of her property, to acquire the
additional right-of-way if that vacation area was expanded, thus the current vacation request. 

Please contact Rob, or myself, with any questions. 

Thank you, 

Eric

Eric Trast

Community Development Specialist
City of Grand Rapids
420 North Pokegama Avenue

Grand Rapids, MN 55744- 2662

office: 218- 326- 7650

Fax: 215- 326..7621



Eric Trast

From: Matt Wegwerth < mwegwerth@-,ehinc,com> 

Sent, Thursday, August 18, 2016 7: 58 AM
To: Eric Trast

Cc: Tony Ward; Jeff Davies; Michael Uebel; Scott A Johnson; Tom Pagel
Subject: Re: Right- of-way Vacation Review

Engineering has no issue with the vacation request, 

Matt Wecgwerth, FSE I Associate J Senior Project Manager
SEW 1 21 NE 5th Street, Suite 200 1 Grand Rapids, MN 55744
218. 322. 4509 direct 1 218, 244, 1887 cell 1 888. 908. 8166 fax
www.sehinc:.com

Building a Better World for All of Us@

I r,. Torn Pagel < 1. 7{ rgplr,i grF, ruf r, FiiEir rnri 3>, Matthew We9werth < tr>wr;ctwr.rtfi( c Scott A Johnsons< j afmo ci., rgncl::.rapids. ltr.rr,. u5, Jeff
Davies < ici: vics[cr r I cFi- 7nu r , p u 4 zr, n, 4 , Tony Wardrtlwrirtf( grfatiG., x7rg>, Michael Liebel < ni ir. k> c l rr?c. i, r 3nd, rtapids,.rnr, eiy, 

ato O811V2016 02:52MP
SI.,YSjr; r:, 1. Right- of-way VaCatiorr Review

To All - 

Attached is a request for Staff review and comment pertaining to a petition to vacate` platted right-of-way. This vacation request will
loop familiar to you, as in May of this year Ms. bola Pohl petitioned to vacate portions of right-of-way ( Houghton Avenue) adjacent
to, and north of, the attached request. At the time of Ms. Pohl' 5 first vacation ( May 20 . 6), She did not have options or agreements in
place with property owners to the south or her property, to acquire the additional right -or -way it that vacation area was expanded, 
thus the current vacation request. 

Please contact Rob, or myself, with any questions. 

thank you, 

Eric

Eric Trast

Community Development Specialist
City of Grand Rapids
420 North Pokegarna Avenue

Grand Rapids, MN 55744- 2662
Office: 218- 326- 7650

Fax: 218- 326- 7621

11 ' I!;' ",': frIr1V'r" I, i 1f'• d,! 10 r':) r ! , vi !. ,. i ',(", i,. ,(,' ' i trfl r' 11,. J . „ ' 11 is , lIldi 4 1i I !. N Ir l r , inl !; lull ' i,i I,: 11

lu„ ::,' i" r+, '; r,' ' r° II',! 1; t, 1 111,' Il, r. I I C n;; : rf I 11 I uiI I ;, r ,+ .', , l , I, I „'', Ir c: '', I1rr, i! 0.), 
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Eric Trast

From: Scott A Johnson

Sent- Wednesday, August 17, 2016 3: 10 PM
To» Eric Trast

Subject: RE: Right- of-way Vacation Review

0f cour,%e, the PD has no concerns that YOU wot,ildn' t have, 

Scott A Johnson

Chief of Police

Grand Rapids Police Depallment

420 North Pokegama Avenue

Grand Rapids, MN 55744- 2662

Office. 218- 326- 3464

Fax: 218- 326- 7610

Frorn. Eric Trast

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 2, 51 PM

To: Tom Pagel <tpqggC - ids-'rnn. us Matthew Wegwerth < rnwegWq @5 se 1c, 0J. rand a > _ Iir c rn>; Scott A- lohnson

sajptarasurr(A J g i>; Tony Ward <atwaii( c [ g>; p9djppids mr us>; ,teff' < jdgyie, a2 I ... . . .......... 

Michael Uebel < rnii I ci

Subject: Right-of-way Vacation Review

To AllI- 

Attached is a request for Staff review and comment pertaining to a petition to vacate platted right-of.way. This vacation
request will look familiar to you, as in May of this year Ms. Lola Pohl petitioned to vacate portions of right-of-way

Houghton Avenue) adjacent to, and north of, the attached request. At the time of Ms, Pohl' s first vacation ( May 2016), 
she did not have options or agreements in place with property owners to the sowth of her property, to acquire the

additional right-of-way if that vacation area was expanded, thus the current vacation request. 

Please contact Rob, or myself,, with any cluestions. 

Thank you, 

Eric

Eric Trast

Community Development Specialist
City of Grand Rapids
420 North Pokegoma Avenue
Grand Rapids, IVIN 55744-2662

office: 21.8- 326- 7650

Fax: 218- 326- 7621



Pohl Vacation Request

Platted Right -of -Way) 

200 100 0 200 Feet



Pohl Vacation Request

Platted Right -of -Way) 

110 55 0 110 Feet
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PLANNING COMMISSION

Considerations

RIGHT-OF- WAY VACATIONS

1. Is the right-of-way needed for traffic purposes? 
Why/ Why not? 

2. Is the right-of-way needed for pedestrian purposes? 
Why/ Why not? 

3. Is the right-of-way needed for utility purposes? 
Why/ Why not? 

4. Would vacating the right-of-way place additional land on the tax rolls? 
Why/ Why not? 

5. Would vacating the right-of-way facilitate economic development in the
City? 
Why/ Why not? 



of
Public' Vacation Application

Cornmunfty Development Department
420 North Pokegarna Avo, 
Grand Rapids, MN 557-14
Tel. ( 21 3) 326- 7601 Fax ( 218) 326- 7621

G RAN'1')"" 1'ZAl' 1 US
Web Site: www. c4ofovarldrsipidsilli't.(.,'O 1) 

Qenera 11 1d2rmati

1gm
a4,o- 

Name of Applicant

710
Address

CityState Zip
61,

91245), 6nn7
Busine%s

Please check which of the following you are applying for: 

ex

Street Vacation 0 Alley Vacation

Nance of Owner ( If other than applicant) 

Address

City tatch Zip

Business Telephone/ gzmgjL-gdcJress

13 Easement Vacation

Provide a legal description of the propoty to be vacated ( for example, the North- South alley adjacent to lots 8- 12, block 5, 
Grandmaapids 5t" Division). Attach an exhibit and/ or electronic file if the legal description is lengthy.---. 

4V- . . ......... . . .. 

4i!A1,J,D r,?AViD-,, rcl THO ci- c cvfnek N'4 T- 

CA

JT' 'k- QL 0r I F3 L 0 m

I(we) certify that, to the best or my(our) knowledge, information,, and belief, all of the information presented in this
application is accurate and complete and Includes all required information and submittals, and that I consent to entry upon
the subject property by pubic officers, employees, and agents of the City of Grand Rapids wishing to view the site for
purposes of processing, evaluating, and deciding upon this application, 

nr'k s f A p nt( s) 

Signature( s) of Owner( s)-( If other than applicant) 

Date

Date

Q,Lty Qf Quild Ram 6 . .... . El .. -,Y"a gamonAr>nliotlon Page I Qf I



PETITION FOR VACATION OF ( PART OF) 9-2a6- o'N" V? ( STRt ET1k LEY/ EAS[ MGNT) INTI°IE CITY DF
GRAND RAPIDS, "— -- '

Y

To the City Council of Grand Rapids, Minnesota: 

The un lersigned, a rnijority of the owners of property as set forth opposite their respective names, abutting

on . r Mkvr ON 4 VC ( Stree Alley/ Easement), respectfully petition the City Council to vacate the aforesaid
part af)— C t ( fes -,( Street/ Alley/ Easement). 

Names ( If not owner, describe nature of the interest in this property) Description of Property

Received on the
r ^

c

This petition Hurst be signed by at iea5t FIFTY PERCENT ( 5D0In) of the property owners, or those with property
interests abattfng the property (street, alley or easemept) to be vacated. Please provide the appropriate number of
names and addresses and signatures, as needed to meet this requirement (attach additional sheet if necessary). 

fty..of..Grmr! ids. P i Vn kip Ijq# on 1 aae 3 of 3



Renuixed_5u.brrtittl Is.: 

111VIpplication Fee - $ 505. 00 CfiLocation Map Ofetition for Vacation

roof of Ownership — (a copy of a property tax statement or deed will suffice) 

The application flees charged are used for postage to nail the required rpotfces to adjacent properties, publication of the

public hearing notice In the Grand Rapids Herald Review, and for a small portion of staff tine for Case review and
preparation ofdocuments. It Is the policy of the City of Grand Rapids to require applicants for land use approvals to
reimburse the City for Costs incurred by the City in reviewing and acting upon applications, so ( f)at these costs are not borne
by the taxpayers of the City. 

justification of proposed vacation: Please answer the following question ( attach additional pages if needed). The

Planning Commission and City Council will consider these questions and responses, and other issues ( see attached list) in
making their findings of fact and recommendation on the proposed rezoning. 

1. Explain why the proposed vacation would be in the public' s best interest, Please refer to the factors be 'ng
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council that are listed on the final page of this application. 

L7 11(23 Gam..;.- 

Additional instructions: 

Prior to submitting your petition for Vacation, you will need to arrange for one or more preliminary rYmeetirlgs with the
Community Development Director. This meeting is intended to ensure that the proposed application Is complete, to answer
any questions the applicant may have, discuss meeting schedules and, If applicable, the scope of the required submittals, 

Eiu4ing§ LqE ARprqyAl; 

The: Planning Commission, in formulating its recommendation, and the City Council, in support of its action will make
Findings of Fact based on their responses to the following list of considerations: 

Is the street right-of-way needed for traffic purposes? 

Is the street right-of-way needed for pedestrian purposes? 

Is the street right-of-way needed for utility purposes? 

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

Would vacating the street right-of-way facilitate economic development in the City? 

In cases where a street/ alley or public right—of-way is adjacent to a public water ( lame or river), the City will also give
consideration to comments submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 

INCOMPLETE APPh AUM WALE. NOT BE ACCEPTS

Complete applicatlons shall be submitted to the Community Development Department one month prior to the Planning
Commission' s review of the vacation. More Information may be requested by the City of Grand Rapids Planning Commission
or City Council, If deemed necessary to properly evaluate your request. The lack of information requested may be in itself
sufficient cause to deny an application. 

City of Grand Ram Public Vacation Appllcatlon __ Page 7 QU



August 17, 2016

Community Development Department

City of Grand Rapids
420 North Pokegama Avenue

Grand Rapids, MN 5574

RE: Public Vacation Application

Dear Mr. Mattei

As you are aware, in the process of selling my property I discovered title issues that prohibited me from

selling what I thought I purchased in September 1976. The home that I purchased and lived in for 40
years was located within a platted street (Houghton Avenue). Thankfully the City of Grand Rapids has

been helpful to me in working through this issue and ultimately sold a portion of city property and

vacated a portion of Houghton Avenue that has helped to provide clear title to the property my house is

located on. Prior to the time of my initial request to vacate a portion of Houghton Avenue, I was

unsuccessful in negotiating an agreement with an adjacent landowner to acquire any portion of
Boughton Avenue westerly of PID # 91- 410- 6530 Wts 17- 19, Block 65, if vacated. I proceeded with my
Public Vacation Application dated 4%7/ 2016 as I had an offer that was contingent on that successful

vacation. Due to the time to work through that process, I was not able to meet the terms of the

purchase agreement and lost that potential buyer. 

Recently, I have been able to acquire Quick Claim Deeds from land owners Julie Goos Corely and
Timothy Ferraro for portions of Houghton Avenue adjacent to their properties. If vacated, it would be
one more step to providing access to my property. 

I apologize for the need to have to submit a second Public Vacation Application as it is a cost to both the

City of Grand Rapids and myself but unfortunately the timing of events have dictated the need. I
appreciate your efforts thus far and would be thankful if the planning commission end city council

approve my request to vacate the portion of Houghton Avenue described in my application. 

Below are responses to the justification of Proposed Vacation as requested in the Public Vacation

Application. 



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

No. The street right -of' -way doesn' t appear to have ever be, en used for traffic purposes. It seems

apparent that, at one time the city determined that Houghton Avenue would never be a street and thus

named the alley to the east as " Third Street". The proposed area requested to be vacated is not currently
accessible by a vehicle without crossing private property. 

Is the street right-of-way needed for pedestrian, purposes? 

No. Me proposed area requested to be vacated is not easily accessible by land without crossing private

property. 

Is the street right-of-way needed for utility purposes? 

No. The subject property is already served by utility service from 4"' Street. 

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

Yes. It was projected that if the entire land peninsula was private, it may add approximately $24,000.00
to the tax rolls. 

Would vacating the street right-of-way facilitate economic development within the City? 

It could provide space to improve adjacent properties. 

Thank you for your consideration, I greatly appreciate your efforts in, assisting me through this issue, 

Sincerely, 

Lola Pohl

19
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