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Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Full Detail December 5. 2O13

Call ToOrder

Call mfRoll

Setting mfAgenda ' This ioanopportunity tmapprove the regular agenda ao

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

Approval mfMinutes

13- 06I1 Approve the minutes of the October 3, 2013, 4: 00 pm regular meeting and the October
17, 2013. 4: 00 pm special mooting.

Attachments:   October-3,- 201-3__PC_Meeting__Minutes

Exhibit to October 17, 2013 Meeting Minutes

Public Hearings

13- 0I50 Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Kevin Henry.

Attachments:    Henry Variance: Staff Report w/ map

Rules for P. H. & Variance Considerations

Henry Variance Application

Application Attachment: Buildin

13- 0751 Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by John Neumiller
and Wanda Bunoo

Attachments:    Neumiller/ Bunes Variance: Staff

Rules for P. H. & Variance Considerations

Neumiller/ Bunes Variance App

ApplicationAttachment: Site Photos

Public Input

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

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

three pyminutes.

K8ioce|| anemuo\ Updateo

Adjourn

NEXT REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING/ 3SCHEDULED FOR:

Thursday, January 2nd20/ 4
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Legislation Details (With Text)

File#: 13- 0671 Version:   1 Name:     Approve the minutes of the October 3, 2013, 4: 00

pm regular meeting and the October 17, 2013, 4: 00
pm special meeting.

Type: Minutes Status:    Approved

File created:       11/ 1/ 2013 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 12/ 5/ 2013 Final action:

Title: Approve the minutes of the October 3, 2013, 4: 00 pm regular meeting and the October 17, 2013, 4: 00
pm special meeting.

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Code sections:

Attachments:      October 3, 2013 PC Meeting Minutes

October 17, 2013 Sgecial PC Meeting Minutes

Exhibit to October 17, 2013 Meeting Minutes

Date Ver.   Action By Action Result

12/ 5/ 2013 1 Planning Commission Approved as Presented by Commission

Approve the minutes of the October 3, 2013, 4: 00 pm regular meeting and the October 17, 2013, 4: 00 pm special
meeting.

Background Information:

See attached draft minutes.

Staff Recommendation:

Approve the minutes of the October 3, 2013, 4: 00 pm regular meeting and the October 17, 2013, 4: 00 pm special
meeting.
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NOTICE OF MEETING

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION

l
1i

Iri a itf N' ul`   
Minutes - Final

Planning Commission
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CITY HALL- 420 N. Pokegama Ave.

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Thursday, October 3, 2013 4: 00 PM Council Chambers

Call To Order

Call of Roll

Present 6-  Commissioner Lee Anderson, Commissioner Julie Fedje-Johnston,

Commissioner Shane McKellep, Chairperson Michael Twite,
Commissioner Mark Gothard, and Commissioner Marn Flicker

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 September 5, 2013, 4: 00 pm regular meeting and

the September 19, 2013, 4: 00 pm special meeting.

Commissioner Fedje-Johnston would like the minutes to reflect the discussion of Mr.

Niemala' s resignation

Approved as Amended by Commission

General Business

Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding amendments to the

Zoning Ordinance that would add the Clinic (outpatient treatment center) use, as a

permitted use, within the PU( Public Use) zoning district.

Community Development Director Mattei provided background information.

Motion by Commissioner Twite, Second by Commissioner Anderson that,

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

interest, the Planning Commission does hereby forward a favorable

recommendation to the City Council regarding the draft text amendment

adding " clinic" as a permitted use within the PU ( Public Use) zoning district:
Section 30- 512 Table- 1 ( Permitted Uses).

Commissioner Twite read his considerations for the record.

1. Will the change affect the character of neighborhoods?

No

Why/Why not?

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1



Planning Commission Minutes - Final October 3, 2013

Because it will be an accessory to a principal structure.

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

Why/Why not?
New construction will provide employment and business opportunities.

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

Yes

Why/Why not?
It is consistent with table 30- 511.

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

Yes

Why/Why not?

It is a synergistic use in PU Zoning. It will also provide easier access and

comigling of resources.

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

Yes

Why/Why not?
Comprehensvie goal plan 3D to support investments in regional assets

such as medical services as well as the long term economic implementation

strategy.

The following voted in favor thereof: McKellep, Flicker, Twite, Anderson,
Gothard. Opposed: None, Fedje-Johnston abstained, motion passed.

Consider a recommendation to the City Council regarding the rezoning of 7. 2 acres

of land from R- 1 ( One- Family Residential) to M( Medical).

The Davis Real Estate Investment Group, and property owner Edith Dahlgren, have
filed a petition for a Zoning Map amendment.  The petition requests the the parcel be

changed from R- 1 ( One-Family Residential) status to M( Medical).

Chair Fedje- Johnston has recused herself from this agenda item.

Michael Sharpe of the Davis Group told the Commissioners that they had looked at

other sites but they were not conducive for what they need.

Jordon Osse of Century 21 Land of Lakes said the neighboring property owners to
the east were in favor of the amendment.

The Commissioners reviewed the considerations.

1. Will the change affect the character of neighborhoods?

No

Why/Why not?

This area is a high traffic high visiability area already.

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

Why/Why not?
A project this size will create new jobs and increase the tax base.

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

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 2



Planning Commission Minutes - Final October 3, 2013

ordinance?

Yes

Why/Why not?

buffering and performance standards.

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

Yes

Why/Why not?

It would be a higher and better use it would also enhance economic vitality.
It would be in the publics best interest to have medical park services in a

grouped area.

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

Why/Why not?
To determine this the Commissioners need to make sure this isn' t spot

zoning.

The Commissioners also discussed the supplemental checklist for rezoning.

1. Has there been a change in the development policies of the community?
No, there hasn' t been a change.

2. Are there changed conditions in the community that would change the

proper zoning of the property?
There hasn' t been.

5. Is similarly zoned land currently available?
The Commissioners would like staff to put together available properties

zoned M.

6. Does the proposed rezoning( or amendment) conform to the comprehensive
plan?

It would create a mixed use area.

7. Is the proposed use compatible with adjacent land uses?

If it is not considered spot zoning.

8. Is the proposed rezoning( or amendment) spot zoning?

Creating an R- 1 island need to be considered. There is M and R- 1 abutting

the property.

10. What is the effect of the proposed rezoning on public utilities?
A lift station and a force main would have to be put it at the developers

expense.

11. Will the proposed rezoning place an undue financial burden on the

community?

No, there will be no undue burden.

12. Will the rezoning increase tax revenues?
Yes, without a doubt.

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 3



Planning Commission Minutes - Final October 3, 2013

Motion by Commissioner Twite, second by Commissioner Flicker to table this

item and direct staff to prepare findings for a special meeting. The following

voted in favor thereof: Gothard, Flicker, Twite, Anderson, McKellep. Opposed:
None, Fedje-Johnston abstained, motion passed.

Motion by Commissioner Twite, second by Commissioner Anderson to set a

Special Planning Commission Meeting for October 17, 2013 at 4: 00 p.m. The

following voted in favor thereof: McKellep, Twite, Fedje-Johnston, Anderson,

Flicker, Gothard. Opposed: None, passed unanimously.

Public Input

Miscellaneous\ Updates

Adjourn

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, second by Commissioner Twite to adjourn

the meeting at 5: 47 p. m. The following voted in favor thereof: Gothard, Flicker,

Anderson, Twite, Fedje-Johnston, McKellep. Opposed: None, passed

unanimously.

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 4



NOTICE OF MEETING

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION

l
1i

RANDMinutes - 
Final

Planning Commission
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CITY HALL- 420 N. Pokegama Ave.

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Thursday, October 17, 2013 4: 00 PM Council Chambers

Special Meeting

Call To Order

Call of Roll

Present 4-  Commissioner Shane McKellep, Chairperson Michael Twite,
Commissioner Mark Gothard, and Commissioner Marn Flicker

Absent 2-  Commissioner Lee Anderson, and Commissioner Julie Fedje- Johnston

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

General Business

Reconvene consideration of a recommendation to the City Council regarding the

rezoning of 7. 2 acres of land from R- 1 ( One- Family Residential) to M( Medical).

Community Development Director Mattei provided a recap of this item.

Mr. Russ Shields adjoining property owner spoke in favor of the rezone.

Mr. Michael Stefan adjoining property owner was concerned about the changing
character of the neighborhood.

Mr. Mark Riehle Manager of Horseshoe Properties was not approached by the

developer to sell any lots.  This would also increase traffic on an already busy road.

Michael Sharpe representative for the developer said that the model that is to be built

is a 32,000 sq ft building they did not approach the Horseshoe properties owners due
to the fact the lots are not desirable because of the location and size.

Motion by Twite, second by Gothard 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 rezoning of property, described within the petition submitted by

the Davis Real Estate Investment Group, LLC. and property owner, Ms. Edith

Dahlgren, and as shown in the maps presented here today, from R- 1

One-Family Residential) to M ( Medical);

Contingent on the following stipulation( s):

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1



Planning Commission Minutes - Final October 17, 2013

A Conservation Easement is granted to the City over the 250 ft. rear
bufferyard area, and a Conservation Easement granted over the eastern and

western 50 ft. side bufferyard areas.

A copy of the findings are on file in the Community Development Department at

City Hall.

Aye:  4-

Commissioner Shane McKellep, Chairperson Michael Twite,
Commissioner Mark Gothard, and Commissioner Marn Flicker

Public Input

Miscellaneous\ Updates

Adjourn

Motion by Commissioner Twite, second by Commissioner Flicker to adjourn

the meeting at 4: 48 p. m. The following voted in favor thereof: Gothard,

McKellep, Twite, Flicker. Opposed: None, passed unanimously.

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 2



PLANNING COMMISSION

Considerations

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT: Davis Grou / Dahl eqe uest

1.  Will the change affect the character ofneighborhood

Why/ Why not?  
al   /

It will not change the character oft hborhood ,  on/ ing Golf oad, nor

will it negatively impact the properties to the so th      %sect area. As itpertains to the

existing neighborhood, the follow„   actors are deA Important to consider: current high

density residential and medicalusG pt 1 developon large lots, and traffic

use/patterns.  Thesefactors thatpr our   ] , ad speak to, and are driving,

a higher density use a„ties abuts This higher and better use can
iio,,,  ,,     

be maintained pandec hout damg the coexisting residential uses that are in

WSWptJ I tJ       ”"' To than en    , orts are being taken to provide substantialroximi to r dense us

buffering to resid iceif/ multifamily,  commercial and medical

j/ A250jis within the site plan bythe applicant.  This
f

b the appl     /, is in fg y d to preserve the residential character ofthe properties to

th As such, the gghborhood to the rear, or south, will enjoy expanded buffering that
willprc ,j this sou/       area as being rural residential in nature.  The Planning

Commissio 411nd conditioning the rezoning request upon the applicant/fee owner

granting the Citrecorded Conservation Easement over these 250feet, the City ensures that

this buffering will remain a constant andplace the City in a position as a steward over this

area and will be able to ensure that this buffering is notjeopardized over time.  The Planning

Commission also feels that there is a benefit in conditioning the rezoning request upon the

applicant/fee owner granting the City a recorded Conservation Easement over an additional 50



feet ofthe entire easterly and westerly property lines from GolfCourse road continuing to

where these lines would connect to the southerly Conservation Easement.  This additional 50

foot buffer will allow for better compatibility between the subject property and that ofthe

residential zonedproperty to the east and west. Again, this ensures that this buffering will

remain a constant andplace the City in a position as a stewardiis area and will be able

to ensure that this buffering is notjeopardized over time.  
OEM,

2.2.  Would the change foster economic growth in tmunity?

Why/ Why not? 
e

It will provide for economic growth throw nal employment opportunities,

expand the City's tax base, expand, G'f,, ' s consume enlarge our City's medical

services, bring people into the comaty,  lj foster a der and better use of the land.

By rezoning they sectpropei  om z zl, t e subjectproperty will be put

to a highest and b       se    „',;, lll expand ;;  icalpreset Ce within the City ofGrand Rapids.
0

The zoning o dnce ofGrarapids, as  , h as, the Comprehensive Plan place much

emphasis upon,     ermg t         /% conomith. In expanding Medical zoning, Grand

Ripa i dd emj opportu t% rther its standing as an economic/medical hub

ge W/are
j/

Moreover, the City has available a total of94.20 acres of

operty that are Me 1 Ofthis inventory, 74.2 acres are presently developed and

j0
acres remain evelopa. Ofthe undeveloped inventory, there seems to be only a

0/0seriejour
contiguII/

s11
nd undeveloped lots that collectively couldfit the Developer's

proposed certainly not a glut oflarge plots ofMedically zonedproperties that

could it a large,/     cal campus like the one being contemplated in this matter.

The direct economic injection this development presents may be offset by potential

business losses at existing medical clinics. This position assumes that there is afinite customer

base and net-zero business scenario.

A second aspect ofthe potential business losses could be medical specialty referrals

2



being outsourcedfrom the area. Every business assumes this type ofrisk/reward, and while

difficult to quant, it must be recognized.

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

Why/ Why not?    jj
A 250foot rear yard bufferyard is proposed wJ ht  `the sate p,    s required within

Section 30-454( e) o the Zoning Ordinance. This i ended to screen/      .,  the residential

lon eruses in the rear area o the subject proper all conceivably be in laccf J P P tJ' Y P       g
i,

period oftime.   The size ofthe subject proper!    l allow N large amount o developed
w

space.  Said unused space will in turn allowfor buff     / 6r adjacent residential uses.  The

Planning Commission finds that l mg as best o buffer areas to the south of the
iipg       " NO

subject property in that this area as Z ly lc   rural r tial in nature unlike other

areas on GolfCoursed that are lad y to chernsity uses over time.
ii/;;'i'/iiiiiiiiiiiiiii

ilii/l

iiiiiiiiiiiiiii
J      ////     

The Plann  '''%' l5rrl""  , fin alsoft there is a benefit in conditioning the rezoning
pp/// Y%

request upon,
j,'        

eily grant the City a recorded Conservation Easement over

an additional ofthe erl an;' sterly property lines from GolfCourse road
j/    

conta 2 a l where 20 the southerly Conservation Easement.  Thises wouci

allow for compatibility between the subject property and that oftonalf  ' uffe    

e residential z he east and west. Again, this ensures that this buffering willoaz%;,", opert; 

j///ice%  .
r ,     a constant an.'  the %.ity in a position as a steward over this area.

in additio    ' Medical zoningalso promotes economic development, clusters like

11,

uses, linni   % ins astructure, benefits end users and all ofout City's residents as

addressed inf t it above.

The Planning Commission did address the issue of"Spot Zoning" in considering this

request.  There is arguably an island ofR-1 zoning that would be wedged between a newly

created Medical Zone to the west and R- 3 zoning immediately to the east.  That said, although

a single island ofnon-conforming use may exist within a larger zoned district, the Planning

3



Commission does not believe that this would dramatically reduce the value for uses specified in

the zoning ordinance ofeither the rezonedplot or that ofthe abutting property.  It is more

likely than not that rezoning the subject property would increase the value ofthe remaining R- I

zonedproperty to the east.

There is a benefit is clustering Medically izonedproperti  /      one central areas) orce
rrrr,

nodes.  This leverages the cost ofadding and maintaining i  ,/    ucture to the City that is

needed to support higher density uses, as well as, regio, th,, ofinfrastructure to

smaller areas, versus spreading these services throut the City.  1Znefits the end user,

lessens strains placed on infrastructure andpr     ' s safer vehicular and Irian travel.

Moreover, this rezone would allow  ]    e cam us cal acili r such a

development would necessitate expansion ofCa itary sewer and water) along

GolfCourse Roadpast its presenl,I ini This wilt/ ne at the sole expense ofthe

developer,   resulting in the loopm     C  , and imp   ]     the quality ofservices to all

area property owners

rrrrirrrr' rrrrrrr

rrrrrrrrrrrrr
4.  Would the chane  '     the be f the galpublic.

Whyl", pg,y        r

iiii/1/110?,m;
ii iii/%iiiiiii

r rink isite for a strong community as a whole. Understanding the

r'l,""- growth isc Wqnfrogicd l ''   sideration #2, the absolute net economic impact is

firr
imp   / 10 to quant. B     ;';ding a ditional Medically zonedproperty, the City will add

employj„portunity, additional tax revenue,  and likely bring others into our City who

wish to use o dicu/g.     puses and other area businesses. There is not a glut oflarge plots of

Medically zoned      ;' dies that couldfit a large medical campus like the one being contemplated

in this matter.   Rezoning the subject property wouldpromote a higher and better use ofthe

subject property, and those which are near the subject property.
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5.  Would the change be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?

Why/ Why not?

The Comprehensive Plan at Chapter 4 states thefollowing:

Recognize the City' s evolving demographics.  As noted in the D aphics section, the City

is facing the same unprecedented aging trend that is seen throu innesota and across the

United States.  Land use patterns can be greatly affected by     , chd demographics as

demandfor various housing types and urban amenities,    
I

j'  
s.  The City headY seen an

increase in demandfor accessible housing,for smj ousing units, and rest al areas that

are better connected to health care, commercaa f'"` s, and recr oval amenities/////

j
The rezone request at hand willprovide opportu Wo ional medical care in the City of

Grand Rapids.  It will also accompli r',   an a way thaudent and well thought out.
ilii t

The Comprehensive Plan at

Chggw
apter'" dates

Maintain balance o„ '%    „ ,   rural c thin t    ",,fly.  The City' s recent annexation

oflarge rural area   ;,;!' rand Raj Townshi„ranges the land use management decisions faced
A.

by staff, Plannin mission a aty Counct Public comment clearly favors maintaining the

rural character ofar /°;, t  /"    J    t,s
j                   

t '    and southeast.

Bks ub e tF erty in con unczon with a conservation easement that ensures

pf   '  buffering, t lain the rural character ofproperties to the south, and

re     ,/ zal use to the ea

The Con ensive P  ' at Chapter 4 states thefollowing:

Staging devc   ,,      11F The uncertainty about the rate ofeconomic expansion and market

demand requires thef ity to strike a balance between ensuring sufficient land is zonedfor

development and the risk of inefficient and disconnected sprawl.

As addressed above, there is a shortage of large lots available for large medical campuses.

There is also a benefit in clustering Medically zonedproperties into one central area(s) or nodes.

This leverages the cost ofadding and maintaining infrastructure to the City to support such a use
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as well as regionalizes the use ofinfrastructure to smaller areas, versus spreading these services

throughout the City.

The Comprehensive Plan at Chapter 4 states thefollowing:

Improve urban integration with natural infrastructure. Public c ent demonstrated a clear

preference for improving the connection ofthe City' s urban are e natural infrastructure

within and adjacent to the urban area.  Sentiment is strong,   rr etter anon ofand protection

ofrivers, lakes, urbanforest, and other elements ofthe "  , is natural mlou",  cture.

There is a benefit in clustering Medically zone       " erties into one centra     (s) or nodes.

g ofadding the City that i  . Meed toThis leverages the cost o addin and maintain astructur

support higher density as, regio lizes    se astructure to smaller areas,tJ' uses, as weg
iii

versus spreading these services throw  ,/ t the City.  T t     efits the end user, lessens strains

placed on infrastructure andpromlar andpian travel.  Additionally,
r rrr/rrr

expansion ofmedically zonedproperty irY1 subJe i   not   s having a negative impact

FN
S//"    
ronan surroundin body.  With tie impr2ts to GolfCourse road( curbing,Y g   /" r

rj%r rr
r

guttering, and

storpp/ `
ler runojf"' ventionfansion to a higher density use in this area makesg tY

prudent environ l sense.

7   , tsive ld,%' t Chapter 4 state' ' the following:

Ze captune o''     use  .   ,  ies.  Traditional separation ofland uses into residential,

co    cial, industrial, Ct ', institu Til categories fails to recognize how a selective mix ofuses
rrr

across     categories imves livability and economic sustainability.  The City has an
j/%  iWS/

opportunity

j/
ate

new,'
inctions and new mixes between traditional categories.

r,,.       ,,
The Planni    

j
pion asserts that there is a benefit to expand medical services in

conjunction o new Revelo ed high density housing.  Moreover this new high density housing isJ f p g tJ'    g tJ' g

catering to our older residents who require services for daily living.  By promoting and expanding

medical services in this area the City has an opportunity to create new distinctions and new mixes

between traditional categories.

6



The Comprehensive Plan at Chapter 4 states thefollowing:

Incorporate character and design inland use categories and regulation.  The design of

neighborhoods and commercial areas affects livability and economic viability. The City has an

opportunity to idents and encourage designfor development and redevelopment that recognizes

characteristics affecting livability, visual character, function, and c        tavity.

A 250foot rear bufferyard is proposed within the site plan applicant.  This is a

the properties to thesubstantial offering by the applicant to preserve the resaden ar   /  p p

south. As such, the neighborhood to the rear, or south,       enjoy expan E %    Bring that will

reserve this southerly area as being rural resid7elfll It nature.  The Plannin'/f missionfindsP Y g f

that by conditioning the rezoning request upon      , plicant/fe     , ner granting the a

recorded Conservation Easement over these 250fe C rthat this buffering will

d over this area and will be able toremain a constant andplace the City     „ osition as a      /

ensure that this buffering is not "eo a     c me

D//

g J P

The Planning Commission also feels l there   // tanta T//  efit in conditioning the

g trecordedConservationrezoninrequest upon tfeeowt

Easement over an t6nal 50  Wthe end"      sterly and westerly property lines from GolfEasement over an

Course road cony' /    to where e lanes wogconnect to the southerly Conservationg

i//%

Easement This addatju compatibilityttbr better compay etween theb h subject

pro ;' rii,   the     % nedproperties tfYe east and west. Again, this ensures that this

b lig wall remadplace the City in a position as a steward over this area and

wa  ,,     ble to ensure the l;'l as bu  '" jg is notjeopardized over time.

The Comprehe601jPlan atter 4 Goal 1 states thefollowing:
Goad" , e commercial development that serves local and regional markets. A

diversity ofcommercia nd uses offers multiple benefits to residents and visitors and enhances

economic sustainability.

7



The City has identified two objectives to define Land Use Goal 2.

a. Recognize distinct classes ofcommercial development that serve different markets and

are compatible with different land uses.  Different commercial uses serve distinct

markets andperform best when clustered with uses that similar markets or

require similar infrastructure.    

b. Provide opportunities for neighborhood commer t are compatible with

residential land uses.     

hhj/
iii,

By rezoning the subject prop    om R- I to dical, the sub)      ,    erty will

be put to a highest and better use.  It wa nq/ ; ,  dicalpresence within the City of

Grand Rapids.  The zoning' r finance ofGraads, as well as, the Comprehensive
rr   ,; rrrrrrrr„   

j,
Plan place much emphasis y, vft gang the   D, conomic growth.  In expanding

rrrrrrr

Medical zoning, Grand Rapid all adc       $   ment tunity and heighten its
iiiaiii

rrrr,,     r r r

standingasub r eta ticalarea.  Not onl willfflxqrvFWmic1medic O g Y,

ir r

Seeman J dpaym ' bs be add to the area, we can expect people to frequent

IN
Granadsfor our Maty medacc re These patrons will undoubtedly utilize City

rrrrrrrr 

businesse r i    /    It zl%City.
villi

OWIF/////
Goal I A Mtect and ert   e th %, 

jsity
and livability ofresidential areas. A diversity ofj

resideland uses allows'f''  lafeusing choices and options within a variety ofhousing

Rapids' housi options stretch across the entire residential land use transect,frommarkets G ' 6/0 Ra

rural to dense
at2j/  amily.

The City has identfed car objectives to define Land Use Goal 4.

b. Promote the development and retention oftraditional neighborhoods in and adjacent to

the urbanized area.  Traditional neighborhoods are the largest residential land use

category on the Future Land Use Map, and likely to be where most residents will live.

8



C. Promote neighborhood identity, pride, and sense ofplace.  Grand Rapids has distinct

neighborhood character throughout the City. Regulation and land use decision- making

should explicitly attend to character and sense ofplace.

d.       Allow uses and activities appropriate to the charact      % e residential district. All

land use and zoningdistricts ideally have multi%  s.    , ating and managing landY p       //
iii

use regulation, recognize and allow second nd uses that-,      ce livability or

character, while retaining ethrima residential.P

This rezone request is consistent   /    hopmentpatterns seen abutting

GolfCourse Road. A 250i 1I1. rear bufferya   " ' roposed within the site plan by the

applicant.  This is asubsg by the ant to preserve the residential

character ofthe properties to sout i © o the n boyhood to the rear or south

rid
will enjoy ex     %       ffering tn,  i   All servc„ „     utherly area as being rural

residennature.ature      , Plissionfinds that by conditioning the rezoning

requ on the appl "   t/fee owne / anting the City a recorded Conservation

Easement th   //" ff     ' yt ures that this buffering will remain a constant

Q the n a position as ct2eward over this area and will be able to ensure

thIt this'1jeopardized overtime.

The Plan' Commission also feels that there is a substantial benefit in

01Mtioning
t     zoning request upon the applicant/fee owner granting the City a

o/      %%%
reco%     vation Easement over an additional 50 feet ofthe entire easterly and

westerlerty lines from GolfCourse road continuing to where these lines would

connect to the southerly Conservation Easement.  This additional 50foot buffer will

allowfor better compatibility between the subjectproperty and that ofthe R- I zoned

property to the east and west. Again, this ensures that this buffering will remain a

constant andplace the City in a position as a steward over this area and will be able to

9



ensure that this buffering is notjeopardized over time.

Goal 5: Promote development ofmired-use areas. All land use categories include a mix ofuses, as

do many zoning districts, but the City has relativelyfew fully mixed use areas.  Mixed use development

has been demonstrated to be extremely efficient in use ofpublic in astr andprovides market

options that are currently limited in Grand Rapids in an era likel t,,,      rowingdemand or mixedp Y p

j    

f

use development.  Mixed use land use categories include downt       ixV%" neighborhood mixed

use, and medical campus.

The City has identified three objectives to define Lcx '"% ` se Goal

a. new,EncourageTannedp use develop which the attributes o traditional

Ww
neighborhoods and small coZrt       ,,are merged     ing uses is much lessqg

i is;

controversial in new develo
iii,

is 1Vef"' use E ment should explicitly
Ell

include both I land co   rcnd u orporating design and
N",ii

perform standard/  necessctj limit nuisances.

b Promote t '     l ed use areas, as identified in the land usef    tng'  xx as         ntifi d     d

use categoriesdefine primary and secondary land uses within
ME

j ,.each land;;   Cate    , , Multiple zoning districts may need to be applied in some of
i

Vol
these areas MIN hieve A geted mix ofuses.

C.       ort the dment and expansion ofGrand Rapids' medical campus.  The

via ' ilk jiaedical campus area is enhanced when the Neighborhood Mixed use

and Mu thA"' mily land uses are integrated into and around the medical campus, as

portrayed on the Future Land Use Map.

By rezoning the subject propertyfrom R- I to Medical, the subjectproperty will

be put to a highest and better use.  It will expand a medical presence within the City of

10



Grand Rapids.  The zoning ordinance ofGrand Rapids, as well as, the Comprehensive

Plan place much emphasis upon bolstering the City's' economic growth.  In expanding

Medical zoning, Grand Rapids will add employment opportunity and heighten its

standing as an economic/medical hub in our geographical area.  Not only will

seemingly goodpayingjobs be added to the area, we ca ct people to frequent

Grand Rapids for our quality medical care.  These p      "' will undoubtedly utilize City

jbusinesses and resources as they visit our City.  

Moreover, the City has available a tr %   f94.20 acre/WN,    operty that are

zoned Medical.  Ofthis inventory, 74.2 are presently develoj   d only 20 acres

remain undeveloped.  Ofthe undeve j inventory,/ j e seems to be 6" Y"   series of

four contiguous and undeveloped lots thc7 le       ouldfit the Developersirr Al.,

proposed use.   There is c"
101,',     ly not a glut   ", a plots ofMedically zonedproperties

j/
that couldfit a large medi6 ,'avd; r zke the ons contemplated in this matter.

rrrr rrrrrirrrr rrrrrrrr

rrrrrrrrrrrrr
rr

r rani;,/ y

rrr
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Legislation Details (With Text)

File M 13- 0750 Version:   1 Name:     Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance
petition submitted by Kevin Henry.

Type: Public Hearing Status:    PC Public Hearing

File created:       11/ 25/2013 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 12/ 5/ 2013 Final action:

Title: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Kevin Henry.

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Code sections:

Attachments:      Henry Variance: Staff Report w/ mag

Pules for P. H. & Variance Considerations

Henry Variance Application

A on Attachment: Building Site Photos

Date Ver.   Action By Action Result

12/ 5/ 2013 1 Planning Commission

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Kevin Henry.

Background Information:

See attached StaffReport and Background Information.

Staff Recommendation:

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Kevin Henry.

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1 of 1 Printed on 5/ 20/ 2021
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RA ivV r' R'AI" 1DS

Agenda Item # 2 Community Development Date:   2/ 5/ 201

Department

Statement of Issue:  Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by Kevin
Henry.

Background'       Mr. Henry has applied for one variance, which if granted, would allow for
the construction of a 1, 764 sq. ft. detached accessory building having 16'
sidewalls located at: 2630 Isleview Road.

The subject property is a 4. 9 acre parcel, and is located within a SRR
Shoreland Rural Residential) zoning district, having lake frontage on

Pokegama Lake, and right-of-way frontage on Isleview Road. The property
is legally described as: N 150 ft. of Lot 7, EXC REV DESC 3, Section 31, TWP
55N, Range 25W, Itasca County, Minnesota.

Mr. Henry would like to construct a 42' X 42' detached garage nearer the front

property line than the existing single family dwelling. As described within the
petition, the wall height variance request is to accommodate the indoor storage

of the Henry' s fifth-wheel camper.

The Henry' s home is setback approximately 1, 600' from the front property line.
The subject lot measures 1, 850' in length from the right-of-way adjacent to
Isleview Road, to the OHWL of Pokegama Lake, and is 150' in width. As

proposed, the detached garage would be approximately 930' from the Isleview

Road right-of-way.

Currently, within the City' s Municipal Code, accessory structures are permitted
to be located between the front lot line and the principal structure ( single

family home) in the following residential districts: RR/ SRR( Rural Residential)—
subject to five conditions( see below). As proposed, the building would exceed
the maximum wall height for accessory structures, located in the front or side
yard area, by 4 ft.

The construction of the accessory building, as proposed, would require the

Planning Commission' s approval of one variance:
1.   Section 30- 563( 4) e. 3 of the Municipal Code which addresses

supplementary use regulations for accessory buildings,  or more

specifically,     maximum building wall height,    in Rural

Residential/ Shoreland Residential and Agricultural zoning districts:
e. Accessory buildings located in the front orside yard shall be

allowed subject to the following requirements:

1. The accessory building is designed to architecturally

match the existing principal structure including roof
pitch,   windows,   trim,  shingles,  color and side



materials. The roof overhang and eaves shall be at
least 12 inches but no more than 30 inches.

2.  Accessory building overhead doors must be
perpendicular to the road.

3.  The height of the accessory structure shall not

exceed that of the principal structure and the
maximum sidewall height shall not exceed 12 feet.

4. Must be setback no less than 75 feetfrom the public

right-of-way.

5. The principal structure and accessory structure must

share a common driveway.

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
variance to Kevin Henry for the property legally described as: N 150
ft. of Lot 7, EXC REV DESC 3, Section 31, TWP 55N, Range 25W, Itasca

County, Minnesota;

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

30- 563( 4) e. 3 of the Municipal Code for the construction of a

1, 764 sq. ft. detached accessory building, which would
exceed the maximum 12 ft. wall height requirement for

accessory buildings located within the front or side yard

areas by 4 ft., as depicted in the variance application

submitted by Mr. Henry.

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 Henry variance petition and associated documentation

List of the Planning Commissions Variance Considerations
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Grand Rapids Planning Connnission
Grand Rapids - 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 Chairman 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 character of the locality?
Why/ Why not-

6.  Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?

Why/ Why not-



Petition for Variance

community Development Department
420 North Pokegama Ave,
Grand Rapids, MN X3744

r rr u` x cr a J! Tel.( 218) 326- 7601 Fax( 218)  26- 7621

Web Site. www.grandrapid5nin.org

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

Name of App4 t*INameof{ owner( If other than applicant)

Address Addrv!ss

urao,4"    Li-

1411W    ,
a

City tat A Zip City State Zip

Business fele hone/ e-marl adp rw r Business' i"eiepYwcrr7e/ eµrmaiV address;1

If applicant&not the owneiw please describe the applicants inlercy5t in the 5Oject°r  

xrtftarrrrwatirieriu Tax

Parcel #_ ._,a_..._   TM.  ,.„„ Property Size...       a__®xistinca

orlin  ..   .    .1. l   ?'   1114AL r
Existing

Use ­N.(   r    _.._.       _  _.

w.._.   

C

PropertyAddress/Location... a ? ")   `         ': ?_.r

LeralClescripthon /  

t. attach

additional sheet If necessary)I(

we) certify that,to the best of rny(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. We

erg
trrrr( s)of" AppBirt(s)       Dale Signature

of Owner(If other than the Applicant) Date Se

Only Gate
ReceIved. CertifiedComplete-      ,  „  ode t alc9rv, Planning

Commission Recornrnewdatiow Approved Deniod„ „„„„,,,, m
Meeting Date.    I Summary

ofSp ial C nditlons of ppnwval:    _ .y rv„... ..  ..     .  ,-­,„. ha1d,

B p.( s Variance Aptca"ion:  p , cf.  1 of 4



R%Mk9cE SgkM_AUWLI

Application Fee-$ 252. 50* 2

Site Map- Drawn to scale, showing the property dimensions, existing and proposed, building( s)/ addition( s) and their size( s)
eluding: square footage, curb cuts, driveways, access roads, parking spaces, sidewalks and wells& septic systems.

2 The application tees charged are used for postage to mail the required notices to adjacent propertles, publication of

the public hearing notice In the Grand Rapids herald Review, and for a small portion of staff time fcrr ease review and
preparation of documents, Itis the policy of the City of Grand Rapids to require applinints for land use approvals to
reimburse the City for costs incurred by the City icy reviewing and acting upon applications, so that these costs are not
borne by the taxpayers of the City,

Stn gS# Mime;

A.       Please describe In detail the proposed or rC ue$tedl variance:

or
r

B.       Provide an iternization of the required regulations pertaining to this variance( i. e., setback lines, lot coverage ratios,
parking

k
requirements).      

p

ulo .   ' C'   
4'

rCt rC(   Y'  r:r l.i r cc til L i'-,

w

Justification of Repuested.V.wiimm provide adequate evidence indicating compliance with the following provisions of the
ordinance concerning variances( Section 30-453( e)" Findings for Variances'. Detailed answer$ are needed because the

Planning Commission shall grant a variation only when they have determined, and recorded in writing, that all of the following
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.

Applicant justification( refer to Table of Uses in City Code Section 30- 512):

ke
h

4

City of Qprgn ARRlicakinnaeLL 2 Vf+,



B.  Docs the: proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner?

Applicant justification.• Describe how your situation applles to the above statement:

C.  The plight of the landowner is due to circurnstances unique to the property In queWorl, and riot created by the
landowner subsequent to tile, adoption of this ordinance.

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

C,       e,- 

D.  That. 1variance, if granted, shall be in harmony with purpose, 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 locWlty.

Applicant Justification- OeSCribe how your situation applies to the above statement:

T I n lam +  
i S

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

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

Y



City Process.

1.  Applicant submits a Completed application to the Grand Rapids Community Development Department by the 15"' 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.

6.   Public Hearing and action at Planning Commission Meeting ( First Thursday of each month).

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

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

Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?

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

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

10 Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locotity?

r1ELE1E APPLI SAI WILk NOT BE ACCgP190

More information may be requested by the City of Grand Rapids Planning Commission, if deemed necessary to properly
evaluate your request. The lack of Information requested may be in itself sufficient cause to deny an application.

Oty—ot-Guad..RsIpAd5-Virli    „ AR[2kA     - D9q
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SITE PIAN

Each Square or.       is Equal To fi=t. Parcel Number:

T

r 4 Cjs

40-   +

Property owner: ,     n Address:  _..c    
3 S,- -    f

vName of Preparer( if different than above):  Zoning:  ._.,M.,.,*.,     .     ..........

THIS PLOT IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE:

Signature of Applicant or Agent)..,..,,,,  ._   DATE:      "'
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS
L

C i R( ti.t 17'["°..Afl1),S
T"'      

Legislation Details (With Text)

File M 13- 0751 Version:   1 Name:     Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance
petition submitted by John Neumiller and Wanda
Bunes.

Type: Public Hearing Status:    PC Public Hearing

File created:       11/ 25/2013 In control: Planning Commission

On agenda: 12/ 5/ 2013 Final action:

Title: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by John Neumiller and Wanda
Bunes.

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Code sections:

Attachments:      Neumiller/Bunes Variance: Staff Pe/ map

Pules for P. H. & Variance Considerations

Neumiller/Bunes Variance A lication

A on Attachment: Site Photos

Date Ver.   Action By Action Result

12/ 5/ 2013 1 Planning Commission

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by John Neumiller and Wanda Bunes.

Background Information:

See attached StaffReport and Background Information.

Staff Recommendation:

Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by John Neumiller and Wanda Bunes.

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS Page 1 of 1 Printed on 5/ 20/ 2021
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RA ivV r' R'AI" 1DS

Agenda Item # 3 Community Development Date: 12/ 5/ 20 . 3

Department

Statement of Issue:   Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a variance petition submitted by John
Neumiller and Wanda Bunes.

Background:    John Neumiller and Wanda Bunes have applied for one variance, which if

granted, would allow for an addition, in the front yard area of their home

located at: 1708 Fraser Drive SW.

The subject property is legally described as Lot 3 Less N 5', Block 4,
McGowans 1st Addition to Grand Rapids, and is currently zoned R- 1 ( One-

Family Residential).

Mr. Neumiller and Ms. Bunes, have requested the Planning Commission' s
consideration of one variance from Section 30-512 Table 2- A of the

Municipal Code, which lists the District Development Regulations for

Principal Structures, more specifically, setbacks for principal structures.

If approved, the requested variance would allow for a 40 sq. ft. addition to
the footprint of the existing home. The enlargement will accommodate the
addition of a front entryway, that would encroach 4 ft. into the required 30
ft. front yard setback. As described with in the petition, the purpose of the

variance request, is to address the overall inefficiency of the entryway area,
as well as safety concerns in that area.

The addition to the subject home, as proposed within the variance petition,

would require the Planning Commission' s approval of one variance from the
following area of the Municipal Code:

1.   Section 30- 512-Table 2- A, District Development Regulations for

Principal Structures, which establishes a 30' minimum setback from

the front yard lot 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.



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 John Neumiller and Wanda Bunes for the property

legally described as:

Lot 3 Less N 5'. Block 4, McGowans 1st Addition to Grand Rapids,

Itasca County, Minnesota

to allow a one time waiver of the requirements of Section

30- 512-Table 2- A for the encroachment of a 40 sq. ft.
addition to the existing home, within the required 30 ft.
front yard setback area of the property, as described within
the variance application.

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 Neumiller/ Bunes variance petition and associated
documentation.

List of the Planning Commissions Variance Considerations
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Grand Rapids Planning Connnission
Grand Rapids - 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 Chairman 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 character of the locality?
Why/ Why not-

6.  Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?

Why/ Why not-



Petition for Variance

Comr'nunity Development Department
428 North Pokegarra Ave..

Grand Rapids, MN 55244

T"el.  218 326- 7601 rax 218 325- 7621
it ysri noor rnti n, w n, g e» rl Web Site: 71WV11w. gratidrapidsr-nn. org

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

Narne of Applicant"   Narne of Owner( If other than applicant)

A gess Address
l

City State    ,._ Zip city State

Zipw.
Business Telephone/ e- mail address Business°'1' dephone/ e- mail address

Ifapollc nt is not tlae orwaer, please describe Me epplicents7 interest in tlae s°uplect

laroperty ro

Pa roll Informp tirarrr;

ax Parcel #      Property Size:     
r

a

rc

45
Exist°lr,rg Zor'tir"       f;" e/.    ; L'

Existing t  ?       1° 1
t,,/

N..

s

Property Acidr' ess/ L,ocation:_ _ Y d r z ° p"   ft' C ' f'"    k.     ,

Le alt e cr iption     ..'      __   r_(___   l; .   .,r,. ,„   ...:.

attach additional sheet; if necessary)

I(we) certify that, to the best of my(our) knowledge, information, and belief, all of the Nnforrnation presented in this
application is accurate and complete and includes all required infc rrnat'ion and subtr ittals, and that I consents 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 applicatio rr.

Sig a usi icant(s)  N' ati

m.

1I Y,)).) 1 o.    NLI,v  ,m
ra r r o't w rer( If otherth6n t e At plicant)   gate

fitsort
tepid rifld nti i Pain

it trd r1 rin on   , aOf i datlon pproved hied satin

0rnrrri f sp iai or 000,0s oP Approval m

y_ofN'arndpid: _Varinc__ e Applicatior7 ... lgaoe 1 of 4



V'Application Fee - $ 252 50

iw6t"e Map- Drawn to scale, showing the property dimensions, existing and proposed, budding( s)/ addition( s) and their size( s)
including: square footage, curb cuts, driveways, access roads, parking spaces,, sidewalks and wells& septic systerris,

The dPPhCatIO17 fOOS C?OlVedatO 11.5ed tbf'postage to fmW the to publIcutIm of

thepublic healing t7oth c# 7 the Gtal7dRapids Hevw/d Review, aficl fot-a i;mallportk)t of.5taff IIme forca,5e mvlew' md
prepatation0fdOCUR7017tS. It i5the policy ofthe City of Gtancl RapIds to iz,,quire 4 pplicati6' for IaW ilse' 7ppl-ov'715- to
1& 11611150 the City fOl" COStS ill,Cutfed by the City# 7 IZN16WIng dnCi ilalng upof applications, -4 0 thal, tho'56c rmsts x-O 17ot
bome by the taxpovers olthe City.

FlEmmmod.vAdamm

A. Please describe in detail the proposed or, requested variance,

c, e

Jz.................    42. uv P, 4 1 1
J

B Provide an iterni7ation of the required regulations peftaining to this variance ( i. e., setback lines, lot coverage ratio$,

Provide adequate evidence indi( ating compliance with the following provision5 of ttie
ordinance concerning variances( Section, 30- 1 53( e)" Findings for Variances").  Detailed answers are needed because the

Planning Commission shall grant a variation only when they have deterrnined, arid recorded in writing, that all of the ft)[(.)wjrjg
provisions have been mcht.

A.  That the requo-Aed variance does riot aillow a LIS(2 that is otherwise excluded from the particular zoning district in
wtilch it is requesed.

Applicant justification ( refer to Tabie of Uses in City Code Section 30- 5 12)

lj?14- 77 k"I' l

LC V

f 4p–



B.  Does the ProposM Put Property tO USe in a reasonable manner?

Applicant justification - Describe how your situation applies to the above Statement

ez

J,

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

Applicant justification - Describe hQW YOUr' situation applies to the above statement:

5 Ka iL( ZL 2

a Lnze. lo aer-   to im L26z / J--   scvv,1'11471,    Aocl,Se K     t)

JL)  C Aai,,W,9,    hV
ow

hoo, e,     F/ I C 1,, V      ' K, v yr,aiv) -PLO-r,      a   ";,a V,C, e-,2.0
56 e, c"E r-  Cou OP69. -Ok are   ,X

D.  That the variance, if grantcd, shall be in harmony with purposes and intent of the ordinance, and wifl not be!
detrimental to the pubhc welfare or the property or irnprovernents in the neighborhood, and wil!:l not alter the e sentlM
character of the locality.

Applicant justification - Describe how your SitUation applies to the above staternent

a 21     -C)      he -- a

V I

I 2-L Ouse   /
4(-

5. will,  o,yttr
5,01 k 5)

1 YMO-14 xC-4   -7
LI Z. 2 C

E.  That bie variance, it granted, shalil he consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Applicant justification - Describe howyour situation applies to the above statement:

4-111- C- 1 U-S
Owe,    k.) 1u, J-

QjtLgf QQL1IdLR?!Pid$ N( iA i d—rI(xAPP.1 2age-3--QL-4



City Process:

L Applicant submits a completed application to the Grand Rapids Community Development Department by the 15"' of

the month,

2.   Rewiew by staff for completeness of application.

3,   Notification of adjoining property owr,R- rs.

4,   Publish Notice of Public Hearing.

5   Prepare Staff Report and background linformation,

6   Public Hearing and action at Planning Commission Meeting ( First Thursday of each month),

Findlingi for Ap" 9y#,

The Planning Commission, in support of its action, will make findings of fact based on their responses to the following list of
con oiderations

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

Is the variance consistent with, the comprehensive plan?

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

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

Will' the, variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the loc.ality?

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NO BE ACCEPTED-

More information may be reqoested by the City of Grand Rapids Planning Commission, if deemed necessary to properly
evaluate Your request. The lack of information requested may be in itself sufficient cause to deny an application.

PLcq! L i of 4I-  
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