City of Grant
City Council Agenda
April 1, 2025

The regular monthly meeting of the Grant City Council will be called to order at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 1,
2025, in a teleconference format and in person at Town Hall for the purpose of conducting the business hereafier
listed, and all accepted additions thereto.

1.

U S A

CALL TO ORDER

PUBLIC INPUT

Citizen Comments — Individuals may address the City Council about any item not included on the
regular agenda. The Mayor will recognize speakers to come to the podium. Speakers will state their
name and address and limit their remarks to two (2) minutes with five (5) speakers maximum.
Generally, the City Council will not take any official action on items discussed at this time, but may
typically refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct that the matter be scheduled on an
upcoming agenda.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

OATH OF OFFICE, GREG ANDERSON
APPROVAL OF REGULAR AGENDA
APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA
A. March 2025 Bill List, $94,595.86

B. Resolution No. 2025-06, Amended CUP Application, 7040 117* Street, Two Silo



6. STAFF AGENDA ITEMS
A. City Engineer, Brad Reifsteck (no action items)
B. City Planner, Jennifer Swanson

i. PUBLIC HEARING, Consideration of Resolution No. 2025-07, Request for Minor Subdivision,
11225 Julianne Ave N

ii. PUBLIC HEARING, Consideration of Variance, Minimum Lot Size, Minimum Buildable
Area, Lot Width and Density, XXX 89t Street N

C. City Attorney, Nick Vivian (no action items)
6. NEW BUSINESS

A. Consideration of February 4, 2025 City Council Meeting Minutes
B. Consideration of 2025 Appointment List Revision
C. Consideration of Community Event

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

8. DISCUSSION ITEMS (no action taken)

A. Staff Updates (updates from Staff, no action taken)
B. City Council Reports/Future Agenda Items (no action taken)
9. COMMUNITY CALENDAR APRIL 2 THROUGH APRIL 30, 2025:

Mahtomedi Public Schools Board Meeting, Thursday, April 10 and April 24", Mahtomedi District
Education Center, 7:00 p.m.

Stillwater Public Schools Board Meeting, Thursday, April 10%, Stillwater City Hall, 7:00 p.m.

Washington County Commissioners Meeting, Tuesdays, Government Center, 9:00 a.m.

10. ADJOURNMENT



City of Grant

Fund Name:
Date Range:

Date

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

03/25/2025

All Funds
03/01/2025 To 03/31/2025

Vendor

Payroll Period Ending 03/31/2025
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 03/31/2025
Total For Check

Waste Management
Total For Check

LRS
Total For Check

Eckberg Lammers

Total For Check

Woodchuck
Total For Check

LHB

Total For Check
Washington County Public Works
Total For Check

Pauszek Inc.
Total For Check

KEJ Enterprises

Total For Check

CenturyLink

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Check #

16684
16684

16685
16685

16686
16686

16687
16687

16688
16688
16688
16688
16688

16689
16689

16690
16690
16690
16690
16691
16691

16692
16692

16693

16693
16693

16694

Disbursements Register

Description

March25

March25Medical

Recycling -

Portapot TownHall

Legal Services

Tree removal ROW

February Engineering

invoice#228878- Oct/Dec traffic

signal

March Assessor Billing

Roads Supervisor/Fuel
Surcharge

City Phone
Page 10f3

N

N

Void Account Name

Clerk Salary

Accounting Services

Recycling

Town Hall Porta Pot

Legal Fees - General
Legal Fees - Complaints
Legal Fees - Prosecutions
Escrow

Road Brushing

Engineering Fees - General
Grading Permit
Escrow

Street Lights

Assessing

Roads Supervisor

Roads Fuel Surcharge

City Office Telephone

F-A-O-P

100-41101-100-

100-41202-130-

100-43011-384-

100-43007-210-

100-41204-304-
100-41205-304-
100-41206-304-
100-49320-304-1032

100-43114-220-

100-41203-300-
100-43135-300-
100-49320-300-1008

100-43117-330-

100-41550-300-

100-43014-300-

100-43015-300-

100-41309-321-

3/25/2025

Total

4,546.01

4,546.01

1,000.55

1,000.55

6,386.37

6,386.37

159.00

159.00

1,200.00
471.50
2,652.25
125.00

4,448.75

950.00

950.00

7,741.50
166.00
220.00

8,127.50

n W | nWn v |\ v | Wn W | wr | v | wr | N

103.92

103.92

2,300.00

2,300.00

w wvn|wn v

W

14,162.50

2,500.00

16,662.50

174.98



All Funds
03/01/2025 To 03/31/2025

Fund Name:
Date Range:

Date Vendor
Total For Check

03/25/2025 Kline Bros Excavating

Total For Check

03/25/2025 League of Minnesota Cities
Total For Check

03/25/2025 Washington County Transportation
Total For Check

03/25/2025 LHB

Total For Check

03/25/2025 League of MN Cities Insurance
Trust
Total For Check

03/25/2025 Washington County Property
Records
Total For Check

03/25/2025 Croix Valley Inspector
Total For Check

03/25/2025 PERA

Total For Check

03/25/2025 ADobe
Total For Check

03/25/2025 T-Mobile
Total For Check

03/25/2025 RS

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Check #
16694

16695
16695
16695
16695

16696
16696

16697
16697

16698
16698
16698
16699
16699
16700

16700

16701
16701

16702
16702
16702

ADE16
ADE16

CCEFT31
CCEFT31

EFT219
EFT219
EFT219
EFT219

Description

Road Maintenance

Void Account Name

Minnesota Mayors Association

Inv#229262

February Engineering

Workman's Comp

2025 Property Tax

Building Inspector

PERA -March

Monthly - Auto Pay

Road Cell - Auto Pay

Medical

Page 2 of 3

N

Grader Contractor
Road Shouldering
Road Brushing

LMC Dues

Snow & Ice Removal

Engineering Fees - General

Grading Permit

Insurance

Town Hall Property Taxes

Building Inspection

Clerk PERA

Office Equipment

Road Expenses - Other

Clerk FICA/Medicare
Clerk Medicare
Federal Withholding
Social Security Expens

F-A-O-P

100-43101-224-
100-43108-224-
100-43114-224-

100-41304-310-

100-43113-210-

100-41203-300-
100-43135-300-

100-41302-360-

100-43008-510-

100-42004-300-

100-41102-100-
100-41102-120-

100-41314-210-

100-43116-210-

100-41103-100-
100-41105-100-
100-41107-100-
100-41109-100-

Total

174.98

1,207.50
172.50
15,647.50

17,027.50

30.00

30.00

3,888.13

3,888.13

2,940.00
415.00

3,355.00

A2 W | N W | wr | wr [\ W w»

118.00

r

118.00

W

5,882.00

5,882.00

16,103.28

16,103.28

399.56
461.03

860.59

52.00

52.00

20.00

20.00

N nn W | v | v | W | w

99.45
18.85
100.00
80.60



Fund Name: All Funds
Date Range: 03/01/2025 To 03/31/2025

Date Vendor Check # Description Void Account Name F-A-O-P Total

Total For Check EFT219 $ 298.90

03/25/2025 IRS EFT220 Payroll N  Clerk FICA/Medicare 100-41103-100- S 470.24

EFT220 Clerk Medicare 100-41105-100- S 89.13

EFT220 Federal Withholding 100-41107-100- $ 478.94

EFT220 Social Security Expens 100-41109-100- S 381.11

Total For Check EFT220 S 1,419.42

03/25/2025 Office Depot FRCC-3-6-25 City Phone - CC N  Office Equipment 100-41314-200- S 92.11

Total For Check FRCC-3-6-25 S 92.11

03/25/2025 Comcast TMEFT42 Town Hall Wifi - Auto Pay N  Town Hall Supplies 100-43001-210- S 186.99

Total For Check TMEFT42 S 186.99

03/25/2025 Xcel Energy XcelEFT43 Utilities - Town Hall - Pole Barn- N  Town Hall Electricity 100-43004-381- S 24.49
Auto

XcelEFT43 100-43004-381- S 365.51

XcelEFT43 Well House Electricity 100-43010-381- S 11.04

XcelEFT43 Street Lights 100-43117-381- S 1.32

Total For Check XcelEFT43 $ 402.36

Total For Selected Checks S 94,595.86

Report Version: 03/31/2015 Page 3 of 3



CITY OF GRANT, MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-06

RESOLUTION DENYING AN AMENDED CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR
7040 117™ STREET NORTH
(TWO SILO FARMHOUSE RESORT)

WHEREAS, Keith Dehnert on behalf of the Two Silo Farmhouse Resort, LLC
(“Applicant”) has submitted an application for an Amendment to the Conditional Use Permit to
allow for increased occupancy, expansion of the parking lot, installation of an illuminated wall-
mounted “WINERY” sign (after-the-fact), use of the east end concrete apron, and request to
install an ambient surround sound system on the property located at 7040 1 17% Street North
(“Subject Property”) in the City of Grant, Minnesota; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant was granted a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to operate the
two Silo Farmhouse Resort on November 12, 2020; and

WHEREAS, the granted 2020 CUP states that any modifications or changes to the
facilities onsite used as part of the operations shall require an amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant was granted an Amendment to the 2020 CUP to construct a
new 6,000 SF building to be used for winery operations on November 1, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant was found to be in violation of the existing CUP for the Two
Silo business operation; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the Applicant’s request at a duly noticed
Public Hearing which took place on February 4, 2025; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF GRANT, WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA, that it does hereby
deny the request of the Two Silo Farmhouse Resort, LLC for an Amended Conditional Use
Permit, based upon the following findings pursuant to Section 32-147 of the City’s Zoning
Ordinance which provides that a Conditional Use Permit may be granted “if the applicant has
proven to a reasonable degree of certainty” that specific standards are met. The City Council’s
Findings relating to the standards are as follows:



Resolution No.: 2025-__
Page 2 of 3

e The “WINERY” wall sign was installed without a permit and in violation of the existing
Conditional Use Permit for the Two Silo business operation.

e The illumination of the wall sign is out of character with the surrounding area and does not
comply with the adopted goals and objectives of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

e The illuminated wall sign adversely impacts the surrounding neighborhood and adjacent
residential uses.

e The illuminated wall sign could cause a distraction to drivers and may impact the general
safety and welfare of travelers on the nearby road.

e The wall sign does not comply with the adopted zoning ordinance.

e Increasing occupancy is unreasonable given that the operator has been in violation of the
current CUP conditions.

o Expansion of parking is unreasonable given that the operator has been in violation of the
current CUP conditions.

e The overflow parking area is not an improved dustless surface and is not designed as a
permanent parking lot for the business. As submitted, no details regarding the parking lot
were included with the Application.

e Expanding the parking lot at this time is unnecessary since current site improvements
support the current CUP occupancy loads.

e Use of the concrete apron or “crush pad” is unreasonable given that the operator has been
in violation of the current CUP conditions.

e Installation of an ambient sound is unreasonable given that the operator has been in
violation of the current CUP conditions.

e In similar past situations, the City has determined that a conditional use must be in good
standing for a minimum of a year before additional flexibility or further intensification of
use may be considered for amendment.

Adopted by the Grant City Council this 1% day of April, 2025.

Jeff Giefer, Mayor



Resolution No.: 2025-
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State of Minnesota )

) ss.
County of Washington )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and appointed Clerk of the City of Grant,
Minnesota do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the foregoing resolution adopted at a
meeting of the Grant City Council on , 2025 with the original thereof on file in my
office and the same is a full, true and complete transcript thereof.

Witness my hand as such City Clerk and the corporate seal of the City of Grant, Washington
County, Minnesota this day of , 2025.

Kim Points
Clerk
City of Grant



STAFF REPORT

TO City Council ADDRESS 11225 Julianne Avenue North
Kim Points, City Clerk Grant, MN 55082
Nick Vivian, City Attorney
Brad Reifsteck, City Engineer RE Application for a Minor
Subdivision (Lot Split) at 11225
FROM Jennifer Haskamp, AICP, SHC Julianne Avenue North,
Jenna Shoosmith, SHC Grant, MN 55082
INTRODUCTION

Michelle and Christopher Bond (“Applicants” and “Owners”) are requesting a Minor Subdivision (Lot Split)
for the property located at 11225 Julianne Ave N. The 52.3-acre property will be divided into three (3)
buildable lots ranging in size from 6 to 36-actes. The proposed Parcel B (6-actes) will contain the existing

residential structure and the existing septic system that serves the propetty.

Public Hearing
A duly noticed public hearing has been published, and letters were sent to adjacent property owners within a

Vi-mile (1,320 ft) of the property. The public hearing has been scheduled for the regular City Council meeting
on April 1, 2025.

The following staff report summarizes the requested Minor Subdivision (Lot Split), existing conditions, draft

findings, and conditions of approval.

APPLICATION SUMMARY

Location:

11225 Julianne Avenue North, Grant, MN 55082
Applicant/Owner: PID: 0303021440002
Michelle and Christopher Bond Lot Size: 52.3-Acres

Land Use: Agricultural
Zoning: Agricultural Large Scale (A-1)

Request: The Applicant is requesting a Minor Subdivision (Lot Split). The existing 52.3-acre property
will be divided into three (3) buildable parcels ranging in size from 6 to 36-actes.

REVIEW CRITERIA

The City’s subdivision ordinance allows for minor subdivisions and lot line adjustments as defined in Section
30-9 and 30-10. Section 32-246 governs dimensional standards and other zoning considerations. The following

analysis provides an overview of the Minor Subdivision request and any relevant established standards.



EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

The subject property is located at 11225 Julianne
Avenue North. The 52.3-acre site is located at the
northeasterly corner of Julianne Avenue North
(CSAH 9) and 110* Street North. It is surrounded
by rural residential and agricultural uses and is zoned
A-1 (Agricultural Large Scale). The site contains
several wetlands, primarily on the southern half of
the property.

There is a residential homestead on the property,
along with several accessory structures that support
the current agricultural use. The farmstead is served
by an existing septic system located south of the
accessory structures. The site is accessible via an
unpaved driveway that connects to Julianne Avenue
Notth.

'

Figure 1. Lxisting Site Conditions

The proposed Minor Subdivision (lot splif) will divide the property into three (3) buildable lots, which are
identified in Figure 2 below. The proposed Parcel B (blue) will contain the existing home, accessory structutes,

and septic system. Parcels A (orange) and C (green) will be vacant.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW

The site is guided Rural Residential /Ag RR/AG) in the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan. The proposed
Minor Subdivision will not change the use of the site, nor will it expand the amount of land in the City
designated for rural residential/ agriculfural uses. Lots guided RR/AG are encouraged to develop at no more
than 4 dwelling units per 40 acres. No development 1s proposed at this time or as part of this land use

application, so the proposed Minor Subdivision will not impact the overall density of the area.

ZONING/SITE REVIEW

The Applicant submitted a survey exhibit as patt of their application (Attachment A). The proposed
configuration will divide the existing 52.3-acre property into three (3) buildable lots ranging in size from 6 to
36-acres. A summary of the proposed configuration and applicable dimensional standatds is provided in Table

1 below:

Table 1. 1 ot dimensions

" Dimensional Standards (Section 32-246) Parcel A " ParcelB Parcel Clis1)
Minimum Lot Area per dwelling unit (acres) ~ 5 | 1001 6.02 3624
e e T e =
Minimum Lot Width (feet) ©300 | il » 485 880
Frontage on an Improved Public Road 300 | 32 | ©o485 1,300
| St
3 Front Yard 85 N/A, no structure 480 N/A, no structure
Side Yard . 65 proposed : 100 proposed
Rear Yard - 50 77
= - T
- Accessory Building Standards (Section 32- No structures No structures
. 313) proposed 2N SR I0 mors proposed
? i than 3 buildings

As proposed, the Minor Subdivision will divide the existing property into three (3) parcels, all of which meet
or exceed the minimum lot dimension standards established in Section 32-246. Patrcels A and C will be vacant,
and Parcel B will contain the existing homestead, the supporting septic system, and all accessory structures. As
shown on the minor subdivision exhibit, there are two large accessoty structures totaling approximately 5,000
square feet and several smaller sheds on the property. Given the proposed subdivision, the resulting lot is
approsimately 6 acres and the requisite number of accessory buildings on Parcel B must be removed and
demolished to comply with the standards established in Section 32-313. Staff recommends including a
condition that a demolition plan must be submitted to show which structures will be removed to bring
the lot into compliance with the maximum accessory building standards prior to recording the deeds.
The demolition plan must be accompanied by a schedule for removal.

A portion of the existing driveway will be split between Parcels A and B and a single access /curb cut connecting
to Julianne Ave N is proposed. Section 32-346(g), permits shared access but prohibits shared driveways. As
shown the configuration will allow for a shared access onto the County Road, and the future driveway serving
Parcel A must be separated from the existing driveway after the shared access easement area. This is a typical
condition of the County when accessing a County Road to minimize the number of access points onto the
County Road. It should be noted, that any new driveway or access for any of the lots must obtain a

driveway/access permit from Washington County ptior to a building permit being issued.

3
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As previously noted, there are several wetlands located on the property, with a small wetland area along the
northern border of Parcel A denoted, and a cluster of wetland are shown on proposed Parcel C. Both Parcel
A and Parcel B exceed 10-actes and have more than 1.0 acres of upland area outside of the wetlands and setback
areas. As such, the septic tests were not submitted, however, there appeats to be adequate area to site a primary
and secondary drainfield on each lot. At this time, it is the staff’s understanding that no improvements are
contemplated on Parcel C in the immediate future. Szaff recommends including a condition that no
determination has been made regarding the buildability of Parcel A or C, and that a septic permit
must be obtained from Washington County ptior to the issuance of any building permits for the

parcels.

ENGINEERING STANDARDS

The City Engineer is reviewing the plans. A verbal update will be provided at the Council meeting if he has any

additional comments. Since no development is proposed at this time, no site specific review is required.

OTHER AGENCY REVIEW

Staff recommends including a condition that the Applicant is responsible for filing the lot/parcel
combination deeds with Washington County Recorder consistent with the exhibit dated 1/14/2025 showing
the new lot configuration. Further, it should be noted that future development of the lots may be subject to
permits and review by Washington County for any access permits, Washington County Environmental
Services and the watershed district.

ACTION REQUESTED

Staff has prepared a draft resolution of approval with conditions which is attached for your review and

consideration.

Attachmenty
Attachment A: Minor Subdivision exhibit dated 1/14/2025

Attachment B: Minor Subdivision Application

Attachment C: Draft Resolution



City of Grant

P.O. Box 577
Willetnie, MN 55090

www.cityofgrant.us

MINOR SUBDIVISION

Phone: 651.426.3383
A minor subdivision is any subdivision containing not mote than

Fax: 651.429.1998
Email: clerk(@cityofgrant.com

Application Date: 2/12/2025

Fee: $500 Escrow: $4,000

two lots fronting on an existing street, not involving any

new street of road, the extension of municipal facilities, or the creation of any public improvements. Minor Subdivisions

include lot combinations, lot rearrangements, and exchange of lands.

PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NO PINy: 0303021440002

LOT SIZE: 52.28 Acres

PROJECT ADDRESS: OWNER:
11225 Julianne Ave N Name: Christopher & Michele Bond

Address: 656 Lincoln Ave
City, State, Zip: St. Paul, MN 55105
Phone: 612-669-3360

imail: christopherbond@comcast.net

APPLICANT (If different from Owner):
Name:

Address:
City, State, Zip:
Phone:

Yimaik:

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: Sub-divide 2 Jots (10acte and 6acre) to be sold privately. Would retain the remaining 36 acres for ourselves.
We currently own the 20.24 acres directly to the east of the subject property as well. .

APPLICABLE ZONING CODI SECTTON(S):

1. Chapter 30; Section 30-9

Please review the referenced code scctions for a detailed description of required submittal documents, and subsequent process.

Required Signatures

*+x Note: All parties with a fee interest in the real estate must sign this application before the City will review for completion! L

Name: Christopher & Michele Bond

Address: 656 Lincoln Ave

. ; City, State, Zip:
City, State, Zip: Phone: St. Paul, MN 55105

Phone:
Cell Phone: 612-669-3360

) Cell Phone:
Email: christopherbond@comcast.net

Email:
Signature:

Applicant Fee Title Property Owner
(If different from Applicant)

Date: 2/ S) 9035 ST %"' e *BL’-Q
Name bue = |5 2038

(Please print) (Plegse print) Address:

MINOR SUBDIVISION

City of Grant, Minnesota Updated May 2021 Page 1 of 3
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Checklist

Dlease review the attached checklist. Completeness depends on whether or not the applicable checklist items are fulfilled and
submitted with your application.

Review Deadline and Timeline

All applications must be received by the deadlines as posted on the City’s website. Failure to submit by the date shown may
result in a delay in the scheduling of the application for public hearing. Meeting the deadline does not guarantee that an
application will be heard at the next meeting To improve likelihood of appearing on an agenda, it is recommended that
applications be submitted earlier than deadline.

According to Minnesota State Statue 462.358 a Minor Subdivision Application has a Statutory review period of 120 days.
During the review period the City has the ability to request additional information to assist in its review, and such request shall
not impact the review timeline once an application has been deemed complete.

Review and Recommendation by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission shall consider otal of written
statements from the Applicant, the public, City Staff, or its own membets. It may question the Applicant and may
recommend approval, disapproval, or table by motion the application. The Planning Commission may impose necessaty
conditions and safeguards in conjunction with their recommendation.

Review and Decision by the City Council. The City Council shall review the application after the Planning Commission
has made its recommendation. The City Council is the only body with the authority to make a final determination and either
approve or deny the application for minor subdivision.

Application for Planning Consideration Fee Statement

(Please read carefilly and nnderstand your responsibilities associated with this land wse application)

The City of Grant has set forth a fee schedule by City Ordinance as posted on the City’s website. The City of Grant often
utilizes consulting firms to assist in the review of projects. The consultant and city rates are available upon request. By signing
this form, the Applicant accepts sole responsibility for any and all fees associated with the land use application from the plan
review stage; the construction monitoring stage; and all the way to the release of any financial guatantees for an approved
project. In the event the Applicant fails to make payment of all fees associated with the project, the City of Grant will assess
any unpaid or delinquent fees related to this application or project against the subject propetty. If a project is denied by the City
Council or withdrawn by the Applicant, the fees associated for the project until such denial or withdrawal, remain the
Applicant’s responsibility.

I/WE UNDERSTAND THE FEE STATEMENT AND RESPONSIBILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS LAND USE
APPLICATION:

Applicant Fee Title Property Owner
(if different from the Applicant)

Signature Stgnature
'
,e\:ar»\-ii c~nvade 24

Printed Name Printed Name

J\v\’s’mvh-'%w\é Michele Bowmd_

Date Date

2]5 (2085 2/8/202%

MINOR SUBDIVISION
City of Grant, Minnesota Updated May 2021 Page 2 of 3

** For Applicant’s use and records



Checklist:
Minor Subdivision Permit

The following materials must be submitted with your application in order to be considered complete. If you have any
questions or concerns regarding the necessary matetials please contact the City.

COPIES: One (1) Electronic copy of full submission; Two (2) 11x17 half scale scalable hatd copy plan sets.

Stte Plan: Technical drawing demonstrating existing conditions and proposed changes.
All plans must be to-scale, scalable, and include 2 north atrow

* Name, address, phone number for owner, developer, surveyor, engineet

s Streets within and adjacent to the parcel(s) including driveway access points

* Proposed lot sizes (with dimensions) indicating setbacks for newly created lots

* Buildable area with acres and squate footage identified

* Soil tests for the installation of an on-site septic system

* Septic system and well location

* Building locations and dimensions with setbacks

* Name of subdivision with lot and block numbers of property, if platted

Existing Conditions:
* Aerial
* Wetland delineation (if applicable)
* Buildable area
« Topogtaphic contours at 2-foot intervals, and bluff line (if applicable)
* Waterbodies, Ordinary High Watet Level, and 100 year flood elevation

Landscape Plan (if applicable): All plans must be to-scale, scalable, and include a notth arrow.

» Landscape plan identifying species and size of trees and shrubs
* Screening plan

A _certificate of survey, by a tegistered land surveyor for each parcel will be required. The survey must show newly created
lots and the original lot, limits of any wetland, one acte of buildable area, and elevation of the building site above any lake,
stream, wetland, etc.

Statement acknowledging that you have contacted the other governmental agencies such as Watershed Districts, County
departments, State agencies, or other that may have authotity over your property for approvals and necessary permits.

Minor Subdivision submittal form completed and signed by all necessary parties.
Paid Application Fee: $400

Paid Escrow*: $4,000 *Any remaining funds, after expenses, are teturned to the Applicant. Expenses incurred
over $4,000 will be billed to the Applicant.

Materials that may be required upon request:
Full scale plans at a scale not smaller than 17°=100"
Stormmwater plans. Stormwater plans may be requested depending on the proposal of the Minor Subdivision.
Wetland Delineation. If the proposed minor subdivision is near a potential wetland boundary or setback, delineation

may be required to fully evaluate and approve, or deny, the subdivision.

MINOR SUBDIVISION
City of Grant, Minnesota Updated May 2021 Page 3 of 3






Re: 11225 Julianne Ave Lot Split
To Whom It May Concern:

Michele and | recently built a house at 9980 110th Street N. where we intend to
live in our retirement. We purchased the 52 acres at 11225 Julianne to provide a
privacy buffer and to hold as a long-term family investment. Perhaps one of our
children will choose to build a house on the property down the line. It is beautiful
land with lots of wetland areas and wildlife.

We intend to split off the 10 acre portion of farmland which sticks out on the
North end and the adjacent 5+ acre portion on the NW corner which is
surrounded by mature trees and was the original farm homestead. At some point,
possibly soon, we intend to sell those 2 parcels and hold on to the remaining 36
acres at the corner of Julianne and 110th.

| understand that it may be necessary that the 10 acre and 5+ acre parcels share

an access off Julianne and that would be fine with us.
Thank you,

Chris Bond

612-669-3360

Christopherbond@comcast.net




CITY OF GRANT, MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-07

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE REQUEST FOR MINOR SUBDIVISION
(LOT SPLIT) AT
11225 JULTIANNE AVENUE NORTH, GRANT, MN 55082

WHEREAS, Michelle and Christopher Bond (“Applicants” and “Owners”) submitted an
application for a Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) of the property located at 11225 Julianne Avenue
North (“Subject Property”) in the City of Grant, Minnesota; and

WHEREAS, the intent of the proposed Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) is to divide the
existing property into three (3) separate lots as shown on the Minor Subdivision survey exhibit
dated January 14, 2025; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Parcel A and C are vacant and are approximately 10.01-acres
36.24-acres in size, respectively; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Parcel B is approximately 6.02-acres and contains the existing
homestead, septic system, and accessory structures; and

WHEREAS, a duly noticed Public Hearing was held on April 1, 2025; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF GRANT, WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA, that it does hereby
approve the request of Michelle and Christopher Bond for a Minor Subdivision as described in
Chapter 30, based upon the following findings pursuant to Section 30-4 of the City’s Subdivision
Ordinance. The City Council’s Findings relating to the standards are as follows:

=  The proposed Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) will divide the existing property into three
(3) lots that meet or exceed the City’s established minimum lot dimension standards.

*  The proposed Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) conforms to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

= The proposed Minor Subdivision will not change the use of the site, nor will it expand the
amount of land in the City with rural residential/agricultural uses.

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED, that the following conditions of approval of the Minor
Subdivision (Lot Split) shall be met:

* The Applicant must submit a demolition plan to identify the removal of an appropriate
number and square footage of accessory buildings to comply with the standards



Resolution No.: 2025-
Page 2 of 2

established in Section 32-313 Accessory Buildings, which permit a maximum combined
square footage of 2,500 square feet and no more than 3 buildings.

= The Applicant must include a timeline for demolition of the accessory buildings to bring
Parcel B into compliance with the ordinance.

= [f the demolition is not planned prior to the recording of the division, then a Letter of
Credit (LOC) or other form acceptable to the City, shall be submitted prior to any
recording to ensure that the accessory buildings are removed.

» The Applicant must file the new deeds for the lot/parcel combination at the Washington
County Recorder consistent with the lot configuration shown in the Exhibit dated
1/14/2025.

=  Any future development or redevelopment of Parcels A, B, or C shall be subject to the
rules and regulations related to the applicable zoning and subdivision ordinances in effect

at time of application.

Adopted by the Grant City Council this 1% day of April, 2025

&

Jeff Giefer, Mayor

State of Minnesota )
) ss.
County of Washington )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and appointed Clerk of the City of Grant,
Minnesota do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the foregoing resolution adopted at a
meeting of the Grant City Council on , 2025 with the original thereof on file in my
office and the same is a full, true and complete transcript thereof.

Witness my hand as such City Clerk and the corporate seal of the City of Grant, Washington
County, Minnesota this day of , 2025.

Kim Points
Clerk
City of Grant



STAFF REPORT

TO City Council ADDRESS XXX 8%th Street North
Kim Points, City Clerk Grant, MN 55115
Nick Vivian, City Attorney
Brad Reifsteck, City Engineer  RE Variance from minimum lot
size, minimum buildable areaq,
FROM Jennifer Haskamp, AICP, SHC minimum lot width, and density
Jenna Shoosmith, SHC standards at XXX 8%9th Street

North, Grant, MN 55115

INTRODUCTION

Daniel Hillukka (“Applicant”) is requesting a variance from the minimum lot size, minimum buildable area,
minimum lot width and density requirements for the property located at XXX 89% Street North in Grant, MN
(PID 2103021220010) to develop the lot for single-family residential use. The Applicant has a purchase
agreement for the subject property with the current owner Bertha and James Filipkowski (“Owners”).

Backeground

In 2024 the Applicant submitted a land use application to request background analysis of the subject lot to
determine if the lot was buildable for a single-family home in its current configuration. Staff performed the
review and research using the City’s records and Washington County’s online RECORDEASE recording
database (SHC Letter dated April 19, 2024 is provided in the Attachments for your reference). As documented
in SHC’s correspondence, no property transfers or deeds were available in the online database and it was unclear

how, when or for what purpose the lot in question was created.

As described in subsequent sections of this report, the lot has been confirmed to be created ptior to the
adoption of the current minimum lot size standards; however, that is only the first part of the criterion. While
its creation predates the adoption of the ordinance, the second patt of the criterion establishes that even if a lot
was created prior to the adoption of the ordinance, it must still meet a minimum of 2.5 acres to qualify as an
exception to be deemed buildable. The existing lot in question is 1.1 acres and does not meet the minimum lot
size exception standards established within the ordinance. Since the lot does not meet the minimum lot size

exception a variance from the applicable standards must be obtained to be deemed buildable.

Public Hearing
A duly noticed public hearing has been published, and letters were sent to adjacent property owners within a
Vi-mile (1,320 ft) of the property. The public heating has been scheduled for the regular City Council meeting
on April 1, 2025.

The following staff report summatizes the requested vatiance, existing conditions, and variance analysis.
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PROJECT SUMMARY

Applicant: Lot Size: 1.1 Acres

pp. 2 N Location: XXX 89th Street North, Grant, MN 55115
Daniel Hilukka
o i PID: 2103021220010

wner:

. ) Guided Land Use: Rural Residential/Ag (RR/AG)
Bertha and James Filipkowski ] )
Zoning: Agricultural Small Scale (A-2)

Request: The Applicant is requesting a variance from the minimum lot size, minimum buildable area,

minimum lot width and density requirements to develop the lot for single family uses.

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS + BACKGROUND

o (L Lol et
The subject property is approximately 1.1-acres and is located north of 89t :}'r/,« / / ;’///T;,; 7 ¢ = —{II
St N before the road curves south and becomes Indahl Ave (See Figure 1). j'/;/ ;;’i'.vv_‘//:',/' L b
The lot is surrounded by rural residential/agricultural uses and is zoned j*:,:f::/;;j/j/:///— "‘"‘% ;
Agricultural Small Scale (A-2). The lot is currently vacant and has never been 2/5/ T f, e = " i i
developed or improved. There is a recorded access easement agreement | ,f/“ o 4’:‘/ = E |
between the subject property and the adjacent property (8247 89th Street f l

"
) l,
\
“\
AN
LA

fLff i
;

North) to secure the use of a driveway across the southeast corner of the | ‘e » :;jf

propertty. — . % =
ii\

The lot has rolling topography and the 89* St. N., road right-of-way ‘ i‘[

easement runs along the south end of the lot. The existing lot configuration -:Q\

is approximately 135” wide by 364’ deep. There are no known wetlands on ."\b\\\

the subject property. .

The Applicant has submitted a copy of the Deed for the propetty that shows ?
the property transfer in 1971 from Glenn and Mable Tubbs to James and \
Berth Fillipowski. The Deed describes the 1.1. acre property transferred for
“the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) and other good and valuable
consideration...” The Fillipowski’s are the current owners of the property

et

e

N

. 2
pep—

and have never developed the lot despite owning it since 1971. The Deed

-

demonstrates the transfer of the property for a nominal fee, however, it does ! Lo
L= 4
not necessatily describe the purpose or intent of the transfer as a buildable o
lot and there are no available records regarding how or who approved the A .
I oV v = I i
subdivision. pl e ee———

ZONING/SITE REVIEW

The Applicant submitted a site plan exhibit as part of their application (Attachment B). Dimensional
requirements are established in Chapter 32, Section 246 of the City’s Code. Additionally, the City Code
establishes a maximum density of 4 Dwelling Units per 40 Acres. For purposes of the density calculation the

quarter-quarter section is used to determine whether density remains within an area. There are currently 9 lots

2
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within the quarter-quarter section, of which 7 single-family homes are constructed, which exceeds the

maximum density permitted. The proposed project and the variance requests from the minimum dimensional

standards are summarized below:

Dimensional Standards (éecﬁon éﬁ-ﬁg) Proposed Variance
- Minimum Lot Area per dwelling unit 9 Ac. 1.1Ac, 3.9Ac.
i CErDart (e 5 e
e T e = s s TeE
e mproved Public Ao =t T e e
o ol S =
. Front Yard 65' 128
Side Yard 20’ 20 -
_ Rear Yard 50 105 -
i g iest e e e
A e . e e
' Minimum Buildable Area 43,560 SF ~25,530 SF ~18,030 SF
Maximum Floor Ratio 30% 29% -
Parking Surfaces or Structures of any type 50% 7.8% -
Minimum Floor Area Per Dwelling 1,000 SF 4,050 SF -

As shown on the Applicant’s Site Plan, a new residential structure can be placed and sited to meet all required
yard setbacks. The Applicant has indicated that Washington County has approved the septic system design as
shown, however only one drainfield location s identified and typically a primary and alternate drainfield location
are required. Correspondence or documentation of the septic design was not submitted, and staff would
recommend that any approval must be conditioned on the Applicant providing evidence that the design of the

system as shown complies with the County’s standards.

While certain setback and dimensional standards are met, the existing lot exceeds the maximum density
requirements and does not meet the minimum dimensional requirements for lot area, buildable area, and lot

width.

(1) Excisting Lot defined. For the purpose of this article, the term “existing lot” means a lot or parcel of land which
was of record ay a separate lot or parcel in the Office of the County Recorder or Registrar of titles on or before the
date of adaption of the ordinance from which this chapter is derived.

(2) Existing Lot of Record Exemptions. Any such lot or parcel ereated in accordance with the vity subdivision
regulations in effect at the time that such Lot was created that is at least 2.5 acres in 1ize, shall be exempt from
the requirements of subsection (3), pertaining to acres, lot widrh, lot depth and lot frontage and shall be considered
buildable if the lot or parcel can comply with the remaining reguirements of this section and meet the minimum

setback requirements as stated within Section 32-246 (a)

(3) Undersized lots. If in a group of two or more contignons lots or parcels of land owned or controlled by the same
person, any individual lot or parcel does not meel the full width, depth, frontage or area requirements of this arficle,
such individual lot or parcel cannot be considered as a separate parcel of land for purposes of sale or development,
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but must be combined with adjacent lots or parcels under the same ownership so that the combination of lols or
parcels will equal one or move parcels of land each meeting the full lot width and area requirements of this article.

Per the Applicant’s narrative and the supplied documentation, and as previously noted the subject property was
recorded with Washington County in 1971, prior to the adoption of the current ordinance, and therefore meets

the code’s definition as an Existing Lot.

However, the subject lot does not meet the exception requirements established in Sections 32-246(b.2-3). The
subject property is less than 2.5 acres in size and therefore cannot be considered a buildable lot because it does
not meet the minimum exception and dimensional requirements as stated within Section 32-246(a).
Furthermore, the subject property is not in a group of two or more contiguous lots or parcels of land owned
or controlled by the same individual and therefore cannot meet the 2.5 acre minimum required to achieve the

exception.

Staff has concluded that the subject lot does not qualify for the stated exceptions to be determined as buildable

and therefore variances from the applicable standards are required.

REVIEW CRITERIA

City Code Sections 32-59 and 32-60 establish the criteria to review and approve variance requests. When
evaluating a variance request, the applicant must demonstrate that 1) the proposed use of the property... in
question cannot be established under the conditions allowed by this chapter and no other reasonable alternate
use exists; 2) the plight of the landowner must be due to physical conditions unique to the land ... and are not
applicable to other lands ... in the same zoning district; and 3) the unique conditions of the site cannot be
caused or accepted by the landowner...” The Applicant’s natrative is provided in Attachment B and describes

their reasons for the variance request. The following analysis is provided in response to each criterion:

1) Proposed Use of the Property cannot be established under the conditions allowed by this
chapter and no other reasonable use exists...

The proposed development of the lot for a single-family residential structure cannot be established
consistent with the ordinance dimensional requirements. As stated, the subject lot is approximately 1.1
gross actes and contains approximately 25,530 SF of buildable area which does not meet the minimum
dimensional requirements established in Chapter 32, Section 246 of the City’s Code. Based on the
existing conditions and configuration, the subject property cannot be considered buildable, and the
proposed use is not permitted. However, the lot is zoned and guided for rural residential uses and
therefore it is reasonable to consider development of the lot for single-family uses provided that all
other requirements can be met (standards such as proper area for individual septic system, well, etc.)

Per the Applicant’s narrative and the supplied documentation, the subject property was recorded with
Washington County in 1971, prior to the adoption of the current ordinance. The Applicant also
provided an excerpt from the property abstract indicating some reference to a Warranty Deed from
1966, however no legal descriptions or additional information was provided to establish that the lot in
its configuration was the subject of the referenced excerpt within the abstract. Previous land use and
zoning regulations from the 1960s permitted lot sizes smaller than the current 5.0 acre established
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minimum, however, beginning in 1968 Washington County’s Zoning Ordinance (which was the
regulatory zoning authority for the Township) required 2 minimum of 2.25 acres per lot. Since the
excerpt from the abstract is unclear regarding the property description and it appears that a transfer
did not take place, for purposes of this analysis-the Deed was used to determine the date of its creation
which was 1971. The 1971 Deed transfer occutred after the County adopted the 1968 ordinance, so it

is unclear how or for what purpose the lot was created.

As previously noted, the property meets the threshold to be considered an existing lot of record;
however, there is no evidence to suggest that a variance from the 1968 minimum lot size was granted

or that the lot was created for the purpose of constructing a single-family home.

The City’s adopted 2040 Comprehensive Plan identifies goals and strategies pertaining to land use and
housing. The following goals are relevant to the proposed project:

Support the City’s predominantly rural residential uses through appropriate land uses as defined

within this Plan.

Continue to enforve the City’s density requirements to maintain a rural residential development
patlern.

While the A-2 zoning district permits single-family residential uses, the subject property
does not meet the dimensional requirements for the district. Furthermore, the Rural
Residential/Agricultural (RR/AG) land use designation establishes a density of 4-
dwelling units per every 40-acres. The surrounding properties ate currently developed
with single-family structures. The proposed project would increase the existing density
to approximately 8 dwelling units per 40-acres, exceeding the density maximum

established by the Comprehensive Plan.

2) Plight of the Landowner must be due to unique physical conditions of the land, and are
not applicable to other lands...

Through GIS analysis, Staff identified approximately six (6) unplatted parcels in the City that do not
meet the minimum lot size requirement and are not in a group of two ot more contiguous lots or
patcels of land owned or controlled by the same owner. The physical condition of the subject property
is unique in that less than 0.2% of all existing parcels in the City ate similarly situated, and the subject
parcel has been owned by the same owner since 1971. There are also no other properties in the

immediate area that are less than 5-acres and are independently owned.

Since the adoption of the current zoning ordinance, landowners with similatly sized substandard lots
have combined their parcels to meet the minimum acreage requirement. Neither the current Owners
of the subject property, nor the Applicant, have common ownership over any of the adjacent parcels
and therefore no combinations of land can be made to increase the size of the lot to meet the minimum

dimensional requirements.

3) Unique conditions cannot be caused by the Owner
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Per the Applicant’s narrative and the submitted Deed, the current Owners acquired the subject
property in 1971. It is unclear if the lot was created prior to the adoption of the 1968 ordinance that
required a minimum of 2.25 acres, but if the lot was created after the 2.25-acre minimum lot size was
established then it must have been created either 1) for a purpose other than single-family residential
development; or 2) variance from the standard would have been obtained. Based on the information
submitted it is unclear how or for what purpose the lot was created, and it unclear if the Fillipowski’s
were involved in the lot creation ot not since they have owned it since 1971. Therefore, without
supporting evidence, it is not possible to determine whether the Owners caused the unique conditions

that now exist or if they simply purchased the lot in its current configuration.

Essential Character of the Neighborhood/Locale

The subject propetty is bordered by an agricultural use to the north and single-family residential uses to the
east, south, and west. Developing the subject property with a residential use is consistent with the existing
character of the neighborthood. However, the neighboring properties all meet or exceed the current lot
dimension requitements. As stated, they were also developed in the 1960s, and the lot sizes exceed the minimum
2.25 acres that was in place at the time of their creation. While the surrounding neighborhood is generally
residential in charactet, the proposed use of the subject property differs from the lot size pattern that surrounds

the property.

Economic Considerations

City Code Sections 32-59 and 32-60 establish that economic considerations alone cannot constitute a hardship.
As stated, the subject property is not buildable because it does not meet the minimum lot dimension
requirements. The physical constraints of the subject property limit the feasible uses. While it is reasonable for
landowners to utilize their property, the variance request is related to economic considerations. If it is
determined that the other variance criteria are met, the variance will not be soley motivated by economic

considerations alone.

ENGINEERING STANDARDS

The City Engineer is reviewing the submitted matetials. Staff will provide a verbal update at the City Council

meeting if any additional concerns are identified.

OTHER AGENCY REVIEW
Per the Applicant’s narrative, the Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) was contacted by the Applicant.

The RCWD indicated that they would not require a permit for the construction of the single-family home.

As previously noted, the Applicant contacted Washington County to review the proposed septic system.
The County reviewed the septic design and approved it with no objections. If the vatiance is granted, staff
recommends including a condition that documentation from Washington County be provided to confirm

that the septic system complies with their standard since only one large drainfield is shown on the site plan.

ACTION REQUESTED



Staff is requesting City Council discussion regarding the proposed variances. The City Council may:
o Deny the requested vatiances with findings and direct staff to prepare a resolution.
e Approve the requested variances with findings and conditions and direct staff to prepare a resolution.

e 'Table the application and request additional information from the Applicant.

ATTACHMENTS

o Application and Applicant’s Narrative (Including Image of Abstract)

e 1971 Deed
e SHC Staff Correspondence dated April 19, 2024



April 19, 2024

Daniel Hillukka
165 Hickory Street
Mahtomedi, MN 55115

RE: Land Use Inquiry for property located at XXX, 89 Street N., Grant, MN 55115
(PID 2103021220010)

Dear Mr. Hillukka,

In response to your inquiry dated March 14, 2024 please find the following information regarding the Subject
property.

Based on your inquiry | understand your questions to be the following:
1. Is the subject property buildable for a single-family rural residential use?
2. Based on your analysis, there are two other lots that are less than 2.5 acres that were improved after 1975.
What were the conditions that allowed for the lots to be improved with a single-family residential structure?

The following background summary is provided, and a response for each question is identified:

XXX 89t Street N. (PID 2103021220010), Existing Conditions and Background

Per Washington County GIS records, the subject property is approximately 1.1 gross acres. Based on the available
aerials, the existing roadway surface of 894 St N., runs east-west through the south end of the property and is fully
constructed on the subject parcel. Based on available data it appears that there is approximately 39,204 SF (0.9 Ac)
of net land area excluding the roadway.

The County records indicate that the subject parcel is not part of a subdivision plat and therefore it is unknown when
the subject parcel was created in its current configuration. However, adjacent residential structures were built as
early as the late 1960s and therefore it is likely that the lot was created around the same time. This is consistent with
the previous land use and zoning regulations of the 1960s which permitted lot sizes smaller than the current 5.0 acre
established minimum.

ce. Kim Points, City Adminisurator/Clerk
Nick Vivian, City Attorney



A search of the online Washington County Property Records goes back to the 1980s. The only recorded document
for the subject property in that time is the recorded access easement agreement between the subject property and
the adjacent property to the east to secure the access and use of 89" Street North across the property (see recorded
easement attached).

Since no other documents have been recorded since the 1980s (such as a mortgage release, deed transfer, etc.), it
is assumed that the parcel in its current ownership and configuration pre-dates the online records and that the deed
for the subject property is on file with the Washington County Property Records historical records. Deeds of adjacent
properties were also reviewed as part of the background investigation, and the legal descriptions of all documents
reviewed do not include the subject property.

Question 1: Is the Subject Property buildable?

Based on the available information and data the subject property in its current configuration and ownership pre-dates
the adoption of the current ordinance. Further, it likely pre-dates the adoption of the Township’s (at the time) first
comprehensive plan as required by the Metropolitan Council. This is evidenced by the lot size of 1.1 acres, which
was determined to be inadequate to safely and adequately support an individual private septic system in the late
1960s early 1970s, which became the impetus for increasing the minimum lot sizes in the City.

Section 32-246 subsection (b) establishes the criteria for establishing whether a lot is buildable and/or of record. The
following analysis is provided:

(b)(2) states, “Existing Lot of Record exemptions. Any such lot or parcel created in accordance with the city
subdivision regulations in effect at the time that such Lot was created that is at least 2.5 acres in size, shall
be exempt from the requirements of subsection (3), pertaining to area, lot width, lot depth and lot frontage
and shall be considered buildable if the lot or parcel can comply with the remaining requirements of this
section and meet the minimum setback requirements as stated within Section 32-246(a); and

(b)(3) states, “Undersized lots. If in a group of two or more contiguous lots or parcels of land owned or
controlled by the same person, any individual lot or parcel that does not meet the full width, depth, frontage
or area requirements of this article, such individual ot or parcel cannot be considered as a separate parcel
of land for purposes of sale or development, but must be combined with adjacent lots or parcels under the
same ownership...”

The subject property is 1.1 acres and does not meet the exemption stated in subsection (b)(2) which requires 25
acres in order to be considered a legally non-conforming buildable lot. Likewise, subsection (b)(3) does not apply
because the ownership of adjacent parcels is not the same. As a result, the lot must be evaluated on its own and the
dimensional standards for lot size, frontage, setbacks, etc., must comply with the current ordinance standards unless
a variance from the required standards is granted.

Based on the existing conditions and configuration, the subject lot does not meet the criteria established in the
ordinance, and therefore cannot be considered buildable. Further, the lot does not meet any of the dimensional

ce. Kim Points. City Adminisuator/Clerk
Nick Vivian, Citv Attorney
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requirements established within the adopted ordinance, including but not limited to, lot size, frontage, or 1.0 acres of
buildable area outside of ROW and setback areas.

In conclusion, the lot is not buildable in its current configuration.

Question 2: There appears to be two (2) other lots in the City that contain less than 2.5 acres that were
improved with single-family structures after 1975 — what were the conditions that allowed for the structures
to be built?

It is unknown how the two referenced lots were approved for development and there are no records on file regarding
the properties. However, it should be noted that both properties were improved prior to the incorporation of Grant as
a City and the County was responsible for such permitting approvals when Grant was a Township. It is possible that
the two referenced properties were either developed and/or improved prior to the current structures which changes
the analysis, and/or that variances were obtained for their construction.

In summary, at the time of this review and based on the information in the possession of the City and recorded at
Washington County, the adopted City Code would not permit the improvement of the subject property with a
new single-family structure. It should be noted that the property owner, or an Applicant in coordination with the
owner, could apply for the applicable variances from the City's standards. The variance process would require a full
set of building and site plans, septic and well analysis, and narrative as to why the variances are warranted.

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 651.341.4193. Thank you!

Sincerely,

Jennifer Haskamp, AICP
Consulting City Planner

o Kim Points. Ciy Administratorft lerk
Nich City Attorney
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VARIANCE Ayplson Dacosr 23

Fee: $500 Escrow: $3,000

According to the City of Grant’s Zoning Ordinance, a variance “is a modification or variation of the strict provisions of this
Ordinance as applied to a specific piece of property in order to provide relief for a property owner because of undue hardship or
practical difficulty imposed upon the property by this Ordinance. A variance shall normally be limited to height, bulk, density,
and yard requirements.” Variances may be granted in cases of exceptional circumstances, when the strict enforcement of the
Ordinance would cause a practical difficulty or inability to reasonably use a property.

. PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NO (PIN): 2 1 0302 1 2200 1 0 LOT SI_ZE: 1 - 1

. PROJECT ADDRESS: OWNER: I APPLICANT (if different from Owner):
xxx 89th St N Grant. MN Name: James and Bertha Filipkowski| Name: Daniel Hillukka
)
55115 Address: 4934 384th Tri Address 165 Hickory St

North Branch, MN 55056 Mahtomedi, MN 55115

City, State, Zip:

Phone: Phone: 612.210.5312
651.303.6450

Email: Email: deimhillukka@hotmail.com

City, State, Zip:

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: .

We are requesting a variance to build a single family on this parce! of land as the lot existed prior to current city
~ordinances and has a statutory state law which protects development rights of the owner.

APPLICABLE ZONING CODE SECTION(S):
Please review the referenced code sections for a detailed description of required submittal documents, and subsequent process.
- Chapter 32, Sec. 32-60. Variances, other Sections per request.

Required Signatures

=% Note: All parties with a fee interest in the real estate must sign this application before the City will review for completion! ***

Applicant Fee Title Property Owner
(If different from Applicant)
Name: James & Bertha Filipkowski
_— _ ame:

(Please print) (Please print)

Address: 165 Hickory St Address: 4834 384th Trl

Name: DanieI_HiI_Iukka

Mahtomedi, MN 55115 North Branch, MN 55056

City, State, Zip: City, State, Zip:

Phone: Phone: -
Cell Phone: 612.210.5312 Call Phone. 651.303.6450
Email: deimhillukka@hotmail.com Ermail:

Signature: M 72/1_; S"g"tlituw';l]a""w W -,-;En_,, g bl

Date; 03.01.2025 Date: 03.01.2025

VARIANCE
City of Grant, Minnesota  Updated January 2025  Page 1 of 4



Checklist:

Please review the attached checklist. Minnesota State Statute 15.99 provides the City of Grant 15 business days to determine the
application’s completeness. Completeness depends on whether or not the applicable checklist items are fulfilled and submitted
with your application.

Review Deadline and Timeline:

All applications must be received by the deadlines as posted on the City’s website. Failure to submit by the date shown may result
in a delay in the scheduling of the application for public hearing. Meeting the deadline does not guarantee that an application will
be heard at the next meeting. To improve likelihood of appearing on an agenda, it is recommended that applications be submitted
earlier than deadline.

According to Minnesota State Statue 15.99 a Variance has a Statutory review period of 60 days, with the City’s ability (which

includes city staff and consultants) to extend the review for an additional 60 days if necessary due to insufficient information,
directive to provide additional information, the tabling or postponement of an application, lack of quorum, or schedules.

Application for Planning Consideration Fee Statement:

(Please read carefully and understand your responsibilities associared with this land use application)

The City of Grant has set forth a fee schedule by City Ordinance as posted on the City’s website. The City of Grant utilizes
consulting firms to assist in the review of projects. The consultant and city rates are available upon request. By signing this
form, the Applicant accepts sole responsibility for any and all fees associated with the land use application from the plan
review stage; the construction monitoring stage; and all the way to the release of any financial guarantees for an approved
project. In the event the Applicant fails to make payment of all fees associated with the project, the City of Grant will assess
any unpaid or delinquent fees related to this application or project against the subject property. If a project is denied by
the City Council or withdrawn by the Applicant, the fees associated for the project until such denial or withdrawal, remain
the Applicant’s responsibility.

I/WE UNDERSTAND THE FEE STATEMENT AND RESPONSIBILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS LAND USE
APPLICATION:

Applicant Fee Title Property Owner
\% /)] (If different from Applicant)
| 7/ < ' ~ 0 ~

A Mo L rilitrs Sl 3Gl

1gnature tature

Daniel Hillukka James & Bertha Filipkowski
Printed Name Printed Name

03.01.2025 03.01.2025
Date Date

City of Grang, Minnesota  Updated January 2025  Page 2 of 4



** For Applicant’s use and records
Variance Permit Checklist

The following materials must be submitted with your application in order to be considered complete. If you have any questions
or concerns regarding the necessary materials please contact the City.

COPIE_S: One (1) full elezctronic submission; Two (2) 1 1x17 half scale scalable plan sets.

™ Site Plan: Technical drawing demonstrating existing conditions and proposed changes.
All plans must be to-scale, scalable, and include a north arrow.
*  Property dimensions
» Areain acres and square feet
e Setbacks (Front, Side, Rear)
*  Location of proposed buildings (including footprint, and dimensions to lot lines)
e Location of current and proposed curb cuts, driveways and access roads
Sanitary sewer (septic) and water utility plans to accommodate use
e Location of wetlands and other natural features
¢ Existing and proposed parking (if applicable)
»  Off-street loading areas (if applicable)
»  Existing and proposed sidewalks and trails (if applicable)

W Architectural/Building Plan (if applicable): All plans must be to-scale, scalable, and include a north arrow.

e Location of proposed buildings and their size including dimensions and total square footage
*  Proposed floor plans

e Proposed elevations

e Description of building use

[0 Landscape Plan (if applicable): All plans must be to-scale, scalable, and include a north arrow.
e Landscape plan identifying species and size of trees and shrubs
e Screening plan

™ Statement acknowledging that you have contacted the other governmental agencies such as watershed districts, Washington
County departments, State agencies, or other that may have authority over your property for approvals and necessary permits.

m Whitten Narrative: Describe your request and the practical difficulties that are present on the site and why a Variance is
sought. See attached guidance on Practical Difficulty.

m Paid Application Fee: $500

m Paid Escrow*: $3,000 *Any remaining funds, after expenses, are returned to the Applicant. Expenses
incurred over $3,000 will be billed to the Applicant.

Materials that may be required upon request:

[ Survey of the Property: An official survey, by a licensed surveyor, may be requested with the application. The survey shall be
scalable and either Full Scale, or Half Scale (11”x17”) as requested by the Zoning Administrator.

(] Full scale plans at a scale not smaller than 17=100°

[ Sanitary and stormwater plans. Sanitary and/or stormwater plans may be requested depending on the proposal of the
Variance.

U Wetland Delineation. If the proposed Variance is near a potential wetland boundary or setback, delineation may be
required to fully evaluate and approve, or deny, the Variance.

VARIANCE
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** Eor Applicant’s use and records
PP

What is a Practical Difficulty?

“Practical Difficulty” as used in connection with the granting of a Variance means:

The proposed use of the property and associated structures in question cannot be established under the con-
ditions allowed by the Zoning Ordinance or its amendments and no other reasonable alternate use exists.

»  The plight of the landowner must be due to physical conditions unique to
the land, structures, or buildings in the same zoning district.

« These unique conditions of the site cannot be caused or accepted by the landowner after the effective date of the
Zoning Ordinance or its amendments.

¢ Fconomic considerations alone shall not constitute a hardship.

City of Grant Zoning Ordinance (Chaprer 32, Sec. 32-60)

The Variance, if granted, shall not alter the essential character of the locality.

Those applying for a Variance must describe the specific circumstances which would constitute a practical difficulty. The
application must include a written narrative that describes the Variance request and addresses the three factors - reasonable use,
unique circumstances, and essential character of the locality - of practical difficulty.

Circumstances which normally constitute a practical difficulty relate to lot size, setbacks, steep slopes and wetlands but cannot
be created by the landowner. It is incumbent upon the applicant to explain the case for a practical difficulty, which will form the
basis for granting or denying the Variance request.

Review and Recommendation by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission shall consider oral or written
statements from the Applicant, the public, city staff and its consultants and/or its own members. It may question the Applicant
and may recommend approval, disapproval, or table by motion the application. The Commission may impose necessary
conditions and safeguards in conjunction with their recommendation.

Review and Decision by the City Council. The City Council shall review the application after the Planning Commission
has made its recommendation. The City Council is the only body with the authority to make a final determination and either
approve or deny the application.

VARIANCE
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Narrative to the City of Grant City Council for: Consideration of a Variance to Build ona
Grandfathered Non-Conforming Lot

Introduction:

We respectfully submit this request for a variance to allow the construction of a single family home
on the grandfathered non-conforming lot located at xxx 89" St Grant, MN 55115[Parcel ID
2103021220010]. This request seeks to address the practical difficulties imposed by the current
Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 32, Sec. 32-60) while ensuring the proposed development aligns with
the intent of the zoning regulations and does not alter the essential character of the locality. We
believe the variance is necessary due to the zoning conditions inherent to the property, and that
without such a variance, no reasonable use or development of the land can be achieved.

Practical Difficulty:

1. Inability to Establish the Proposed Use Under Current Zoning Conditions: The proposed
construction of a single-family house cannot be established under the conditions permitted
by the current zoning ordinance. The lot, being non-conforming, does not meet the size set
forth by the current zoning regulations. Without the variance, no reasonable or practical
alternative use for the property exists that would fully utilize its potential in a manner
consistent with the surrounding area’s development patterns. The lot’s limitations prevent
any other viable development that could provide an appropriate or beneficial use of the
property, and thus, this request for a variance is necessary to unlock the property’s value
and utility.

2. Unique Physical Conditions of the Land: The difficulty faced by the property owner is due
to unique physical conditions inherent to the land, which are distinct from other properties
in the same zoning district. Specifically, the lot is undersized in relation to the current zoning
ordinance. These conditions were established long before the current zoning ordinance
came into effect, and they create constraints that are not present in other properties within
the same district. These unique characteristics make itimpossible to develop the property
in compliance with the existing zoning code without causing unnecessary hardship to the
landowner(s).

3. Conditions Not Caused or Accepted by the Landowner: The challenges and constraints
presented by this lot are not self-imposed nor the result of any actions taken by the current
landowner. The lot was established prior to the adoption of the current zoning ordinance
and/or its amendments, and its non-conforming status is a result of its history, not any
decision or change made by the property owner. The landowner has not caused or accepted
these conditions, and they are beyond the owner’s control.

4. Economic Considerations Not a Hardship: While the landowner may face financial
imposition while the property is a non-conforming lot, it is important to note that economic
consideration is not the reason for the hardship rather it is due to the Zoning Ordinance. The
hardship being presented is tied to the unique physical characteristics of the property. The
variance is sought to allow for reasonable development that accommodates these physical



constraints, ensuring that the property can be used in a way that aligns with the needs of
the landowner and the broader community.

Impact on the Character of the Locality:

Granting this variance will not alter the essentiat character of the locality. The development will
blend with the land use patterns of the surrounding area, ensuring that the neighborhood’s
character is preserved. Additionally, the non-conforming lot is already part of an area with similarty
situated properties, meaning that the proposed development will not introduce any elements that
would disrupt the neighborhood’s cohesiveness.

Other Permitting Items:

The local water shed district (Rice Creek) has been contacted and they indicated no permit for the
construction of this single-family home would be required from them. The county of Washington
has reviewed the septic design we obtained from a licensed designer and reviewed and approved it
with no objections.

Conclusion:

In conclusion, we respectfully request the city council to grant a variance to allow the construction
of a single-family home on this grandfathered non-conforming lot. The property’s unique physical
conditions create practical difficulties in developing the land according to the current zoning
ordinance, and no reasonable alternative use exists that would allow for productive or beneficial
development. The granting of this variance is in keeping with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance and
will not alter the essential character of the locality. We are committed to working with the city to
ensure that the proposed development is both appropriate and beneficial to the community.

We appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this request and are available to provide any
additional information or clarification.
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3/1/25, 7:41 AM Re: City of Grant - site plan sketch- Hillukka - Dan Hillukka - Outlook

[ﬂ Outlook

Re: City of Grant - site plan sketch- Hillukka

From Dan Hillukka <deimhiliukka@hotmail.com>
Date Mon 1/20/2025 7:32 AM
To jhaskamp@swansonhaskamp.com <jhaskamp@swansonhaskamp.com>

Jennifer,
Hello, | am circling back to discuss this lot.

| was recently made aware of some meeting minutes from the July 2024 monthly city council meeting,
more specifically the portion that discussed Lots of record that do not comply with the current zoning
ordinances of the City of Grant.

| have copied the section of meeting minutes and pasted them below with my commentary from the
understanding | have.

As presented on May 7th 8 under the current ordinance, a substandard lot that does not meet the exemption criteria would be
required to obtain a variance(s) from the standards from which the lot deviates. It is possible that a variance(s) would be
justifiable, particularly given how rare the condition is in the City. (There are less than six (6) parcels total in the City that are
less than 2.5 acres and are not under common ownership with an adjacent parcel.)

A couple notes regarding the variance process:

Review and research of the timing of when the parcel/lot was created would be required. Evidence, either through the
Washington County recorder or through personal records, that the lot or parcel was created prior to February 1983 would be
mandatory. We have documentation[a deed] at the link beiow that this lot was created prior to February 1983 — since the
transfer of ownership happened in 1971, also in the response from you on the Land Use Application your response indicated
the lot was in existence prior to 1983 also.

Evidence that the parcel/lot was buildable at the time of its creation would need to be provided. This could be through an
approved plat or some other formal documentation or review from Washington County. We have an official document
showing ownership transfer and registration of said property transference recorded by the respective Washington County
register's office. | don't know specifically what else would be required to prove that the lot was/is buildable. Just based off size
the lot is buildable-- when reviewing other lots around the city that have been built on.

Evidence that the parcel/lot was under independent ownership from any adjacent parcel before 1982 continuing through the
time of application would be required. (Note: Subsection (c) was 23 enacted as part of the 1982 ordinance that required
combination of substandard lots with adjacent parcels under common ownership.) If the parcel was transferred from common
ownership since 1983, then most likely the variance criteria would fail because the issue would be self-created as the
ordinance provision regarding combination was in place. See the attached earlier referenced Warranty Deed copy showing
ownership transference in 1971 to the current owners.

If the above requirements could be demonstrated, then a development plan for the parcel would be required to demonstrate
that the lot could be served by independent septic and water. We have a site plan and septic plan approved by the county of
Washington, with adequate space for everything on the lot, please see link below for document.

Based on the requirements listed in the meeting minutes[above] and the information we have compiled
and the design approved by the county of Washington-- what would deny this lot from being approved
for a building permit by the city of Grant?

about:blank 12



3/1/25, 7:41 AM Re: City of Grant - site plan sketch- Hillukka - Dan Hillukka - Outlook

| would like to discuss this further if it's possible --as your recommendation carries a lot of weight with
the city council and they heavily respect your recommendation.
Please respond with a time that works for you to discuss this over a call if it's possible.

Link to documents:
[189th St Lot Documents
Please let me know if your not able to access the documents.

Thanks in advance for your time!

Daniel Hillukka
612.210.5312

From: Dan Hillukka <deimhillukka@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 7:41 AM

To: jhaskamp@swansonhaskamp.com <jhaskamp@swansonhaskamp.com>
Subject: City of Grant - site plan sketch- Hillukka

Jennifer,

Thanks for taking the time to review this sketch. Let me know if there's anything else we should add,
or if there's an error we should correct

Thanks
Daniel Hillukka
612.210.5312

Get Qutlook for Android

about;blank 2/2
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

CITY OF GRANT
MINUTES
DATE : February 4, 2025
TIME STARTED ¢ 6:31 p.m.
TIME ENDED : 8:15 p.m.
MEMBERS PRESENT : Councilmember Rog, Cornett,
Cremona and Mayor Glefe/f' s
MEMBERS ABSENT : None

Sharon Schwarze; and Adm1n1strator/Clerk

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.

PUBLIC INPUT

: oryyard and stated: he has an interest in the open
“._

Councﬂ seat. He prov1ded his background 1nf0rmatlon
and keeplng it that way. He stated he feels like he has/a,

ca, cam /t%ward and stated he served on the Planmng Comm1ss1on for
kK 7

for, three years

nce and advised he does not feel the density requ1rements in Grant
vements that can be made within the City.

Mr. Sam Scott, 9250 De llwo, d Road came forward and stated he has lived in communities like
Grant for many years. He stated he believes he can help the community and certainly make people
feel more connected and make Grant even better. He stated he would like the opportunity to serve on
the City Council.

Mr. Wayne Sarrapo, 8770 105® Street, came forward and stated he has lived in Grant for 37 years.
He provided his background in terms of job experience and within federal agencies as well as County
experience. He stated his experience would help in working with people and he appreciates the
Council’s consideration of him to vacant Council seat.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

SETTING THE AGENDA

Council Member Cornett moved to approve the agenda, as presented. Council Member
Cremona seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA
January 7, 2025 City Council Meeting Minutes Approved
January 2025 Bill List, $62,223.27 ,, é&pp_roved

Bremer Bank, 2019/2020 Road Project, $82,824.00 Approved

P &

Council Member Rog moved to approve the consent agenda, as""presented Counicil Member
Cornett seconded the motion. Motion carried unammou' ly -

STAFF AGENDA ITEMS
City Engineer, Brad Reifsteck

Approval of Ten-Year Capital Improvement Plan’Update City En neer Reifsteck advised the
previous 10-year capital improvement plan (CIP) for paved roadway maintenance ended in 2024.

Since 2015, the city's paved road l;ave increased’ by 2.7 miles, from 33.5 miles to 36.2 miles. This
growth includes developments and the paving of aprons over existing gravel roads. Additionally,
during this period, many ex1st1ng pav/ed roads have been reconstructed, either through special road

Ao

prOJects directed by the council or pet1t1oned by res1dents The total amount of roads reconstructed

since 2015 is approx1mate1y 10:5 mile
/% ¥
The current road pollcy enables residents living on a paved street scheduled for maintenance in any

given year to utilize allocated c1ty-pl nned roadway maintenance funds for a more extensive roadway
reconstructlon project. Subsequently, énts are assessed for the remaining costs of street
reconstruct1on hlstorlcally ranglng from'$7,700 to $25,000 per buildable lot, according to the city’s
current pol1cy #

The proposed 10-year capital improvement plan, which includes a map, is attached. The city is
divided into 4 regions, each containing approximately 8 miles of paved roads, except for the northeast
region, which spans approx1mately 11 miles and has seen the most paved roadways reconstructed
over the last 10 years.

Maintenance recommendations for each street segment outlined in the proposed 10-year CIP are
categorized into three types:

e Preventative: These are newly reconstructed or paved roads.

» Monitor: These are paved roads where strategic patching will be used or until a petition is
received from residents.

City Engineer Reifsteck noted the plan can change based on budget adjustments.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

Council Member Cornett made a motion to approve the Ten-Year Capital Improvement Plan,
as presented. Council Member Cremona seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

City Planner, Jennifer Haskamp

PUBLIC HEARING, Consideration of Resolution No. 2025-04, Request for Minor Subdivision,
11154 60™ Street N — City Planner Haskamp advised Cozzie’s Holding LLC (“Applicant”) is
requesting a Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) for the property located at 11 154 60th Street North. The
property was recently purchased by CT Land LLC & J & S Stillwater LLC (“Owner”) The subject
property’s septic system is currently located on the neighboring property at 11130 60th Street North
under a private easement agreement with the current owner, R- Two Holdlngs LLC dba David
Rustad. The requested Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) will detach: the portlon of land where the septic
system is located (sending parcel) and adjoin it to the subJect property (rece1v1ng parcel) so that the
septic system and the subject property are under the same ownershlp R-Two Holdlngs LLC has
agreed to this transfer. No new buildable lots will be created as a result of the proposed subdivision.

a'%f

A duly noticed public hearing has been published, and letters were sent to adjacent p owners
within a Y-mile (1,320 ft) of the property. The public heanng has been scheduled for thé regular City
Council meeting on February 4, 2025.

The following staff report summarizes the’ Tequested Minor Subd1V151on (Lot Split), existing

<

conditions, draft findings, and conditions of approval.

%,

APPLICATION SUMMARY
Lo@ition. :
Applicant: 11154/60th Street North, Grant, MN 55082
Cozzie’s Holding, LLC PID: 360 1330006
Owner: , Lot Size:*1.1 Acres
fan/ﬁ Use: General Business (GB)
_ Zonmg General Business (GB)

City Planner Haskamp stated the City’s subdivision ordinance allows for minor subdivisions and lot
line adjustments as defined in Section 30-9 and 30-10. Section 32-246 governs dimensional standards
and other zoning considerations. The following analysis provides an overview of the Minor
Subdivision request and any relevant established standards.

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

The subject property is located at 11154 60th Street North. The 1.1-acre
parcel is bordered by commercial uses to the north and east and has
frontage along 60 Street North along its southerly border.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

In 2016, the subject property was issued a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), which allo'vs fo- the

operation of a Restaurant, Bar, or Tavern as defined in Section 32-1 of the City’s Zon ing C rdinance.
The primary structure is located on the southern half of the property, while the northe n po tion of the
site is predominately utilized as parking space.

The existing septic system for the subject property is located on the neighboging pareel (11,130 60t
Street North) under a private easement agreement. The subdivision request will detach that portion of
land where the septic system is located (Parcel A in Figure 2) and adjoin it to the subject property
(Parcel B in Figure 2) so that the septic system and the subject property al;e?mder the same

ownership. No new buildable lots will be created as a result of the pro (fg'éd subdivision.
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The site is gu/'dedw General Business (GB) in the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan. The proposed
Minor Subdivision:will not ché ge the use of the site, nor will it expand the amount of land in the
City with commercial and gegéﬁl business uses. The proposed Minor Subdivision will also enable
the property owners to ¢ wn the land that contains their existing septic system, which supports the
operation of their pennlgté{cl"commercial business.

City Planner Haskamp advised the Applicant submitted a survey exhibit as part of their application
(Attachment A). The proposed configuration will detach approximately 6,670-squarefeet of land
where the subject property’s septic system is located (Parcel A) and adjoin it to the subject property
(Parcel B). If the proposed Minor Subdivision (Lot Split) is approved, Parcels A and B will total
approximately 1.25-acres.

Currently, the subject property does not meet the 2.5-acre minimum lot size standard for properties
within the General Business (GB) zoning district, per Section 32-246 of the Zoning Ordinance.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

However, the subject property was created prior to the adoption of the minimum lot size standards.
While it does not meet the standard, the lot size is deemed to be a legal non-conforming lot.

Table 1. Lot dimensions

A ;)“i;l;ensional Standards (Section 32- | ot o ::::1:81 ;
Minimum Lot Depth (feet) 150 |46 330 376
Minimom Lot Width (feet) 300 | 145 145|145
PubicRond T30 |Na 145 s
Setbacks .

Front Yard 65 | N/A, no structure 65 65

Side Yard 20 | Pproposed 52.3/44.5 523/44.5
Rear Yard 30 205 251

ALl _ NN T i
As previously stated, the proposed Minor Subd1v151on and subsequent: adjomlng of Parcels A and B
will ensure that the owners of the subJ ect property will'own the land that contains their existing septic
system, which will support the op tlon of the restaurant/bar.

Staff recommends mcludlng a con ion for approval that Parcel A and Parcel B must be

combined.

The City Engineer did not h e_yan comi nents regardlng the proposed Minor Subdivision since there
are no site or. physical 1mprovement proposed:

Staff recommends mcludl/ng a condlt' n t that the Applicant is responsible for filing the
lot/parcel combination deeds with Washlngton County Recorder consistent with the exhibit
dated 12/22/2024 showing the new lot configuratlon

Staff has prepared a draft resolution of approval with conditions, which is attached for your review
and consideration; ~

Council Member Rog moved to open the public hearing at 7:03 p.m. Council Member
Cremona seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Council Member Cremona moved to close the public hearing at 7:04 p.m. Council Member
Cornett seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Council Member Cremona moved to adopt Resolution No. 2025-04, as presented. Council
Member Cornett seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

PUBLIC HEARING, Consideration of Amended Conditional Use Permit, Two Silo Farmhouse
Resort, 7040 117" St N — City Planner Haskamp stated on November 2, 2020, Keith Dehnert
(“Applicant”) on behalf of the Two Silo Farmhouse Resort, was granted a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) to operate a Farm Winery and Resort on the subject property consistent with the City’s
ordinances. The CUP was executed on November 12, 2020, and it identified 38 conditions. On
August 5, 2021, the Applicant applied for an Amendment to the 2020 CUP to allow for the
demolition of an existing 4,250 SF accessory building and a Building Permit to construct a new 6,000
SF building to be used for winery operations. The CUP Amendment was executed on November 1,
2021, with two (2) additional conditions.

Condition #34 of the Amended 2021 CUP (Condition #32 of the 2020 CUP) states the following:

Any future expansion or intensification of the Two Silo Farmhouse Resort operations shall require an
amendment to the Permit. Intensification shall include, but not be limited to: additional
Jacilities/accessory buildings (not sheds) beyond those identified on the site plan, expansion of the
parking lot beyond 22 stalls, substantial increase to the number of guests identified in'the addendum
to the narrative, etc. ,

Condition #36 of the Amended 2021 CUP (Condition #34 of the 2020 CUP) states the"tfollowing:

No signage is approved as part of this permit. Any future signage shall be subject to the sign
ordinance in place at time of application and inay require an amendment to the CUP.

Pursuant to Conditions #34 and #36, the Applican apiihed for a second Amendment to the CUP on
December 10, 2024. Per the submitted narrative (AttachmentA) the Applicant is requesting
increased occupancy, expansion of the parking lot 1nsta11at10n f an'illuminated wall-mounted
“WINERY” sign (after-the- fact) use of the east end concrete apron and request to install an ambient

surround sound system.

The application for the requested CUP amendment was deemed complete on December 10, 2024. A
duly noticed public hearing was publlshed and letters were sent to adjacent property owners w1th1n a
1/u-mlle ¢ 320

Location: 7040 117th Street N
Lot Size: 21.01 Acres
PID: 0503021220001
Zoning & Land Use:

Applicant/Owner:

Keith Dehnert on behalf of Two Silos
Farmhouse Resort, LLL.C
Al — Agricultural Large Scale

RR/AG - Rural Residential/Agricultural

Request: Amended Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

The Applicant is requesting an amendment to the Amended 2021 CUP, which was issued on
November 1, 2021. A summary of the proposed amendment is as follows:

1. Occupancy
* The Applicant is requesting to increase on-site occupancy from 75 to 140 guests.

2. Parking

= The Applicant is requesting to increase parking capacity to, 56 stalls The Amended
2021 CUP permits 22 stalls with overflow parking to be,used onia limited basis. The
Applicant is proposing to add 26 permanent stalls to_ th %\{erﬂow parking area, and 8
stalls to the areas in front of the garages to accommodate addltlonal guest occupancy.

3. Signage 7/ ,
» The Applicant is requesting to install an illilminated, wall-mount
on the east elevation of the tasting/production building. The sign has dy.been
installed, so the Applicant is seeking an after-the-fact permit. The s1gn 5-squarefeet
in size and is mounted approximately 15’ from the ground elevation on'the east facade
of the building. The Applicant is proposing to- put the sign on a timer that will turn off
the illumination after 10:00

4. Crush Pad
] The Applicant i is requestlng to use th"

VINERY” sign

pI'OCCSSlIlg

5. Ambient Surround Sound S:"’\”?stem

be"’ use they are not included in the current amendment request.

City Planner Haskamp stated the City Code addresses amendments to existing CUPs in Section 32-
152, which states tha ’f a]n ‘amended conditional use permit application may be administered in a
manner similar to that requlred for a new conditional use permit . . .” As such, the Application to
amend the CUP is processed accordingly, and the requested amendment is to consider only those
portions of the operations and/or facility that are proposed to change. Section 32-141(d - €) of the
City Code states the following when reviewing a Conditional Use Permit:

(d) In determining whether or not a conditional use may be allowed, the City will consider the nature
of the nearby lands or buildings, the effect upon traffic into and from the premises and on adjoining
roads, and all other relevant factors as the City shall deem reasonable prerequisite of consideration
in determining the effect of the use on the general welfare, public health and safety.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

(¢) If a use is deemed suitable, reasonable conditions may be applied to issuance of a conditional use
permit, and a periodic review of said permit may be required.

The purpose of this amendment is not to consider the use of the property as a Farm Winery, since the
determination that the use is consistent with the City’s regulations was approved during both the 2020
CUP and the 2021 CUP Amendment process. This amendment is specifically for the requested
occupancy increase, parking expansion, illuminated wall-mounted sign, use of the east end concrete
apron, and the ambient surround sound system. These items relate to conditions 2, 3, 14, 19, 26, 34,
and 36 of the 2021 Amended CUP. Other conditions within the CUP may be affected by this
amendment, but the intent and conditions will remain valid and enforceable.

The subject property is located in the far northwestern corner of the Clty, ‘which is surrounded by the
City of Hugo to the north and the City of Dellwood to the south The approx1mate1y 21-acre site
includes an existing farmhouse (principal structure), a gra1nery :building, a tastlng/productlon
bulldlng, five accessory structures, a windmill, and two s110§ The Applicant has planted rows of
grape vines on either side of the entry driveway and adj acent to the eastern property line. The site is
accessed from an existing driveway that is connected tc 117th Street North on the southerly border of

the parcel.

It should be noted that the Applicant has already installed the proppsed 111um1nated signage on the
east elevation of the tasting/production building. The City receiv ’d?a complaint regarding the sign
and its illumination which was investigated by the Zoning Administra r/Bulldlng Official. It was
determined that the sign was in violation of the ordinance and CUP and an enforcement letter was

sent to the Property Owner (Applicant) indicating that an amendment to the CUP was required. After
several attempts to get the Apphcant to comply, the sign illumination was turned off and this

Application for CUP Amendmen as submitted. The sign itself remains on the building, and Staff
confirmed on a recent sité visit that it was not illuminated on the evening of the visit.

As stated, the Applic: requestlng o increase on- 81te occupancy from 75 to 140 guests. Conditions
#2 and #3 of the Amended 202 CUP/‘note followmg regarding occupancy:

2. The occupancy of the site /hall be restricted to no more than 75 guests at any one time. Such
occupancy shall include the: ber of guests staying in the overnight accommodations at the
X,/‘;{Fa/rmhouse '

3 T he. Farmhouse occupancy, which shall be described as the overnight accommodations, shall
be hmzted t0 no more th n 12 guests.

The requested occupancy 1ncrease will nearly double the current limit established by the CUP. While
permitting higher occupancy may support the operation of the business, it will also increase the
potential adverse 1mpacts to neighboring properties. Higher occupancy may produce additional traffic
and noise, among other environmental impacts and disturbances.

Operating in compliance with the existing conditions and limitations established by the CUP
demonstrates consideration of the neighboring properties. Recent violations have adversely affected
the surrounding area. Staff finds that expansion of the permitted occupancy at this time is
unreasonable given violations of the existing CUP over the past year.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends denial of the request to amend the CUP to allow for an
increase in permitted occupancy.

City Planner Haskamp advised the Applicant is requesting to increase parking capacity from 22 to 56
stalls. Conditions #7, #8, and #19 state the following regarding parking:

7. Overflow parking shall be reserved onsite as shown on the Amended Site Plan and shall
remain unobstructed. The overflow parking shall be used on a limited basis and is intended to
ensure adequate parking onsite, not to allow for additional guests o, patrons in excess of the
maximum occupancy identified.

8. All parking shall be accommodated onsite, and no visitor parkmg shall be permitted on 117"
Street North. :

19. The Applicant shall fully design a parking lot to support a mmzmum o ,/2 -vehicles to
supplement existing parking areas on the subject site. The parking lot desz on shall include
proposed materials (which shall be dustless), gradmg, and full specifi cations 1 r re/vzew and
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit or Building Permit.

} 2
7

The Applicant is proposing to add 26 parking stalls to the overflow parking area, and 8 stalls to the
areas in front of the garages to accommodate additional guest occupancy. A parking plan was not
submitted with the application materials. The overﬂow parking area is not an improved dustless
surface, is currently grass (pervious) and is not e81gned as a permanent parking lot for the business.
Any expansion of the parking lot will require’ full de31gn plans including additional stormwater
calculations that must be reviewed by the Rice’ Creek Wat'"' rshed Dlstrlct (RCWD) and the City
Engineer. As submitted no details regarding the parkmg lot" ,ubmltted with the Application.

As previously noted, staff recommends denial of the increase in’ occupancy requested and therefore
expanding the parking lot at this time is unnecessary.since current site improvements support the
current CUP occupancy loads

V&)

jon: Staff recommends denial of the request to amend the CUP to expand the
parking lot 1nto ‘the Overflow Parklng area. All existing conditions of the CUP remain valid and in
effect. i

The Apph' ant is requesting-a: after-the-fact permit for an illuminated, wall-mounted “WINERY”
sign on thy east fagade of the 1 ing/production building. The sign area is approximately 55-square
feet and is mounted approx1mately 15> - 16’ from the ground elevation of the tasting/production
building (See Figure 1). The Ap}ghcant 1s proposing to put the sign on a timer that will turn off the
LED-illumination between 10:00pm and daylight. The dimensions and design of the sign are included
in the submitted application’ ‘Materials (Attachment A). The following analysis evaluates the sign with

respect to the City’s 31g ge standards.

Section 32-420 governs permitted signs for uses that require a conditional use permit. It states the
following:

(b.) To the extent feasible and practicable, signs shall be regulated in a manner similar to that in
the use district most appropriate to the principal use involved.
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

The Two Silo Farm and Winery is located in an A-1 zoning district, so it is appropriate to evaluate
the proposed sign according to the signage standards established for agricultural districts.

Section 32-417 governs signage in agricultural districts. The following analysis considers each of the
six (6) standards as they relate to the sign:

(a.) Tvpes of Signs Allowed. No signs shall be permitted in an agricultural district except the
Jfollowing enumerated signs, if authorized by sign permit or other. D mit as provided in this
division: nameplates, real estate sales, ground, political, tempo rary, wall, identification and
business signs. \

Pursuant to this standard, the “WINERY” sign is a wall sign which is a permitted sign type, provided
that the appropriate permit is obtained. As stated, the Applicant installed the sigrf"pw'or/to obtaining a
permit and is now seeking an after-the-fact permit. Note that the description implies that the purpose
of the sign is for identification purposes.

Il be constructed as to have more than two surfaces.

b,

(b.) Maximum surfaces allowed. No sigh’.

The wall sign is installed flat/parallel to the fa(;ade of the structure ar/rd is only visible from one side.
The proposed sign has one surface and meets thls‘standar

(c.) Number of each type.of sign allowed per lot frontage. One of each of the permitted type of

signs, except temporary signs where two will Iézf}?/ermitted and political signs where once for
each candidate will be permitted.

(Figures 1 and 2)..However, the/ ign is visible from 117" Street N., as it curves north approximately
1,400 feet east of the subject property (See Figure 2). Due to topography and lack of vegetation, the
sign is visible across the rear,:front and side yards of adjacent properties creating a quasi-corner
condition. While it is e from the side and rear yard, the sign is not on the frontage of the lot
which is inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the identification sign. Staff believe that this
requirement is not met since the requested sign is not located in the lot frontage, does not
identify the business name, and is visible across the yards of adjacent rural residential
properties.

10
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Figure 1. View of the subject property from 117 Street North/Hamlet Avenue North
o & A b,
Source: Google Maps
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

Figure 2. Approximate sign visibility from 117% Street North/Hamlet Avenue South
Source: Washington County GIS

(d.) Size restrictions. Not more than a total of 32 square feet with an eight-foot maximum for any
dimension, except as otherwise restricted in this section. Total square feet of permitted signs
per lot or parcel shall not exceed 100 square feet.

LIy

Per the submitted application materials, the sign is 3 in height and.1 8”1’7‘” in width. It is therefore
approximately 55-square feet in size, which exceeds the 32-square foot maximum. It also exceeds the
87 length maximum. While the total square feet of signage on:the subject property does not exceed
the 100-square foot maximum, the sign does not meet the area or length requirements and
therefore does not meet the intent of this regulation. .

(e.) Height restrictions. The top of the display shall noi/;;’g'{écegd ten feet above grade.

As part of the 2021 CUP Amendment process e Apphcant was required to submit architectural
plans for the proposed tasting/production bu11d1ng ‘Figu 3 contains the dimensions of the structure,
along with the approximate size and location of. the sign' "qd on ghe Applicant’s submitted imagery.
As shown, the Wlnery sign is located approx1mately,;15 16’ fro Ke ground plane. Staff assumes that
height of the sign is intended to be high enough to: be visible from across the adJacent properties from
the roadway. The purpose of the regulations establlshed in (d) and (e) of the sign code is to minimize
the visual impact of signage in the agrlcultural/rural re/ (}/entlal areas, and the sign as designed is
intended to max1m1ze the visual 1mpact The sign locﬁ on is approximately 15-16” above the
ground plan exceeds the requlrement by 50-60%. Staff determines that this standard is

not met.

12
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

Figure 3. East/rear elevation of tasting/production building with approximate size and location of
proposed signage (Note Staff superimposed the Winery Sign on the architectural elevation at the
approximate location based on the images submitted.)

(f.) Setback. Any sign over two square feet shall be setback at least ten feet from any lot line.

Per the submitted plan set, the east fagade of the tasting/production bui dmg 1s approximately 120’
from the easterly property line (Figure 4). Staff determines that th quirement is met.

{1
-4
=2
A=
"

s

6" PERFORATED D.T.
\|@ 966,20 @ 0,00% (TYP.} "~

All signs and dzsplays/ using electrzc power shall have a cutoff switch on the outside of the sign and on
the outside of the building or structure to which the sign is attached. No electrically illuminated signs
shall be permitted in a'residential or agricultural district.

The proposed sign is electrically illuminated with LED lights. As stated within the requirement, no
illuminated signs (or backlit) are permitted within residential or agricultural district. Previous
Councils have documented that the purpose of prohibiting such signs is to minimize potential adverse
impact to surrounding properties, to maintain dark skies, and to protect rural residential uses. The
subject property is in an agricultural zoning district with predominant rural residential uses and the
illuminated sign is visible from adjacent residential rear yards and front yards. Staff finds that this
standard is not met.

13
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Staff Recommendation: Staff finds that the “WINERY” sign only meets three (3) of the six (6)
standards established in Section 32-417 for signs in the A-1 zoning district and it does not meet the
standard established in Section 32-413 for electrical (illuminated) signs. Staff recommends denial of
the request to amend the CUP to allow for the installation of the illuminated, wall-mounted
“WINERY” sign. Since the sign has already been installed, staff further recommends removal of the
sign and all electrical components associated with the sign.

The Applicant is requesting to use the concrete apron on the east side of the tasting/production
building as a “Crush Pad.” Per the Applicant’s narrative, this area will be used for deliveries and
processing. Condition #14 of the Amended 2021 CUP notes the following regarding the concrete
apron:

.
1. The concrete apron shown extending from the east e evation and barn oors shall not be used

Jor any formal or informal gathering space. The. apron shall only be used for access to the
storage area and associated staging of materzals/crops :

The concrete apron is approximately 100-feet from the easterl .property line and 150-feet from the
principal structure on the adjacent residential property. Given th Xisting topography, vegetation,
and proximity to the neighboring lot, exterior. activities on the concret%' apron will not be adequately
screened. Any deliveries and processing are hkely to generate sounds and disturbances that will
negatively impact the adjacent residential property

24

As stated, operating in compliance with the existing condltlons and 11m1tat10ns established by the
CUP demonstrates consideration of | the neighboring property. Recent violations have adversely

gt

affected the surroundmg area. Staff' ﬁnds that the proposed use of the concrete apron or “crush pad” is
unreasonable given violations of the’ xisting CUP over the past year.

26. No amplific catzon of muszc shall be permitted outdoors, including within the outdoor gathering
spaces. Amplzf cation of music shall be permitted inside the facilities only. All sound and
noise shall be regulated by the MPCA'’s noise standards for decibels and use.

The subject Property and winery use is adjacent to rural residential uses on the east and west side of
the property. During the initial CUP processes in 2020 and 2021, discussion regarding noise and
intensity of activity on the site was discussed extensively. Concerns regarding the activity level and
potential adverse impacts on adjacent residential uses and enjoyment of their properties were
identified. As a result, the condition regarding sound amplification was included to mitigate the
potential effects of the winery operation on adjacent residential uses.

14
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

The request to amend this condition is unreasonable given that the operator has been in violation of
the current CUP conditions. The City typically considers amendments to existing CUPs when the
operator/owner is in full compliance with the terms of their issued CUP.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends denial of the request to amend the CUP to allow for the
installation of an amplified sound system and recommends that the existing CUP condition remain in

place.

As provided in the analysis above, given that the owner/operator is in violation of the current CUP,
Staff recommends that no further intensification of the use be permitted Gntil the property is brought
into full compliance. In similar past situations, the City has determlned that a conditional use must be
in good standing for a minimum of a year before additional ﬂex1b111ty':o her intensification of use
be considered for amendment. '

Given that this CUP amendment was primarily initiated due. toa violation related to the installation of
the “WINERY” wall sign without proper permits, the following CUP Amendment : i
specifically addresses the proposed after-the-fact sign present on the property.

Section 32-146(a) governs standards for Conditional Use Permits. The following analys1s considers
each relevant standard for the proposed CUP amendment requests:

=245 as a conditional use for the appropriate

1) The proposed use is designated in sectz ,
zoning district.

The existing Two Silo operation is a permitted condltlon us W1th1n the A-1 zoning district. The
City’s ordinance further permits the installation of a’ s1gn for condltlonally permitted businesses
provided the appropriate perm1ts are obtained. As prev1ously noted, the ordinance guides the review
of condltlonally permitted s1gns to align with the sp1r1t d intent of the zoning district in which the
property is located. # .

As provided in the prior analysis, the requested wall-mounted, illuminated “WINERY” sign does not

meet the requlre%{énts ished’ for signage within the agricultural zoning districts.

A busmes wall sign may be “permitted to identify the Two Silos operation, but the installed sign does
not fheet the general guidance for business signs as stated. The purpose and intent of using the
agncultural/r;f ral residential di ’%rlct sign standards as guidance is to minimize potential adverse
impact to adjacent agricultural and rural residential uses. The existing sign fails to meet the purpose
as it exceeds the ar

eight and is illuminated which are all inconsistent with the ordinance
requirements.

2) The proposed use conforms to the city's comprehensive plan.

The site is guided Rural Residential/Agricultural (RR/AG) in the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan.
Properties within the RR/AG land use designation are generally described as supporting rural,
agricultural, and rural residential uses. Hobby farms, horse boarding and training facilities, and other
rural accessory uses are also encouraged in this land use designation. The City’s ordinances

15
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

conditionally permit resorts, seasonal businesses, and rural event facilities provided certain
performance standards are met. Agricultural production, such as that associated with the
grapes/vineyard, are a permitted use. The City Council determined that the Two Silo Farmhouse and
Resort was consistent with the stated objectives in the Comprehensive Plan during both the 2020 and
2021 CUP application processes. The proposed amendment to the 2021 Amended CUP does not
change the intended use for a Farm Winery and Resort.

The Comprehensive Plan also identifies the following relevant goals:

y 7
Preserve and protect the City’s rural residential character and quiet qudlity of life.

Support uses and development that protects the night sky, mznzmlze/
open space and scenic views.

ic and maintains the City’s

Preserve and protect agricultural land and facilities, agrzcultural lzfestyles and, encourage hobby
Jarms and commercial agricultural uses within the City.

Supporting and encouraging agricultural uses like the Two Silos Farmhouse allgns with the City’s
goals and objectives. Therefore, some flexibility is warranted; however, the issued CUP/ ovides the
conditions under which the business can operate compatlbly with adjacent residential Uses. While it
may be reasonable to amend certain condltlons in the future, the operator must demonstrate
compliance with the conditions and demonstrate they are a good neighbor before such additional
flexibility should be permitted. ‘

Staff finds that the illuminated “WINERY” s1gn is in"conflict with the Clty s goal to protect the rural
residential character, quiet quality of life, and mght sky#As stf ;the sign as proposed would be out-
of-character for the area, given that it would be the only 1nterna11y lit, wall mounted sign in the
neighborhood and zoning district. Furthermore, usest in the surroundlng area are largely characterized
by hooded or downcast lights, which limit the amou" of 11ght pollution produced.

3) The proposed.use will not be a’etrlmental tor or endanger the public health, safety or general

o % L)

welfare of the czij/ i1s residents, or the exzstzng neighborhood.

The Cit recelved a complaint regarding the sign and its illumination which is visible from adjacent
properties rear side and front. yards Code enforcement determined that the light produced by the
illuminated's 51gn d1d not comply w1th the ordinance standards and was in violation of the existing
CUP. The lit sign'i s clearly V1s1b1e from adjacent residential structures adversely affecting their right
to enjoyment of thelr property/Furthermore given that the sign is visible from 117™ Street N at the
igni s }frorn the operations, the illumination could cause a distraction to drivers
and impact the general’ safety and welfare of travelers on the nearby road since the access into the site
is more than 1,400 feet from where the sign is visible.

4) The proposed use is compatible with the existing neighborhood.

Staff conducted an analysis of the surrounding neighborhood and similar uses within the agricultural
zoning district. It was determined that the proposed illuminated wall-mounted sign is not in character

16
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

with the existing neighborhood and that no other businesses in the zoning district have similar
signage to promote their business. Comparable businesses generally have wooden ground signs that
are either unlit or have landscape (ground) lighting pointed directly at the surface of the sign, as
opposed to being self-illuminated or back-lit (Figure 5). Staff determines that the proposed wall-
mounted internally lit/back lit sign is not compatible with the existing neighborhood.

other ordinances.

As stated, the illuminated wall sign only meets three (3) of the six (6)’standards established in Section
32-417 for signs in agricultural districts. It also does not meet the requlrements for electrical
(illuminated) signs established in Section 32-413. Staff determines that this standard is not met.

The proposed s1gn W111 not create add' ional requ1rements for facilities and services. Staff finds that
this standard ismet. .

7) The pro%osed use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, equipment or
conditions. of operation that will be detrimental to people, property, or the general welfare
because of production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors or any other nuisances.

Given the existing topography and vegetation, exterior lights and sounds produced on the subject
property will not be adequately screened from adjacent residential uses. The proposed illuminated
wall sign will impact the general welfare of the surrounding neighborhood because it will generate
glare and disrupt the night sky. Staff determines that this standard is not met.

8) The proposed use will not result in the destruction, loss or damage of natural, scenic or
historic features of importance.

17
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

As stated, the illuminated “WINERY™ sign conflicts with the City’s goal to protect the rural
residential character, quiet quality of life, night sky and scenic views of the area. The illuminated sign
will disrupt the natural, scenic quality of the area and be out-of-place with the agricultural/rural
residential character of the surrounding neighborhood. Staff determines that this standard is not
met.

9) The proposed use will not increase flood potential or create additi

[ water runoff onto
surrounding properties.

The proposed sign is wall-mounted and will not increase the amount

v fimpervious area on the site or
create additional water runoff. Staff finds that this standard is met :

The City Engineer is reviewing the attached submitted materials. Staff will provide a verbal update at
the City Council meeting if any additional concerns are identified. <

The proposed amendment does not require review by z any other agency unless the Cit Qouncﬂ
determines that intensification of the use is appropriate. If the Councﬂ determines that the increase in
occupancy is acceptable, additional review by the Rice Creek Watershed District may /e required
related to the expansion of the i impervious surface for the parking 1 lot However, if the Council
determines that the intensification of use is‘denied then no site 1mprovements are permitted and no
other agency review is needed.

The City Council may consider the following' actlons

o Deny the request-with findings; or,

o Table the request and ask for additional 1nformat10n from the Applicant.

Staff recommends den1a1 of the request to amend the Cond1t10nal Use Permit to: 1) install a
“WINERY” Wall sign (after the fact); 2) illuminate the wall sign on the property (after-the-fact); 3)
increase the business ancy; 4) increase the parking lot to accommodate the increased

oceup: W'cy, 5) utilize the crus h pad for adc 1//t10na1 activities; and 6) install a sound system. Staff
requests lirection from the Council to] prepare a resolution of denial with findings. The

followmg “dral findings are provided for your review and consideration:

e The “WIN Y’,’ wall 1gn was installed without a permit and in violation of the existing
Conditional Use Permit for the Two Silo business operation.

e The illumination of the wall sign is out of character with the surrounding area and does not
comply with the adopted goals and objectives of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

e The illuminated wall sign adversely impacts the surrounding neighborhood and adjacent
residential uses.

e The illuminated wall sign could cause a distraction to drivers and impact the general safety
and welfare of travelers on the nearby road.

18
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

e The wall sign does not comply with the adopted zoning ordinance.

* Increasing occupancy is unreasonable given that the operator has been in violation of the
current CUP conditions.

e Expansion of parking is unreasonable given that the operator has been in violation of the
current CUP conditions.

e The overflow parking area is not an improved dustless surface and i is not designed as a
permanent parking lot for the business. As submitted, no details regardmg the parking lot
were included with the Application.

e Expanding the parking lot at this time is unnecessary s1nce curren site improvements support
the current CUP occupancy loads. :

e Use of the concrete apron or “crush pad” is unreasonable given that the perator has been in
violation of the current CUP conditions. '

* Installation of an ambient sound is unreasonable given that the operator has been in Vlolatlon
of the current CUP conditions.

* Insimilar past situations, the City has determined that a conditional use must be in good
standing for a minimum of a year be 'for additional ﬂex1b111ty or further intensification of use
be considered for amendment. '

City Attorney Vivian stated the Planner did a Very thoro "h analys1s of the application. The City is
also going through litigation with the property in questlon ‘He stZited he supports the
recommendation of den1a1 of the apphcatlon as they are not in comphance

Council Member Rog made a motlon to open the p, lic hearing at 7:34 p.m. Council Member
Cremona seconded the motion. MOthll carried una imously.

Mr. Jeff Schafer 8688 Jamaca, came forward and thanked the City Planner for the thorough report.
He stated he agrees w1th the denial asit s a very narrow property and activities are on the east and
west end of the property. * 4

Mr. Ken Kramer, 11810 Hamlet Ave. N, came forward and stated his property is adjacent to this
property. He' stated he supports full denial of the application due to the behavior of the property
owners. He stated he does not.want to see any expansion of the business and music is currently

already too loud. = ¢

Ms. Chris Lamarka, 121 74 Upper Heather Ave. N, came forward and stated she shares a property line
with Two Silos and it was very upsetting to see that sign installed. She stated she can see the sign all
time and it illuminates her entire house. She noted she has accepted the winery there and the property
itself does look better.

Staff advised Mr. Steve Brown, 7080 117" St. N, submitted comments advising they are adamantly
opposed to the application as they are not in compliance with several issues.

19
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COUNCIL MINUTES February 4, 2024

Staff advised McGraw Law Firm, on behalf of the residents Charles and Tami Lucious, agree with
the recommended denial of the application and fully support denial of all the requested amendments
to the CUP.

Council Member Rog made a motion to close the public hearing at 7:45 p-m. Council Member
Cremona seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Council Member Rog made a motion to deny the application based on the findings and direct
staff to draft Resolution of denial. Council Member Cornett seconded the motion. Motion
carried unanimously.

City Attorney, Nick Vivian (no action items)
NEW BUSINESS

Consideration of Resolution No. 2025-05, Appomtment of Council Vacancy - Mayor Giefer

provided the background regarding the process of aj appoin toa apapt Council seat. He asked the
Council Members for recommendations. ’ Py

Council Member Cornet made a motion to adopt Resolution: . 2025-05 with the appointment
of Mr. Greg Anderson to the vacant Council seat Counc1l Member Rog seconded the motion.
Motion carried unanimously. : :

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
DISCUSSION ITEMS (no actlon taken)

Staff Updates (updates from Staff; no action taken)

Agenda Items 4

It was the consensus of the Council:to in future meeting agenda 2025 Appointment List,

Public Comment and Planning Com
Stillwater Public Schools Board Meetlng, Thursday, February 13, Stillwater City Hall, 7:00
p m ) ”‘ / é

Washington County Commnssnoners Meeting, Tuesdays, Government Center, 9:00 a.m.

ion.

President’s Day, Monday, February 17, 2025

ADJOURNMENT

Council Member Cornett moved to adjourn at 8:15 p.m. Council Member Cremona seconded
the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

These minutes were considered and approved at the regular Council Meeting March 4%, 2025.

20
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Kim Points, Administrator/Clerk

February 4, 2024

Jeff Giefer, Mayor
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City of Grant

2025 Appointment List

City Council Member Appointments/ Per Council Members

Deputy Mayor

Emergency Preparedness

Washington County/City Staff

Metro Council

City Staff

Newsletter Editor City Staff
Roads Supervisor KEJ/Staff
Oak Wilt DNR
Weed Control Jeff Giefer
Browns Creek Watershed LHB
Valley Branch Watershed LHB

Rice Creek Watershed LHB
Carnelian-Marine Watershed LHB

Staff and Consultant Appointment/Per Council Members

Service Providers

Attorney Eckberg Lammers
Administrator/Clerk Kim Points

[Engineer LHB

Inspector Jack Kramer

Planner SHC

Treasurer Sharon Schwarze

Animal Removal KEJ

City Assessor Patrick Poshek

City Auditor LarsonAlien

Brushing KEJ/Kline Bros./Woodchuck
Depository First Resource Bank/Wells Fargo

Fire Marshall (Co-Marshalis)

Ken Johnson/Joyce Welander

Roadside Mowing

KEJ

Newspaper White Bear Press
Recycling Waste Management
Road Grading Kline Bros.
Roadside Trash KEJ

Septic Permits Washington County
Snow Plowing KEJ

Tree Service KEJ/Kline Bros.
Video Technician Ken Ronnen

Animal Control Liaison

City Office/Washington County Sherrif

Webmaster

Halogen

Investment Advisor

Volunteer Appointments

Cable Commissioner

Jeff Giefer/Administrator/Clerk

Ballfield

Administrator/Clerk

Heritage Preservation

Joyce Welander

Roadside Cleanup Day

Administrator/Clerk

Schedule A

01/07/25



8390 Lofton Ave )
Stillwater, MD 55082
(651) 439-7128
GasthausBavarianBunter.com

City of Grant VIA E-MAIL
ATTN: John Rog johnrogjr@gmail.com
(612) 867-1218

RE: Proposal
Sehr geehrte Councilman Rog,

thank you for the invitation to participate with the City Of Grant in its
relaunching of the township tractor parade on Saturday, September 7, 2024.
Per our discussions, the City expects around 50 entrants, each of which would
check-in at/near the Gasthaus Bavarian Hunter before the parade begins at
llam. It is my understanding the parade would start at the Gasthaus, make
its way around the city, and end back at/near the Gasthaus somewhere
around 12:30pm. Upon returning after the conclusion of the parade, each
entrant would (along with an average of 3 guests) have lunch at Gasthaus
and the City would present awards. The City expects that guests would leave
somewhere around 2pm or so. The City has requested an estimate to host
these approximate 200 guests at the Gasthaus.

First, the City requests to use the field East of the Gasthaus across the
street from Lofton Avenue to park entrants' cars, trailers, and tractors as well
as stage for the parade and possibly check-in entrants. The Gasthaus does
not own this property. I have spoken with the property owners, and they are
open to allowing the City to use the field to stage the tractors and park cars
before the parade begins, as well as park tractors after the parade ends,
provided only that: the City provides a written indemnification keeping and
holding the property owners free and harmless from any and all liability on
account of injury to persons or damage to property occasioned by this use of
the property owner's land; and the City provides its written assurance to, in
and at its sole cost and expense, defend the property owners in any such case
in which suit is brought against the property owners under circumstances
where the agreement to indemnify applies.



Second, the City requests use of the lower-level of the Gasthaus and the
immediately adjacent fenced-in exterior lawn (Landshuterstube) for lunch, a
ceremony, and to possibly check-in entrants. There is a break in the fence at
which the City would gate and limit access to the Landshuterstube to
entrants of the parade and their guests. As this is a rain-or-shine event, the
City desires a tent with tables and chairs on the exterior Landshuterstube
lawn. The City also requests a buffet inside consisting of brats and hot dogs
with buns and condiments, a side (like bags of chips), and non-alcoholic
beverages (pop and water). The City further requests use of the indoor stage,
speakers, and a microphone for announcements. The Gasthaus will staff a
bartender at a bar so adults may purchase and consume alcoholic beverages;
we will charge attendees separately for each such drink above and beyond the

stated price (next).

The going rates for the aforementioned to accommodate the estimated
200 attendees is $14,305.50 (not including drinks), with gratuity and sales tax
included (see <httpsy/www.gasthausbavarianhunter.com/banquet-facilities/> for
further detail of our standard offering). To help the City in its relaunch of
its township tractor parade, Gasthaus is willing to provide the aforementioned
for $5,500 provided payment in full is received by June 21, 2024, and the
number of attendees is limited to 200.

Please kindly advise how you would like to proceed by contacting me
via the telephone number first stated above.

Mit freundlichen Griflen

4 ,
Q“U m an@ May 16, 2024

Jbies Martin (Dated)
President, Schone's Inc.
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COUNCIL MINUTES June 25, 2024

Council Member Carr moved to deny any amendment to Chapter 32 Zoning regarding
Minimum Lot Size and Dimensional Standards of Existing Lots of Record. Council Member
Giefer seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

City Attorney, Nick Vivian (no action items)

NEW BUSINESS

Consideration of June 4, 2024, City Council Meeting Minutes — Staff advised the minutes are not
on the consent agenda as Council Member Cornett should abstain.

Council Member Carr moved to approve the June 4, 2024, City Council Meeting Minutes, as
presented. Council Member Rog- seconded the motion. Motion carried with Council Member

Cornett abstaining.

Consideration of Community Festival — Staff advised a letter of proposal from a local business was
included in the packets.

City Attorney Vivan advised community events in smaller cities is always a challenge. The proposal
wants the City to indemnify the parking property making the City responsible and could be held
liable. The proposal also indicates the City would coverliability for the property the event would
take place. He stated this is biting off quite a bit of liability and there is also a lot of risk to the City.

City Attorney Vivan stated a boiler plate liability waiver could be put together for participants to sign
but it would be the responsibility of the City to put that togéther and it is not clear how that would be
administered. A discussion would have to be held with the owner regarding Dramshop liability.
Traffic control would be needed as well as parade staff. The concept of limiting attendees while
utilizing tax dollars could be a problem.

Council Member Rog moved to proceed with the Community Festival, as presented. Council
Member Carr seconded the motion.

Council Member Carr made a friendly amendment to move forward with more information at
the next regular City Council meeting. Council Member Rog agreed to the friendly
amendment.

Motion carried with Mayor Huber voting nay.

Schedule 2025 Budget Work Session — Staff recommended a 2025 budget work session be
scheduled on Tuesday, August 6, 5:30 p.m.

Council Member Carr moved to schedule the 2025 Budget Work Session on Tuesday, August 6,
2024, at 5:30 p.m. Council Member Rog seconded the motion.



