SAUK RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION
Sauk Rapids Government Center; 250 Summit Avenue North
Monday, November 3, 2025
Time 6:00 pm

The Planning Commission is an advisory body to the City Council. One of the Planning Commission’s primary functions is to make
recommendations to the City Council. The City Council holds public hearings and makes all final decisions on these matters. Sauk
Rapids City Ordinances require that certain documents and information be included in applications. The Planning Commission may
postpone consideration of an application that is incomplete and may, for other reasons, postpone final action on an application.
For each item the Commission will receive reports prepared by the City staff, and discuss and act on the application. The Pianning
Commission must suspend parliamentary procedure to allow any audience member to speak. Those present are asked to furn off
all cell phones and pagers.

AGENDA

1. Callto Order and Pledge of Allegiance
2. Roll Call

3. Additions or Changes to the Agenda

4. Approve the Minutes — October 21, 2025

5. Audience ltems/Visitors
Total Time Limit 10 Minutes for Items NOT on the Agenda

6. New Business
A. David and Tammy Peck Variance Request
7. Discussion/Other
Council Agendas
8. Adjournment

*Reminder: Per Diem vouchers are due by December 10th, 2025




SAUK RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
Tuesday October 215t, 2025
MINUTES

1. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance: Joe Kampa called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.

2. Roll Call: Joe Kampa, Tom Cruikshank, Tony Steinemann, Dana Randt, Samantha Dwyer, Jay Olson

Members absent: Dan Orth
Also present: Todd Schultz, Community Development Director & Ashley Black, Office Coordinator

3. Additions or Changes to the Agenda: None

4. Approval of September 2nd, 2025, Minutes: Samantha Dwyer made a motion to approve
September 2", 2025, minutes. Dana Randt second the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

5. Visitors/Audience Section: None

6. New Business:
a. Central Minnesota Education Research and Development Council (CMERDC) Site

Plan Approval

Todd Schultz reviewed the site plan for Central Minnesota Education Research and Development Council,
which is in the old historical society building. They have been in this space just over 2 years and are
looking to expand. Schultz stated there are no concerns from engineering regarding the drainage plan and
the site plan meets parking requirements and garbage is already enclosed. They do plan to add
landscaping as well. Schultz stated that staff recommend approval and public works and engineering have
since approved the drainage and utility plan, so this would not need to be a condition to the motion.

Motion: Tony Steinemann made a motion to recommend approval of the site plan. Tom Cruikshank
seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

b. Independent School District #47 Plan Approval Early Childhood Center

Schultz reviewed with the board that a presentation would be given by the school district and then each
agenda item, B, C and D can be discussed individually.

Motion: Tom Cruikshank made a motion to suspend parliamentary procedure to allow questions and
answers following the school’s presentation. Samantha Dwyer second motion. Motion carried

unanimously.
Aaron Ausing Presenter for ISD 47 Early Childhood Center, Activity Complex and Garage Site Plans:

Aaron Ausing introduced the scope of the projects on the agenda. Ausing stated earlier this year the
referendum was approved for the funding of Early Childhood Center and an Outdoor Activity Complex.
Ausing added that since the referendum approval, there has been a new collaboration with the School
District and the City of Sauk Rapids to provide additional Community Space, including a gym and
classrooms. Ausing explained that the outdoor complex will include bleacher seating and buildings for
concessions, ticketing, restrooms and team spaces.

Ausing presented visual aid for the Early Childhood site plan which will include a parking lot with a loop-
system, a bus and van loop, playground space and separate entrance for the community and students.
There will be 3 classroom pods within the facility with room for growth, as well as space for several uses
including classrooms, administration, cafeteria, offices, break out spaces, community class rooms and
gyms for early childhood in addition to the new community gym.

Ausing continued the presentation by explaining the need for an additional storage building on Osauka and
Golden Spike, which would be a 7-bay shed style garage.



Ausing reviewed the Outdoor Activities complex with visual aid to explain the ticket plaza, concessions,
bleachers, 2 separate fields and a track around the field to the west.

Joe Kampa asked about any displaced fields with the building of the Outdoor Activity Complex. Ausing
stated there will be a baseball field reconstructed on the west side of the Complex and any practice fields
being displaced will be reconstructed with the partnership between the School District and the City.

Tony Steinemann asked about an overflow parking lot shown on the visual aid map. Ausing stated it will
be a lot for staging equipment during construction and there are ongoing conversations about it being
permanent. Steinemann also asked about City fields that were seen on the drawing. Brad Bergstrom, on
behalf of ISD 47, stated there will be 2 practice fields being built in partnership with the City to the East of
the Early Childhood Facility, but they were not part of the referendum. Steinemann asked what the space
under the bleachers will be used for. Ausing stated this will be storage for track and field or other activity
equipment that doesn’t need to be stored indoors.

Dana Randt asked about seating capacity for the football stadium. Bergstrom clarified that this is an
outdoor activity complex, not a football stadium, as it will be used for many activities and participants.
Bergstrom stated there will be seating for 4,000 on the East Field and 1,200 on the West Field.

Tony Steinemann asked about concessions for the ECFE community gyms, if they were to host a
tournament. Bergstrom stated that there would be concessions available in the high school for
tournaments, and it is not part of the plan to add a separate concession area at the Early Childhood

Facility.

Dana Randt asked about bleachers in the Early Childhood Facility, Community gyms. Bergstrom stated
there may be some small bleachers brought in, but nothing permanently installed.

Tony Steinemann asked if the community gyms will be available during the school day for public use.
Bergstrom stated the community gyms will be available, and community education staff will be present at
the building. Bergstrom stated that there will be a check-in process for community members, and the
young children will always be accompanied by an adult outside the classroom pods. There is a hope that
community members will see our young children present and build relationships within the community.

Tom Cruikshank asked about traffic concerns on Mayhew Lake Road and the road structure regarding the
major school intersections. Schultz stated there is a transportation plan being developed. The approvals
tonight will need to have conditions with traffic being addressed based on the results of the transportation
plan. Schultz added there are ongoing conversations with the county to address the entrances to the
school and the county is currently attempting to secure funding from the Federal Government. Cruikshank
mentioned with the current Highway 10 study that he is involved with, there may be additional changes in
traffic with the Sporting Complex and Early Childhood Facilities being built. Bergstrom explained that he
joined several County Commissioners and City Staff to testify just last week with the State Bonding
Committee to share the developing plans out at the high school and help establish funding. The request is
to segment the updates to Mayhew Lake Road, starting by adding roundabouts at both school entrances,
but there is no timeframe for the funding. Bergstrom is hopeful of having funding sooner than later since
we have included the early childhood complex, which seems to be grabbing more attention. Bergstrom
agreed that these projects will generate more traffic, but that the timing of high school hours will not be
the same as early childhood to help alleviate congestion. Cruikshank stated the transportation plan needs
attention from State and Federal levels and moving forward he would like collaboration to be working

towards the same goal.

Tony Steinemann asked about the timeline for the projects to begin and the plan for Hillside. Bergstrom
stated shovels plan to be in the ground come Spring 2026, with both facilities planning to be open in
August 2027. Both the Early Childhood Facility and Outdoor Sports Complex will be constructed at the
same time. Bergstrom added there is also funding for a safe removal of Hillside already budgeted, or if
there is a need for the building from the community this will be worked through as needed with the City.

Motion: Tony Steinmann made motion to resume parliamentary procedure. Tom Cruikshank seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously.



Todd Schultz explained the Early Childhood Center will be 87,854 square feet with 224 parking stalls
provided. This area is zoned “school”, which makes it unique by not requiring setback requirements or
parking requirements, but it needs to be presented as reasonable. Schultz reviewed that since the traffic
study is still being developed, it should be added as a condition to give the City the right to address any
future traffic issues. Schultz would also like all comments provided by City Staff and engineering, listed in
the packet, to be included as conditions as these are living documents and continuing to change.

Samantha Dwyer asked why there should be a condition regarding a traffic plan, when the school has no
authority on the road. Schultz explained that a traffic plan incorporates more than just the road itself and
includes circulation of traffic on the site. Dwyer asked if the city plans to partner with the school district to
facilitate the study. Schultz stated from the City’s perspective, the school is at least a 50/50 partner on
the access road and that is the perspective that would be used when the traffic study is complete, which
would initiate additional conversation between the city council and school district.

Tom Cruikshank asked about additional bike and pedestrian traffic needs and if there was a plan for this.
Schultz stated that he cannot answer that due to not knowing everything included in the traffic study.
Cruikshank has concerns with non-motorized traffic and looking at these needs moving forward.

Tony Steinemann asked what the plan for traffic concerns would be if funding is not an option. Schultz
stated there is no plan since the funding is needed to proceed. The current County Road 29 roundabout
being built next year, and then the County Road 29 extensions happening directly after will use many
state and federal dollars. Steinemann stated the city needs to change the speed limits on Mayhew Lake
Road. Schultz explained this is a county road, but the county and school district are aware of the concerns

and continue to monitor.

Samantha Dwyer asked about the traffic study and how this will affect the projects. Schultz stated this is a
policy question and since the traffic study is still in progress, the impact cannot be determined at this
time. Schultz stated that commonly a traffic study would be complete prior to projects beginning, but
based on the school district timing this moved forward prior to the traffic study.

Motion: Tom Cruikshank made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed plans for early.
childhood center with the following conditions: All comments by engineering and City Staff shall be
incorporated as conditions of approval (comments included in packet) including the traffic study. Jay Olson
second the motion. Samantha Dwyer abstained from the vote due to conflict of interest. Motion carries.

c. Independent School District #47 Plan Approval Outdoor Activity Complex

Todd Schultz reviewed the staff report relating to the additional parking area proposed, which does not
meet City Code without a hard surface. A variance would need to be applied for if this lot is intended to be
permanent. If the lot is only intended to be temporary, for a construction staging site, there would not
need to be a variance.

Tony Steinemann asked about the gravel parking lot currently located at the school, off Water Town
Access Road. Schultz stated he is unaware of this parking lot, but loose material would not meet the city
code.

Joe Kampa asked if it is a requirement to remove the laydown lot after the project. Schultz stated yes, it
would need to be removed if it was only intended for a laydown area. Kampa asked if this would need to
be a condition for approval. Schultz stated that clarification could be added since the lot is labeled as
additional parking in the site plan, which would require a hard surface, but if the intent is only as a
laydown yard it could be a soft surface.

Steinemann asked if there are concerns with wet land in the laydown area. Schultz stated this area has
been delineated.

Samantha Dwyer asked if there needed to be a condition for the parking lot since the use is to be
determined. Schultz stated he thinks it should be a condition to ensure that if it becomes a parking lot it is

to be made with a hard surface.



Motion: Tom Cruikshank made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed plans for the Outdoor
Activity Complex with the following conditions: The overflow parking area be hard surfaced and all
comments by engineering and City Staff shall be incorporated as conditions of approval (comments
included in packet). Tony Steinemann second the motion. Motion carried, with Samantha Dwyer
abstention from the vote due to conflict of interest.

d. Independent School District #47 Plan Approval Garage Site Plan

Todd Schultz reviewed that comments were sent to the consultants about landscaping to be added to the
site plan.

Motion: Tom Cruikshank recommended approval of the proposed plans for the school garage with the
following condition about landscaping discussions. Jay Olson second the motion. Motion carried, with
Samantha Dwyer abstention from the vote due to conflict of interest.

7. Discussion/Other: None

Adjournment: Samantha Dwyer made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Dana Randt seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:12 p.m. by Joe Kampa.

Respectfully submitted,
Ashley Black, Office Coordinator



B REQUEST FOR ACTION |
| Originating Department: Approved for Agenda | Meeting Date: Agenda Item #:
Community Development by: Todd Schultz November 3, 2025

Agenda Section:
Public

Item: David and Tammy Peck Variance Request

Parcel Identification Number: 19.00781.01

Acreage: 17,400 square feet

Application Submitted on 10/08/25 and Deemed Complete on 10/08/25
60-Day Deadline Expires on 12/06/25

Previous Action: none

Zoning Classification; R-1, Single-Family District

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation: Low density residential
Applicant/Owner: David and Tammy Peck

Application Description: Variance Request

Recommendation; Approval of Variances with conditions

The Pecks contacted me several weeks ago about adding on to their home at 508 2" Street S.
This is a unique property where there are a number of issues to work through. First and foremost,
the home is pushed to the front of the lot because of an extremely steep slope in the back yard. In
addition, the lot itself is uniquely shaped. It is nearly a triangle with wide end of the triangle
against the road and its gets narrow as it goes to the back. Because of the slope, much of the lot
is unbuildable. So because of those two issues, the home was built in the front yard setback. The
setback is 25 feet and the home is 13.9 feet from the front so almost twice as close as allowed by
code. This makes the home a legal non-conformity and as such it cannot be added on to without
a variance. Typically, zoning ordinances don't allow things that are non conforming to be made
larger because in theory, by making them larger they would last longer when the point of the
code is that they would eventually get torn down and replaced with something that does meet
code. This is the definition from our code:

"Legal non-conformity” or "non-conforming use" means any land use, structure, physical
form of land development, lot of record or sign legally established before the effective
date of this ordinance or subsequent amendment to it that would not be permitted by,
oris not in full compliance with, the regulations of this ordinance. A non-conformity or
non-conforming use is one of two types: non-conforming land use or non-conforming
development (Mr. Wintheiser's case would be a non-conforming development).

Work that constitutes an expansion of any non-conforming use or development may
not be done without first obtaining a variance. Expansion of a non-conforming land
use or development may be approved only by the city council after receiving the
recommendation of the planning commission

The applicant would like to construct a 12x34 square foot addition onto the home. I will call this
a breezeway but it is a large breezeway that runs almost the length of the home. This addition
would be 18.2 feet from the front so still in the setback but set further back then the home. The
second item they are requesting is a large garage. 34x38 which is 1292 square feet. Detached
garages can only be 900 square feet but if they are attached there is no limit to their size.
However, it is also in the front yard setback. It is 16.2 square feet rather than the required 25 feet.

F:\Everyone\Planning\RFAs\2025\Peck Variance.doc Page 1 of 2



REQUEST FOR ACTION

The City over the past decade has adopted a very healthy stance on variances in that we typically
don't approve them. However 1 think that this is a good example of a variance that can be
supported due to the uniqueness of the lot. Both the slope and the shape of the lot is the reason
that the home is in the front yard setback. Those issues where not created by the applicant but by
nature. So the real question is whether or not what the applicants are requesting is reasonable.
Could they make improvements to the property without needing a variance or with a lesser
variance and that is a very difficult question to address. The garage they are proposing is large. If
the garage was reduced in depth from 38 feet to about 30 feet the garage would nearly meet the
setback and still be 1,020 square feet. Also, if the breezeway was reduced in depth by 6.8 feet it
would also meet the setback.

You must also consider what homes generally look like in the neighborhood. Will their request
fit the neighborhood or be an outlier.

To recap, because this home is a legal non-conformity it must be granted a variance for any
addition to happen even if the addition is meeting the setbacks. I believe our standard for
granting a variance is met and it is reasonable to grant the variance to allow an addition and the
garage.

Secondly, what they are requesting also requires a variance from the front yard setback. The
PC/City must determine if they believe that the request to place things in the front yard setback is
reasonable or if the additions should meet the front yard setback requirement. This question is
the difficult one.

Action Requested: Formulate a recommendation on how large of an addition is reasonable at this
address.

F:\Everyone\Planning\RFAs\2025\Peck Variance.doc Page 2 of 2



DA'V:\’(,\ and Tan Peck
Property Owner (if different from above):

Applicant Name:

Cell Phone: 320~ 237~ 2 P&/
Email Address: Tama oy, Pgdk’_@_, VoL, g0V
wd LJ

Application Contact Name: Tamawu Qe A
Business Phone: - -

Mailing address: 50§ M s} S

Fity: FauwlM. Raptds

State:  pward | ZIP Code: 56379

Property address! g,c nrd 545 Sauk Rapnd T SE3T4

Complete Legal Description: § T ; Adan Lo = 0o Bledean
mplete Legal Description: §e 4~ 23 Tus p=0 3k Banes-03 [ Wwood Busbell  &ilmmss protiors i ot Bl Pl

Zoning Classification: Acres or Square Feet:

l?rcel 1D: p‘

997£1.01

of the Sauk Rapids Ordinance Code.

1 am requesting a variance from Section Subdivision
e on or with the property that does not conform to the zoning ordinance requirement or standard you

State exactly what is intended to be don

have identified above:
Currtrdr Nowst was buwilbin 1320 ol does ek nechk @GP s Ahback .
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LWL woauld Wi 0 odd &'R‘i‘o\:a-rw +0 twrret hows
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Simte

List measurements as Indicated on your attached drawing:

ht to apply for relief from the strict enforcement of the City of Sauk
"HARDSHIP", in connection with variances this means:

Minnesota State Statute, Seétion 394.27, provides a property owner the rig
Rapids Ordinance Code. The criterion for the granting of variances is based on
S The property in question cannot be putto a reasonable use if used under the conditions allowed by ordinance.
Explain how this applies to your request: _ Jdo A
L
Do = Shtto tnclind ta B ade puwrd + pveporky Vae puaiing hawst be ‘
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= The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner and the variance.
Explain how this applies to your request:
lon [ afrar ok

Vourttond, Was Cueaked odlriichan, Dut to \ocadson of
Mot We  Ltonwoat Qus oM drad cund %mﬂhmél&. eca whe 0f Steep tncline

S If granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
Explain how this applies to your request: 1 R eos il
The addid s ot ¥ Govrest Wil A % e '
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"Economic considerations” alone, do not constitute a hardship. ) __‘

ot Hea ‘\.DU\,SL'

Mailing Address: City of Sauk Rapids; 250Summit Ave N; Sauk Rapids, MN 56379 + Phone: 320.258.5300 10/30/2025



A drawing, to scale, indicating the following:
[ Site plan prepared by a qualified and licensed civil engineer drawn to scale showing the parcet and building dimensions, area and setbacks.
O Location of all existing and proposed buildings and their square footage.

O Curb cuts, driveways, access roads, parking spaces, off-street loading areas, sidewalks, vehicular circulation, and snow storage locations.
‘O Landscaping and screening plans. ~
[0 Waste fadilities including enclosure and screening.
O Drainage and grading plan; indicate sail types.
.0 Sanltary sewer and water plan with estimated use per day.
0 Any additional written or graphic information reasonably reguired by the Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, or Joint Planning Board.

*All of the above should be addressed somewhere on the site plan or noted in an attached narrative.
- If an item is inapplicable to the application, that should be clearly statement.

Sauk Rapids Ordinance Section 14.04 requires an Erosion Control Permit for any of the following activitles:
[ Land disturbance activity in excess of 5,000 square feet
0 Land disturbing activity that disturbs more than 200 lineal feet of road ditch, grass waterway, or other channel; including the placement,
repair, or removal of any underground pipe, utility, or other facility within the cross section of the channel
O Any new public or private road or access drives longer than 125 feet ) )
O Development that occurs in conjunction with a subdivision plat or any buliding permit for a new home or multi-family complex.
O Temporary stockpiling of fifty (50) or more cubic yards of excess soil on any lot or other vacant area shall not be allowed without Iissuance of
an Erosion Control Permit (and any other permit required by city ordinance) for the earth moving activity in guestion.
Land disturbing activity that disturbs less than 5,000 square feet of jand that has any of the following characteristics:
0O Within 25 feet of a waterway
0O Highly erodible soils -

0O Any land disturbing activity that the City determines to have a high risk

IATURES 7

Applicant: e,y 4 Moo fe Date: (0{30!auvag

Property Owner (if different from above): Date:

1 attest that this application and attached information is accurate and correctly states my intentions. Initials: —p Jpe

I understand myself or my representative must be present at the public meetings concerning this application. Initials: T¢) QP

I take the responsitility for compliance with all conditions imposed upon permit approval. Initials: TelDP

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

2009 Fee: $400 Receipt No.: [ Date Received:

Mailing Address: Clty of Sauk Rapids; 250Summit Ave N; Sauk Rapids, MN 55379 + Phone; 320.258.5300 10/30/2025



\
A
... NE CORNER OF LOT 7, BLOCK
{20 OF RENO'S ADDITION \ \ \ AN \\ N \
TO SAUK RAPIDS VoD \ WY R 3\

N\
) \ EAST LINE OF LOT 7, BLOCK 20
\‘ e l OF RENQ'S ADDITION TO
%,

SAUK RAPIDS

10 FT. SETBACK




s \
' \ \ \ A\

NE CORNER OF LOY 7, BLOCK \
\
(- \X

\ 20 OF RENO'S ADDITION AN ¢
\ TO 5AUK RAPIDS Voo NORTH (D)

N 00°38'18" W 18551

\
\ EASTLINE OF LOT 7, BLOCK 20
EAST LINE OF LOT 8, BLOCK20

NW'LY LINE OF LOT 7,

BLOCK 20 OF RENO'S \% 3 ] OF RENQ'S ADDITION TO
ADDLTION TO SAUK RAPIDS 2 } SAUKRAPIDS _ ____ . J 3
Ry = | TOFT SETRACK OF RENO'S ADDITIONTO - | 4 £
8 ~. SAUKRAPIDS NN
SITE BENCHMARK P AN S .
NALL IN POWER POLE / A\ ‘{‘
SE'LY LINE OF THE NI/3 OF

ELEV.=1105.04
LOT B, BLOCK 20 OF RENO'S
ADDITION TO SAUK RAPIDS

LA T
PROPOSERADDITION
;i

—~

//

~ -
™ oo
P

NW'LY LINE OF LOT 6,
BLOCK 7 OF WOOD, RUSSELL
AND GILMAN'S ADDITION

NW CORNER OF LOT &,
BLOCK 7 OF WOOD, RUSSELL
A\ AND GILMAN'S ADDITION

a LEGAL DESCRIPTION

(Per Doc. No. 219720}

That part of Lots Four (4), Five (5) and Six (6), Block Seven (7) WOOD, RUSSELL AND
GILMAN'S ADDITION TO THE. TOWN OF SAUK RAPIDS, and 1 ots Seven (7) and Fight (8).
Block Twenty (20). RENO'S ADDITION TO SAUK RAPIDS, both plats of record, City of Sauk
Rapids, Benton County, Minnesota, described as follows:

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Lot 6; thence North 61 degrees 16 minutes 12 seconds
East, assumed bearing, on the northwesterly line of said Lot 6 a distance of 63.00 feet to the point of
beginning of the land 10 be described; thence South 28 degrees 57 minutes 14 seconds East 198.52
feet to the southeasterly line of the North One-third of said Lot 8; thence North 61 degrees 54 minutes
01 seconds East on said southeasterly line 34.49 feet to the cast line of said Lot 8; thence North on
said east line and the east linc of said Lot 7 a distance of 185.51 feet to a point 41.31 feet south of the
northeast comer of said Lot 7; thence North 28 degrees 57 minutes 14 seconds West 36.23 feet to the
pont on the northwesterly line of said Lot 7 distance 20.00 feet southwesterly of the northeasterly
corner of said Lot 7; thence South 61 degrees 16 minutes 12 scconds West on the northwesterly line
of said Lot 7 and said Lot 6 a distance of 124.29 feet to the point of begining.

BUILDING SETBACKS: — — — — —
Froni - 25 feet
Side* - 10 feet (house) 5 feet (garage)
Rear - 1/4 of lot depth
*10 foot setback is graphically shown

Existing Impervious Surface Calculations
-House = 973 sq.ft. +/-

-Garage = 393 sq.ft. +/-

-Concrete = 73 sq.ft. +/-

-Pavers = 635 sq.ft. +/-

-Deck = 105 sq.ft. -

~Gravel = 303 sq.ft. +/-

-Total Tmpervious = 2,482 sq.fi. +/-
-Total Lot Area= 17,411 sq.ft. +/-
-Impervious Surface Percentage = 14.3%

Proposed Impervious Surface Calculations
-House =973 sq.ft. +/-

-Proposed Addition = 1,700 sq.fi. +/-
-Proposed Driveway = 558 sq.ft. +/~
-Pavers = 582 sq.fl. +/-

-Deck = 105 sq.ft. +/-

-Total Impervious = 3,918 sq.ft. +~
-Total Lot Area= 17,411 sq.ft. +/-
~Impervious Surface Percentage = 22.5%
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CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY PREPARED FOR:

DAVID & TAMMY PECK

SCALE IN FEET
Legend
INDICATES IRON MOMUMENT PLACED
INDICATES IRON MONUMENT FOUND

— —oHp ——  INDICATES OVERHEAD POWER

INDICATES FENCE LINE
INDICATES POWER POLE

INDICATES BITUMINOUS SURFACE

2025-421
FILE NAME: 2025-421A.DW6

INDICATES CONCRETE SURFACE

INDICATES GRAVEL SURFACE

JOB NO

INDICATES PAVER SURFACE

(

UPDATED 10-03-2025 (ADDED PROPOSED CONDITIONS)

NOTE: THIS SURVEY IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE PARTY TO WHOM
E * IT WAS PREPARED FOR AND SHOULD NOT BE RELTED UPON BY ANY OTHER PARTY
OR FOR ANY OTHER PURPOSE. UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OF THIS

1004 2nd ST. SE 340 CHAPEL HILL RD. 1250 HWY 15 SQUTH
WILLMAR, MN 56201 COLD SPRING, MN 56320 HUTCHINSON, MN 55350

O'MALLEY & KRON

o

SURVEYOR UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA.

DOCUMENT 15 PROHIBLTED. PH. 320-235-4012 PH. 320-685-5905 PH. 320-234-1223 ,{b‘,’l/ﬂ_ T SVTRS

LAND SURVEYORS, IN

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY PREPARED BY: 1HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS SURVEY, PLAN OR REPORT WAS PREPARED BY ME
OR UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION AND THAT | AM A DULY REGISTERED LAND
C I
. MINNESOTA REGISTRATION NO. 57949

SHEET10F 1
DATE: 07-30-2025

\\

)N

1 23-36-31

LOCATION

-




