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

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 Planning
Commission must suspend parliamentary procedure to allow any audience member to speak. Those present are asked to turn 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. Approval of the December 2, 2024 Minutes

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

6. New Business

A. Approve 2025 Committee Assignments
1. Chair
2. Vice Chair
3. Joint Planning Board and alternate
4. Council Laison

B. Nicholas Bischoff Variance Request

7. Discussion/Other
Council Agendas

8. Adjournment

*Reminder; Per Diem vouchers are due by March 30th, 2025




6.

SAUK RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
Monday December 2", 2024
MINUTES

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

Roll Call: Dan Orth, Samantha Dwyer, Tony Steinemann, Jay Olson, Dana Randt Tom Cruikshank,

Joe Kampa

Members absent: None
Also present: Todd Schultz, Community Development Director & Ashley Black, Office Coordinator

Additions or Changes to the Agenda: None

Approval of the November 6th, 2024, Minutes: Dan Orth made a motion to approve the
November 6th, 2024, minutes. Samantha Dwyer seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Visitors/Audience Section: None

New Business:
A. City of Sauk Rapids; Rental Density Ordinance

a. Todd Schultz led the discussion by explaining the background to developing an ordinance
that would regulate the number of rentals in the City. This ordinance discussion was
tabled until now, as there had been challenges other cities were facing pertaining to this
issue leading to court cases. Ultimately the courts found in favor of the cities being
challenged. Schultz explained this matter has been brought up by a City Council member,
and after talking with the City’s legal department, they felt comfortable moving forward
with this ordinance, provided it stayed close to the ordinances that have been supported
by the court in the other 5 MN cities with a rental density ordinance.

Schultz stated the ordinance being presented is crafted close to the Winona ordinance,
with a notable exception of the rental density percentage being used. Winona is using a
30% formula, but after working with the land use working group, it has been decided to
use 15% as the rental percentage for a given block. Schultz illustrated that currently
there are several blocks that are at 15% but not any that are over, which makes this a
good starting point for the ordinance. Most of the blocks would have the ability to add
another rental home or more depending on the current amount. A block is defined by
geographical features according to the ordinance. Schultz explained there would be an
appeal process for anyone with a unique situation, that they would like to explain to the
City why they are requesting an exemption. As an example, the realtor’s association
brought up someone being deployed and the home could be temporarily used as a rental

property.

Schultz explained that another difference to some other City ordinances, was that the
rental license would transfer with the property when there was a sale of the home, even
if the current block was over the 15% density. This would allow these homes to be
grandfathered in. Schultz also added this ordinance would exempt Planned Unit
Developments, since this is a unique way to allow projects and a separate approval
process. The reason this was decided, as an example, the city did not want to deter
development from occurring. When a subdivision stalls, a developer can buy larger pieces
of property, with the purpose of building rentals. Schultz does not want this ordinance to
steer people away from coming to the City, but he believes there are neighborhoods that
were designed to hold rentais, and there are neighborhoods that were never intended to

home multiple rental properties.

Schultz explained to the board, there is an amended copy of the ordinance from what
was in the packet, due to a couple clerical errors.



Dan Orth had a question about the license transferring with the property. Schultz
explained this would allow the vested right of the home being a rental to be passed along
to the new buyer. Orth’s concern is that the property would continue to deteriorate if the
property would continue to be a rental without a new rental license process.

Samantha Dwyer stated she has concerns with the blocks over the 15%, would stay over
the allowed threshold by allowing the transfer. Tony Steinemann asked if there was any
control the City could have on the transfer, like having an inspection by the City to allow
the rental property to be transferred. Schultz stated the code currently reads that the
license needs to be updated within a given timeframe and once a year all rental
properties need to be inspected to be sure it meets code. The city also has a
maintenance code that could revoke the license if the code is not met.

Orth wanted to voice his opinion regarding the need to re-apply would help certain issues
with unmaintained properties and rental density concerns. Dwyer would like to know how
we can move this forward without having a clear view of all rental properties, since the
board is aware of homes that are currently being rented out, but do not hold a renal
license with the City. Schultz explained that the building official believes there is a small
percentile of rentals not licensed, but this map is very close to accurate.

Schultz explained that since the moratorium was placed there have been some applicants
who had already started renting or were planning to renovate to rent without knowing
the moratorium was being put into place. Steineman asked that since the moratorium,
how many applications were turned away and waiting for approval. He wanted to know if
this would skew the illustration of current percentages per block, with the possibility of an
application not being approved because the block would be over 15 percent. Schultz
stated that there are only about 5 properties that had not applied prior to the
moratorium. Steinemann expressed his sympathy for the chance of displacing a family
due to the timing of the moratorium. Schultz stated that since they did not apply for a
license prior to the moratorium and had decided to rent the space without a license, it is
not the City’s concern that they no longer meet the new ordinance and could not rent the
property. Schultz has more concern with someone who was investing money into a
property, with the intent to rent and now based on percentages, they can no longer
acquire a rental license. Orth clarified that since there is no current block that is over the
percentile, now would be the best time to adopt the ordinance and lift the moratorium, to
allow the applicants to apply with hope that they would still not exceed the new rental
density percentile. Schultz stated that most of the people who applied after the
moratorium should be able to get their license based on the current density.

Steinemann asked about a property in the Villages of Creekside, as there was a
townhome project that timed out on their current application. Schultz stated this
ordinance would not have a negative impact on that property, since it was a PUD, they
would receive separate approval. Steinemann asked how many other cities have the PUD
exemptions in their ordinance. Schultz stated there are only 5 other rental density
ordinances that he is aware of, and this is unique to our city at this time.

Dwyer wanted to know if all rentals are included in this ordinance- including short term
rentals. Schultz stated this is long term rentals only, the way it is written. Schultz added
that the building official has not been licensing VRBOs to date, which may need to be
further discussed. Dwyer wanted to know if short-term rentals should be included before
the board moves forward with a decision. Schultz stated that to this point VRBOs have
not been licensed, so they would not be included in the ordinance, until the process of
licensing these properties came into effect. Steinemann stated that as part of this action
the ordinance should be applied to both long- and short-term rentals. Schultz stated this
could be added to the motion if the board felt it was necessary.

Orth clarified if the board should add short term rentals. Steinemann would like the
board’s opinion. Orth stated he is comfortable moving forward with the long-term rentals
and to have a future discussion about short term rentals, since there needs to be more



discussion on how the short-term rentals are currently being licensed. Orth does want to
make a change to not allowing the transfer of rental license due to the sale of a home.
Dwyer asked for clarification if the transfer could occur if the block was under the 15%
threshold. Orth stated he would like this to apply to all sales; that no license would be
transferred. Orth explained he doesn’t want the rental license to only apply to a specific
property, in case a neighbor would like an opportunity to rent but was not normally able

to apply due to the density percentile.

Tom Cruikshank wanted to clarify if a rental property was sold, what would happen with
the license if they changed the language of the ordinance to not allow the transfer.
Schultz stated that if the block was over the rental density the home would no longer be
able to be a rental property, but if the block was under the allowed percentile, the new
owner could re-apply for a rental license with the city.

Dan Orth made a motion to suspend parliamentary procedure, for an audience member
to comment on the board’s discussion. Jay Olson second the motion. Motion carried.

Berni Halaas Real Estate Agent and Incoming MLS President: Berni Halaas stated she
owns rental property in Sauk Rapids and has concerns with removing the transfer of
property license with the sale of a home. Halaas inquired if there is a current home in a
high-density area, that it could no longer be advertised as a rental home. In addition to
that, how would a new owner get approved with a rental license prior to owning the
home, with the intent to rent after the purchase. Schultz clarified that if it is a high-
density block or not, there would be a yes or no answer. Schultz stated a call could be
made to his office prior to listing the property to be given this information. Schultz also
added that the current ordinance reads that the new applicant needs to reapply within 30
days to update the rental license, so by adding this ordinance it would only cause an
issue if the block was already over the density threshold. Halaas asked if calls can be
made at any time to Todd Schultz to help clarify the defined blocks that are within the
rental density threshold. Schultz stated that he would be the main point of contact for
this answer, but he also plans to develop a map that would help breakdown rental
density within the city, that would be available on the City Website.

Dan Orth made a motion to resume parliamentary procedure. Samantha Dwyer second
the motion. Motion carried.

Motion: Dan Orth made a motion to approve ordinance as written, with removing the transfer of rental
license and requiring the new owner to re-apply. Jay Olson seconded the motion. Motion carried

unanimously.

7. Discussion/Other: Dan Orth had a question regarding the new Scooters entrance, wondering why
there was not a second entrance or exit. He was under the impression that the board had
requested an additional driveway to relieve traffic. Schutz stated he would need to look back at the
motion, but he clarified that when the second lot is sold, they will be required to add another

entrance.

Tony Steinemann wanted to know about a home in City limits that was in rough shape. Schultz
stated that there is a demo permit pulled, and the house will be demolished in the coming days.
Steinemann added that the new properties on Benton Drive look very nice.

8. Adjournment: Samantha Dwyer made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Dan Orth seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 6:46 p.m. by Tony

Steinemann.
Respectfully submitted,
Ashley Black, Office Coordinator



SAUK RAPIDS CITY COUNCIL REQUEST FOR ACTION

—Originating Department: | Approved for Agenda by: | Meeting Date: Agenda
Community Development Todd Schultz January 2, 2025 Item #:
Agenda Section: Item: Bischoff Variance Request to allow a 3,600 square foot

Public Hearing garage and to construct it with materials not on the principal
structure

This is a request to build a 3,600 square foot garage. Sauk Rapids only allows
garages/sheds to be up to 900 square feet when detached so this is a very significant
request.

Sauk Rapids Ordinance limits detached garages to 900 square feet for two reasons. First,
large out buildings in residential neighborhoods look out of place and stick out.
Typically, even a 900 square foot garage would be significantly larger than a standard
two stall which would be about 24x20 or 480 square feet.

Second, our code requires garages to match the house in terms of building materials. If
the house is sided, the garage must be as well. If the house is shingled, the garage must be
as well. This makes large garages very expensive to build.

I have taken many inquiries from residents over the years interested in building larger
garages and or to build them with steel siding and roofs. In my 23 years, the City has
never approved a variance for this type of request.

This request is unique though. The subject property is very large. The lot is 92,415 square
feet. A standard lot is 9,000 square feet. Almost 10x a typical lot. I’'m not sure we have
another lot in town that would compare with it.

Also, the applicant already has several outbuildings that would be going away. Three of
them in fact. So, after construction, this new building would be adding 316 square feet
beyond what they currently have.

As we have discussed before, variances are kind of a big deal. It is a high bar that
someone needs to clear in order to be granted a variance. Below are those standards
which are in our code and largely follow State Statute.

Subdivision 3. Variances.
No variance in the provisions or requirements of this Ordinance will
be authorized by the Board of Adjustment unless it finds evidence
that the following facts and conditions exist:

1. Unique Circumstances. That there are exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to
the property in question as to the intended use of the
property that do not apply generally to other
properties in the same zoning district. The unique

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



SAUK RAPIDS CITY COUNCIL REQUEST FOR ACTION

circumstances did not result from the acts of the
property owner.

2. Necessary to Preserve reasonable use of the property.
The property cannot be put to a reasonable use
without the variance. That such variance is necessary
for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial
property right similar to that possessed by other
properties in the same district and in the same vicinity.

3. Not merely economic. The possibility of increased
financial return or economic consideration will not in
itself be deemed sufficient to warrant a variance if a
reasonable use for the property exists under this
Ordinances terms. This means that cost or money
savings cannot be the only reason for the variance.

4, Maintains the Character of the Neighborhood. The
variance will not alter the areas essential character of
the neighborhood.

5. Meets the Spirit of this Ordinance and Comprehensive
Plan. The variance maintains the spirit and intent of
this Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan.

Action Requested:
Discussion and consideration of the variance request.

F:\Everyone\Planning\RF As\2025\Bischoff Variance.doc Page 2 of 2



VARIANCE -'RE'QUE-sr n-iammnou

APPLICANT INFORMATION |
Applicant Name: Nicholas Bischoff o - . i
Property Owner (if d;ffgt from above): .
Application Contact Name: Nick Bischoff Cell Phone:320-333-4510
_Business Phon_e:320-252-1658 o | Email Address: nbischoﬁ@designélect.com -
?ailing addre_‘ss:1749 15" st NE - ) . -
City: Sauk rapids '  State: MN | ZIP Code: 56379

SUBJECT PROPERTY INFORMATION
Property address:1749 15“‘ st NE Sauk Rapids MN 56379

Complete Legal Descrlptlon sect-19 twp-036 range-030 Mayhew lake preserve Iot—017 block-005

_ Parcel 1D:190404300 Zoning Classifi catlon res Acres or Square Feet: 2.03
EXPLANATION OF REQUEST
I am requesting a variance from Section Subdivision of the Sauk Rapids Ordinance Code.

State exactly what is intended to be done on or with the property that does not conform to the zoning ordinance requirement or standard you
have identified above:

Remove 2 existing out buildings and 1 lean to on the property Building #1 20’ x 40" pole building building #2 60'x 35’ barn lean too 12'X24’
build 1 new structure 50’ x70° with steel roof and lap siding adjacent to existing building #2 location

List measurements as indicated on your attached drawing:

DEMONSTRATE HARDSHIP

Mailing Address: City of Sauk Rapids; 250Summit Ave N; Sauk Rapids, MN 56379 + Phone: 320.258.5300 12/20/2024



uid _
iefﬁ‘ VARIANCE REOQUEST APPLICATION

Minnesot; étate Statute, Section 394.27, hrov_ides a property owner the right to apply for relief frdm the strict enforcement of the City of Sauk
Rapids Ordinance Code. The criterion for the granting of variances is based on "HARDSHIP", in connection with variances this means:

> The property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions allowed by ordinance.

Explain how this applies to your request:
The existing building #1 is set back on the lot with no hard surface access. In order to acess the structure for its intended use several mature

trees would have to be removed and grass areas would have to be changed to gravel.
Existing building #2 which currently has a footing 2’ below grade would have to be removed in its entirety and rebuilt due to its condition and not

meeting any current building code
| The lean too is in disrepair and is built with old telephone poles containing creosote

2 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:

Al 3 structures were part of an original farmstead and not designed to be accessed as the property sits currently. If there were ever to be a fire
in Building #1 access to it for the fire department would be extremely difficult and with its vicinity to the adjacent properties would threaten them.
As well as it being a pole building with vertical agricultural siding which is no longer allowed within the city

Building #2 was built with a shallow footing making it non-conforming to current building codes

The current lot is over 2 acres and wooded in most of it perimeter. When these structures were built the area was not a residential but

agricultural with different access to the property.

2  If granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.

Explain how this applies to your request:
Replacement of all 3 structures will improve the character of the locality and they are very old. #1 is old vertical siding, #2 is board and batton
and the lean too is old posts. building a new structure off to the side of the property behind trees would improve the appearance of the property

| and surrounding neighborhood greatly

"Economic Eonsideratio‘ns" alone, do not constitute a hardship.
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

A drawing, to scale, indicating tﬁe following:
O Site plan prepared by a qualified and licensed civil engineer drawn to scale showing the parcel and building dimensions, area and setbacks.

O Location of all existing and proposed buildings and their square footage.

I Curb cuts, driveways, access roads, parking spaces, off-street loading areas, sidewalks, vehicular circulation, and snow storage locations.

O Landscaping and screening plans.

O Waste facilities including enclosure and screening.

O Drainage and grading plan; indicate soil types.

0 Sanitary sewer and water plan with estimated use per day.

O Any additional written or graphic information reasonably required 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.

EROSION CONTROL PERMIT ALSO NEEDED?

[ Sauk Rapids Ordinance Section 14.04 requires an Erosion Control Permit for any of the following activities:
[ Land disturbance activity in excess of 5,000 square feet
O 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
01 Development that occurs in conjunction with a subdivision plat or any building 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 issuance of
an Erosion Control Permit (and any other permit required by city ordinance) for the earth moving activity in question.
Land disturbing activity that disturbs less than 5,000 square feet of land that has any of the following characteristics:
O within 25 feet of a waterway
O Highly erodible soils
O Any land disturbing activity that the City determines to have a high risk
SIGNATURES

ﬁ _ 7 7 Date:_vn..zp_zf

Mailing Address? Gty of Sauk Rapids; 250Summit Ave N; Sauk Rapids, MN 56379 + Phone: 320.258.5300 12/20/2024

i Applicant:



VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION

Property Owner (if different from above): Date:

I attest that this application and attached information is accurate and correctly states my intentions. Initials: V) ...,()

I understand myself or my representative must be present at the public meetings concerning this application. Initials: 5y S

I take the responsibility for compliance with all conditions imposed upon permit approval. Initials: ‘J wa )

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

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

Mailing Address: City of Sauk Rapids; 250Summit Ave N; Sauk Rapids, MN 56379 + Phone: 320.258.5300 12/20/2024
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