


CITY OF NEVIS PLANNING COMMISSION AND PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES	        		                            August 28, 2019

1.	The meeting was called to order at 5:31 p.m.  
2.  	Pledge of Allegiance
3.  	Roll Call: 
     	Present:
		Commissioners – Gary Nicklason, Will Wicks, and Brian Skinness were present.  Bruce Babler joined the 			group prior to the public hearing. 
		Council Liaison --Teresa Leshovsky 
		Staff—Zoning Administrator Dawn Buzay
4.  	Agenda:  Staff indicated that 9B had been rescheduled to the September meeting. Darrin Hoverson, area 	hydrologist with the DNR, will be present to answer questions. Motion to approve agenda as amended.  	Motion-Nicklason, Second-Skinness, Approved (3-0).
5.	Minutes:  Motion to approve the minutes from the July 31, 2019 regular meeting as presented.  Motion-	Skinness, Second-Nicklason, Approved (3-0).
6.  	Public Hearing.  The public hearing was opened at 5:34 p.m. 
	A.  VA2019-02 (Krahn)
		1.  	Planning Report.  Staff presented report (attached).  Vice-chair Skinness, Gary Nicklason, and 				staff had reviewed marked site prior to the meeting. The DNR hydrologist has no formal 					comments or concerns.  There are also no wetland concerns.  Her recommendation is that, 				pending evaluation of variance criteria and affirmative findings of fact in regard to statutory 				requirements, this variance should be approved.  
		2.	Applicants.  Philip and Lynn Krahn were present to answer any questions.  Due to the unique
			circumstances surrounding this piece of property, they indicated they were confined on all sides 				with no other place on which to build that would accommodate the setbacks.
		3.  	Public comments.  There were no public comments.
[bookmark: _GoBack]7.	The public hearing closed and the regular meeting reconvened at 5:49 p.m.
8.	New Business:
	A.  	Discussion and recommendation on VA2019-02.   Based on information and testimony received, 				planning commission members 	determined that the request for this variance was:
		1.  	Reasonable.  This property is zoned R-1 (residential).  The use of the property is reasonable and 				permitted for this zoning.  This addition will improve the property.  The plan described makes 				sense and is workable. 
		2.  	The circumstances surrounding the need for the variance were not created by the current land 
			owner.  There have been issues with this piece of property since it was platted.  
		3.  	The proposed variance will not alter the essential character of the locality (other than 
			improving it).  
		4.  	The location of this property with its unique contour, shoreland restrictions, proximity to the
			Lakeview Cemetery, and the history of the parcel create a hardship for the property owners that
			this variance may absolve.
		5.	Outside of the variances requested, it is the property owner’s signed intention to honor the 				other city ordinances and the request is in compliance with the comprehensive land use plan.
		Motion to recommend approval of this variance application (VA2019-02) to the City Council.  Motion-			Skinness, Second-Nicklason, Approved (4-0).
	B.  	Combination Living/Business Quarters – Change of Use. 
		The commission received a copy of the “Use and Occupancy Classification” page from the International 			Building Code that staff had received from our building inspector.  Buildings are classified with respect 			to use and occupancy.  Rooms or spaces intended to be occupied at different times for different 				purposes need to comply with all of the requirements applicable to each of the purposes for which it is 			being occupied.  In some of the city’s old forms, she had found a “Land Use Permit” which might be one 			way to indicate a change of use was being considered, especially in light of combination living/business
		situations so compliance might be evaluated.  No action was taken.

		With combination living and business situations being somewhat newly recognized in the zoning, staff 			questioned if there were other clarifications the commissioners wanted to consider.  Some communities 
		are struggling with situations where these “combined use” properties are losing their business identity. 			How much delineation should there be between the business and the residence?  Recently there have 			been many complaints about the amount of personal property accumulating around a local business 			that is also being used as a residence.  The current use of the property was changing the character of the 		community around it.  While they wanted to support the business owners and appreciated their 				business’ contribution to the community, there was concern that the combination language in the 			zoning ordinance was being used to “back door change” the actual use away from the property’s original 		commercial zoning.  While people did not want to be overregulated, commissioners believed the 			community also needed them to an entity that was accountable and responsible for maintaining 			compliance.  The property did not appear to be used as a business and was causing a difficult situation 			due to its appearance.    County records indicate a different ownership of the building than its current 			residents.  Staff was asked to find out who actually owns the property.  She was also directed to check 			with the building inspector to see how he would categorize the use of the property.   Recommendations 			were discussed which would enhance the commercial aspect of the property:
			1.	Signage which clearly identified it as a business/business office.
			2.  	Removal of the personal vehicles/equipment in the front (business portion) of the 					building.
			3.	General clean up around the property.
			4.  	Pronounced division between business and residence.       
	C.  	Website changes.  Staff reported that the city website was in the process of being updated. The update 			should make it easier to access information about planning and zoning requirements and forms.
	D.  	Planning & Zoning by appointment only.  Staff reported that planning and zoning services would now be 			available by appointment only to avoid disruption of her primary duties as deputy clerk.  This is similar 			to how planning and zoning was handled when the city contracted for these services.
9.	Old Business:
	A.  	Update of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  Nothing was done on the update at this meeting.
	B.  	MN Model Shoreland Ordinance – rescheduled to the September meeting.
	C.  	Citywide clean up days:  September 6, 7, 8
		1.  	Help wanted!  Staff reported that the council had set these three days and three roll offs for city 				clean up.  Help is needed to help “man” the roll offs and assist the public.  Signage will be 				provided to help make sure items get into the right dumpster (which will avoid additional 				sorting fees charged).  While the commission appreciated the council’s establishment of these 				days, no one was available to help. 
10.	Adjournment:  Motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:55 p.m.  Motion-Babler, Second-Nicklason, Approved
	(4-0).
	
Respectfully Submitted,
Dawn Buzay, Planning & Zoning
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