






 SENT VIA EMAIL to Jeremy.Schroeder@minneapolismn.gov 
 
October 27, 2019  
 
 
Members of Zoning and Planning Committee 
Minneapolis City Council 
c/o Councilmember Jeremy Schroeder, Chair 
350 S. Fifth Street, Room 307 
Minneapolis, MN 55515 
 
RE: Appeal of Planning Commission decision for 4736-40 Grand Ave. S. (PLAN 9672) 
 
Chairman Schroeder and members of the Zoning and Planning Committee, 
 
Thank you all for your service to the City of Minneapolis. As someone who has spent more than half of 
my career supporting affordable housing, transit-oriented development and increasing density in the 
City of Minneapolis, I applaud and appreciate your efforts.  
 
Councilmember Schroeder, I particularly want to thank you for your support to deny a parking variance 
at 4736-40 Grand at the Planning Commission meeting on October 7, 2019.  
 
The appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to grant a parking variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave. S. 
was filed on behalf of the 153 immediate neighbors who signed the attached petition (attachment 11) 
and the 251 people that signed the attached electronic petition (attachment 12). 
 
The appeal is necessary for three reasons: 

1) The Planning Commission failed to make the “Required Findings” as outlined in Minneapolis 
Municipal Code of Ordinances (MCO) §525.500. 

2) The Planning Commission failed to make their decision based on the evidence presented in this 
specific case, as required in MCO §525.500. 

3) The applicant failed to provide proper notice of the Public Hearing as required in MCO 
§525.150(a)(1)(d). 

In addition to these three legal reasons why the decision must be overturned, there are three other 
issues, outlined below, the Council must consider.  
 
Failure to make “Required Findings” 
MCO§525.500 outlines the “Required Findings” the City must make to issue a variance (attachment 1). 
The first required finding is the applicant must demonstrate that “Practical difficulties exist in complying 
with the ordinance because of circumstances unique to the property” and that “The unique 
circumstances…are not based on economic considerations alone.” The applicant has provided no 
evidence for the City to make these findings. Specifically:  
 

1) No practical difficulty. The applicant provided no evidence of a practical difficulty preventing 
development of the site. Speaking on behalf of the developer at the Planning Commission, 
architect Dean Dovolis said: “we can make it work without a parking variance” (see attachment 
2).  
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2) Economic considerations do not constitute a practical difficulty. On page 15 of the CPED staff 
report, the developer states on their application that the “practical difficulty” is: “The variance is 
needed in order to allow the development of 23 apartment units on the property.” (attachment 
3). The only reason the applicant is asking for a variance is to build more units such that they can 
make more money. Economic considerations alone do not constitute a practical difficulty.   
 

3) Does NOT meet transit incentive. The CPED staff states: “…the site does not qualify for the 
transit incentive reduction as described by the zoning code…” (staff report to the Planning 
Commission (10/07/19), page 3). There are three bus routes with midday service within a ¼ mile 
of the site. One only runs every hour and the other two run every 30 minutes. While these two 
buses do run about every 15 minutes, one goes north-south and the other goes east-west. 
Having two buses that run in different directions every 30 minutes is not the same as having a 
single bus with midday headways of 15 minutes or less. There are no other buses at midday. All 
other bus stops are more than ¼ mile away from this site (see attachment 4).  
 

4) Transit incentive is not graduated. The transit incentive reduction ordinance (MCO§541.200) 
allows a reduction in required parking of up to 100% when a site is within one-quarter mile of a 
singular bus line with midday headways of 15 minutes or less. It is not graduated. That is, it does 
not allow for a lesser reduction such as a 50% parking reduction (instead of 100%) if a site is 
one-half (instead of one-quarter) of mile away from a transit line or if there are headways of 30 
minutes (instead of 15 minutes or less). The City Council and Mayor are responsible for creating 
new ordinances, not CPED staff. 
 

5) Not meeting transit incentive is not a “practical difficulty.” Not qualifying for the transit 
incentive reduction means this site does not qualify for the parking reduction. It is not a 
“practical difficulty,” it just means the site doesn’t qualify for the transit incentive.   
 

6) Transit conditions not “unique to property.” According to MCO§525.500 a variance can only be 
issued if there are practical difficulties that are “unique to the property.” Even if not meeting the 
transit incentive were some kind of “practical difficulty,” the same conditions would be shared 
by all other properties in the neighborhood and would not be “unique to the property.”  

 
The third required finding in MCO 525.500 is that the applicant must provide evidence to the City that 
“The proposed variance will not alter the essential character of the locality or be injurious to the use or 
enjoyment of other property in the vicinity. If granted, the proposed variance will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, or welfare of the general public or of those utilizing the property or nearby 
properties.” The applicant provided no evidence for the City to make these findings. They simply 
asserted that the project will not alter the existing character, be injurious or detrimental to the public 
(see attachment 5). Saying something doesn’t make it true. There is ample evidence that this site will 
indeed change the essential character, be injurious and detrimental, including:  

 
1) Will change “essential character”: No building on the block has more than six units and no 

structure is more than 2.5 stories. The City has recognized the essential character of this block 
as low-density housing with buildings of 1 – 2.5 stories by designating it “Interior 2” in the 2040 
Plan (adopted on October 25, 2019). The only buildings close to this size and scale are nearly 
one mile away at 53rd and Lyndale and 53rd and Nicollet, located on major commercial corridors 
and adjacent to such uses as a liquor store, grocery store, gas station, and a fire station.  
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2) Will be “injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property”: The proposed development 
proposes using the existing driveway that is shared with neighbors to the south at 4744 Grand. 
Asking them to share a driveway with a 23-unit apartment instead of a single-family home will 
be injurious. The noise and congestion caused by service vehicles removing trash and recycling 
down the driveway will be injurious to the use of other properties.  
 
No shadow study is provided to substantiate staff’s assertion on page 6 that “This building 
should have minimal shadowing effects on public spaces and adjacent properties” (despite being 
listed as an attachment on page 11 of the Staff Report).  The proposed development would have 
a 47’ tall building that is 97’ long just 11’ from the property line. It will block most natural 
sunlight for 4734 Grand (house to the north) and according to the current resident it would 
make the lower level unit “like a dungeon.”  
 

3) Will be “detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the general public.”  If each unit has 
just two package deliveries, two food deliveries and two car service pick-ups/drop-off each 
week, there will be 138 trips to this site by commercial vehicles. Having over 100 delivery 
vehicles stopped on the street each week will increase congestion, impede buses and 
emergency vehicles and endanger pedestrians and bicyclists, especially the elderly, people with 
disabilities and children going to Fuller Park.  
 

Failure to make findings based only on evidence presented in specific case: 
An appeal is needed because the Planning Commission members failed to make “findings based upon 
the evidence presented to it in each specific case” as required by MCO §525.500. Specifically:  

• Commissioner Sweasy stated: “…this commission has voted to eliminate parking, you know, on 
so many pieces of property at least this one has some.” - (see attachment 6)  

• Commissioner Cowgill stated: “relative to what we’ve approved on a variety of other projects 
and for the reasons of consistency alone…” (see attachment 7) 

The Commission’s failure to limit their “findings based upon the evidence presented to it in [this] specific 
case” requires the Council to overturn the Planning Commission and deny the variance. 
 
Failure to provide proper notice of the Public Hearing 
An appeal is needed because the applicant failed to provide proper notice for the Public Hearing on 
October 7, 2019. MCO §525.150(a)(1)(d) states notice of a Public Hearing must be posted “on the four 
corners of the site involved…not later than ten (10) days prior to date of the hearing.” Notice of this 
Public Hearing was not posted on all four corners of the site until Thursday, October 3, 2019 – only five 
(5) days prior to the scheduled Public Hearing.  
 
No “bona fide” attempted to provide proper notice. All four placards provided by CPED were placed at 
the front of the site. Placards were moved to the rear corners of the site within hours of the defect 
being reported CPED – clearly indicating that had a bona fide attempt been made, the applicant could 
have complied with the law.  
 
Other Considerations 
In addition to these three legal reasons why the City Council must overturn the Planning Commission’s 
decision to grant a variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave. S., there are three other issues the Council must 
consider: 
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1) Variance are not intended to advance public policy objective. According to MCO§525.460 
“Variances are intended to provide a means of departure from the literal provisions of the zoning 
ordinance where practical difficulties exist because of conditions or circumstances unique to an 
individual property.”  The reason the City issues a variance is to provide relief for challenges 
specific to a property, not to advance other public policy objectives, no matter how noble, such 
as increasing density, reducing parking or increasing affordability. 

 
2) Incorrect, contradictory and incomplete application. The “Written description and findings 

submitted by the applicant” is incorrect and contains contradictory information: 

• The applicant states on page 13 of CPED Staff Report that “The Applicant seeks a 
variance to reduce the minimum parking requirement from 15 spaces to 10 spaces” (see 
attachment 7). According to MCO §541.170, the minimum parking requirement for a 23-
unit building would be 23 off-street parking spaces, not 15. 

• The applicant states on page 13 of CPED Staff Report that “The enclosed parking has 20 
stalls” but requests a “Variance to reduce the minimum parking requirement from 15 
spaces to 10 spaces” (see attachment 7).  

• The applicant states on page 16 of the CPED Staff Report that: “the lobby will include 12 
bike racks” but the sidebar states “Bikes provided 20” (see attachment 8). 

This application should have never been “deemed complete” by staff on September 11, 2019.  
 
The “Written description and findings submitted by the applicant” provides little to no evidence 
upon which the City could make the “Required Findings.” When asked to present evidence of a 
practical difficulty that is unique to the property and not an economic consideration alone, the 
applicant provides is no evidence for the City to analyze (see attachment 3). When asked to 
present evidence the variance will not change essential character, be injurious or detrimental to 
others, the applicant provides no evidence for the City to analyze (see attachment 5). The 
application should not have been deemed “complete” until the applicant provided enough 
evidence to the City for it to analyze and make the Required Findings.  
 
If the applicant doesn’t have the capacity to fill out the application correctly or completely, 
doesn’t bother to talk to neighbors before submitting plans to the City for their consideration 
and can’t even post placards for the Public Hearing correctly, one must also question their 
capacity to successfully build and manage the single largest property within a mile radius 
 

3) Applicant bears burden of proof. According to MCO §525.480 the “applicant shall bear the 
burden of proof” that a variance is needed. In the “Written description and findings submitted 
by the applicant” there is no reference to the transit incentive parking reduction (see 
attachment 3). The transit incentive reduction was introduced by staff, not the applicant, 
seemingly to justify a variance. Staff’s role is to analyze the evidence provided by the applicant, 
not to justify a variance on behalf of the applicant.  

 
CPED staff failed to provide any analysis of the limited information provided by the applicant. 
There was no acknowledgement by staff that the “practical difficulty” identified by the applicant 
is “to allow the development of 23 apartment units on the property” (see attachment 3). CPED 
fails to state that this is solely an economic consideration. CPED staff fails to acknowledge that 
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no variance is needed to develop the site (i.e. that a 10-unit building could be built without a 
variance based on the proposed parking configuration and current zoning).  

 
The City must treat all applicants the same under the law. By deeming an inaccurate, contradictory and 
incomplete application “complete” and by staff taking on the burden of proof by introducing a rationale 
for a variance not identified by the applicant, the City appears to be acting in an arbitrary and capricious 
manner, providing preferential treatment to the applicant, Michael Margulies (attachment 10).  
 
In closing, I urge the City Council to appeal the October 7, 2019 decision by the Planning Commission 
and deny a parking variance for 4736-40 Grand Ave. S. The Planning Commission failed to make the 
Required Findings as outlined in MCO§525.500, failed to limit their findings to the evidence presented in 
this specific case as required by MCO§525.500, and held the Public Hearing without proper notice as 
outlined in MCO§525.150. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or if I can provide any additional information. Thank you 
very much for your consideration of this request to appeal the decision of the Planning Commission. 
Looking forward. Be well. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Erik Takeshita 
4737 Harriet Ave. 
Minneapolis, MN 55419 
612-703-9322 
Eriktak06@gmail.com 
 
CC:  Councilmember Reich 
 Councilmember Gordon 
 Councilmember Ellison 
 Councilmember Goodman 
 Council President Bender 
 Mayor Frey 
 
Attachments: 

1) Municipal Code of Ordinances 525.500 
2) Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty” 
3) Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty” 
4) Analysis of midday transit - Does not meet transit incentive  
5) Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty” 
6) Failure by Planning Commissioner Sweasy to use evidence in specific case 
7) Failure by Planning Commissioner Cowgill to use evidence in specific case 
8) Incorrect and conflicting information in Written description and findings submitted by applicant 
9) Incorrect and conflicting information in Written description and findings submitted by applicant 
10) FBI Press Release regarding Michael Margulies 
11) Signed petition opposing variance 
12) Electronic petition opposing variance  

mailto:Eriktak06@gmail.com
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Attachment 1 
Municipal Code of Ordinances 

Required Findings  
 
525.500 – Required Findings  
A variance may be granted from the regulations of the zoning code only when the applicable board, 
commission, or council makes each of the following findings based upon the evidence presented to it in 
each specific case.”  

(1) Practical difficulties exist in complying with the ordinance because of circumstances unique to 
the property. The unique circumstances were not created by persons presently having an 
interest in the property and are not based on economic considerations alone. 

(2) The property owner or authorized applicant proposes to use the property in a reasonable 
manner that will be in keeping with the spirit and intent of the ordinance and the 
comprehensive plan. 

(3) The proposed variance will not alter the essential character of the locality or be injurious to the 
use or enjoyment of other property in the vicinity. If granted, the proposed variance will not be 
detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the general public or of those utilizing the 
property or nearby properties. 

 
 

(Retrieved from 
https://library.municode.com/mn/minneapolis/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=MICOOR_TIT20ZOC
O_CH525ADEN_ARTIXVA_525.500REFI)  

https://library.municode.com/mn/minneapolis/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=MICOOR_TIT20ZOCO_CH525ADEN_ARTIXVA_525.500REFI
https://library.municode.com/mn/minneapolis/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=MICOOR_TIT20ZOCO_CH525ADEN_ARTIXVA_525.500REFI


Appeal of Variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave (PLAN 9672) Page 7 
October 28, 2019 
 

Attachment 2 
Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty”  

Screen shot of testimony of architect for developer 
City Planning Commission 

October 7, 2019 
 
 

 
 
 

“…we could make it work without a parking variance…” 
- Dean Dovolis, Planning Commission, 10/07/19 at 51:15 

 
(Retrieved from: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y (51:15)) 
 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y
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Attachment 3 
Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty”  

Screen shot of “Written description and findings submitted by the applicant” 
CPED Staff Report to Planning Commission (10/07/19) p. 15 

 
 

 
 

 
 
(Retrieved from: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-
220993.pdf)  

 
 

  

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
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Attachment 4 

Does not meet transit incentive 
Only three transit lines within ¼ mile at midday 

Most frequent only every 30 minutes – Travel in different directions 
 
 

Route 4G at 
Lyndale  

North-South                    
w/in ¼ mile 

Every 30 
mins 

Route 46 
East-West                      

w/in ¼ mile 
Every 30 

mins 

Route 18 via 
Grand                    

North-South                      
w/in ¼ mile 

Every 60 
mins 

Express 135             
North-South 
w/in ¼ mile 
No Midday 

Service 

Express 146             
North-South 
w/in ¼ mile 
No Midday 

Service 

Express 113 
North-South 
w/in ¼ mile 
Not year-

round                             

Route 18 via 
Nicollet                  

North-South                   
NOT 

WITHIN 1/4 
MILE                                                               

9:04 AM 9:19 AM      9:02 AM   

9:35 AM 9:50 AM 9:34 AM    9:17 AM   

10:05 AM 10:20 AM          

10:35 AM 10:50 AM 10:34 AM    10:31 AM   

11:05 AM 11:19 AM          

11:35 AM 11:49 AM   
Only three routes provide midday 

service   

12:05 PM 12:19 PM   
30 – 60+ minute intervals 

  

12:35 PM 12:49 PM 12:47 PM 
Most frequent routes go different 

directions   

1:02 PM 1:19 PM          

1:34 PM 1:49 PM 1:47 PM        

2:06 PM 2:19 PM          

2:36 PM 2:47 PM 2:50 PM        

 
(Retrieved from: https://www.metrotransit.org/) 
 
  

https://www.metrotransit.org/Route/4
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Attachment 5 
Failure of applicant to provide evidence of “practical difficulty”  

Screen shot of “Written description and findings submitted by the applicant” 
CPED Staff Report to Planning Commission (10/07/19) p. 15 

 
 

 
 
(Retrieved from: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-
220993.pdf)  
 
  

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf


Appeal of Variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave (PLAN 9672) Page 11 
October 28, 2019 
 

 
 

Attachment 6 
Failure by Planning Commissioner to use evidence presented in specific case 

Screen shot of Commissioner Sweasy  
City Planning Commission 

October 7, 2019 
 

 

“…this commission has voted to eliminate parking, you know, 
on so many pieces of property at least this one has some…so 

many other parts of the City are getting zero parking spots with 
their apartment buildings…” 

- Commissioner Sweasy, Planning Commission, 10/07/19 at 2:01:10 
 
(Retrieved from: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y (2:01:10)) 

 
 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y
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Attachment 7 

Failure by Planning Commissioner to use evidence presented in specific case 
Screen shot of Commissioner Cowgill 

City Planning Commission 
October 7, 2019 

 
 

 

 
“…relative to what we’ve approved on a variety of other 
projects and for the reasons of consistency, just alone…”  

- Commissioner Cowgill, Planning Commission, 10/07/19 at 2:02:05 
 
(Retrieved from: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y (2:02:05)) 

 
  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kdqjitopw_Y
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 Attachment 8 
Incorrect and conflicting information in  

“Written description and findings submitted by the applicant” 
Screen shot of CPED Staff Report to Planning Commission (10/07/19) p. 13 

 
 

 
 

(Retrieved from: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-
220993.pdf)  
  

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
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Attachment 9 
Incorrect and conflicting information in  

“Written description and findings submitted by the applicant” 
Screen shot of CPED Staff Report to Planning Commission (10/07/19) p. 16 

 
 
 

 
 
(Retrieved from: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-
220993.pdf)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-220993.pdf
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Attachment 10 

FBI Press Release regarding Michael Margulies 
 

 
(Retrieved from: https://archives.fbi.gov/archives/minneapolis/press-releases/2010/mp110210.htm) 

 
 

  

https://archives.fbi.gov/archives/minneapolis/press-releases/2010/mp110210.htm
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Attachment 11 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 1 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 2 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 3 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 4 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 5 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 6 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 7 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 8 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 9 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 10 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 11 of 12) 
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Attachment 11 (con’t) 
Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 12 of 12) 
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Attachment 12 
e-Petition against Fullertown Flats (page 1 of 12) 

 
Omry Ravid  90 Comments 

The community of Tangletown is requesting your help to stop development of Fullertown Flats at 4736-

40 Grand Ave S, Minneapolis. This 23 apartment complex, far larger than any building in the vicinity, is 

requesting approval for the below on October 7th: 

• Parking Variance: The developer has requested a variance to build a 23-unit apartment but 

provide only 10 parking spaces. 

• Building Height: Developing a 4-story building when no other houses in the neighborhood 

are more than 2-1/2 stories 

• Neighborhood Effect: Developing a 23-unit apartment when the biggest building is now only 

6 units and 72% of the houses are single-family homes and duplexes 

This development is likely to cause parking, traffic and safety problems in an already congested area 

(especially in winter!). These are NOT income-restricted affordable housing and this development would 

NOT be allowed under the 2040 plan (if approved in the next 6-weeks). 

By signing this petition you agree that the City of Minneapolis should deny the variance to reduce the 

number of required parking spaces from 23 to 10 at 4736-40 Grand Ave and stop development of 

Fullertown Flats. 

We also urge you to e-mail Council Member Jeremy Schroeder at 

jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov before October 4, 2019 and copy 

stopfullertownflats@gmail.com. 

Share on Facebook 

COMMENTS 

1. patrick rains 
 Oct 04, 2019 

https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/stop-fullertown-flats#comments
https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/stop-fullertown-flats#facebook-share
https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/stop-fullertown-flats#facebook-share
https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/stop-fullertown-flats#facebook-share
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I agree this is completely inappropriate for this neighborhood. This development would never pass  

under the new 2040 plan, which is already plans for aggressive . And with no affordable housing this is  

just a money maker for the developer at the expense of the community.  

2. Katy Eiden 
 Oct 04, 2019 

No building with no parking!  

3. Christy Banks 
 Oct 04, 2019 

Too tall and too dense!  

4. Anonymous 
 Oct 04, 2019 

This proposed development is not safe & is not in character with the neighborhood.  

5. Brenna Campbell 
 Oct 04, 2019 

While I welcome new apartments to the neighborhood, this development shows no signs of  

considerate study of the neighborhood or the impact these requests would have upon the people who  

live nearby. Also: not included in the 2040 so no affordable housing? Come ON.  

6. Anonymous 
 Oct 04, 2019 

I too, oppose this project for all the reasons outlined by the Stop Fullertown Flats group  

7. Carolyn Stark 
 Oct 04, 2019 

I oppose this project. Four stories is too high and there is not enough parking. I am all for mass transit  

but many people can't take it because it doesn't go where they need it go for their job, or it takes  

hours and multiple transfers. It just isn't realistic to think that people won't need a car for work. How  

many will be affordable? What environmental assessment is being done as this will mean less green  

space and will create more runoff and issues water quality for our lakes. What about the architecture -  

does it fit in with the surrounding architecture. So often these big developments are not attractive and  

look out of place. I could go on and on.  

8. Anonymous 
 Oct 04, 2019 

https://www.ipetitions.com/user/carolyn-stark/15406637


Appeal of Variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave (PLAN 9672) Page 30 
October 28, 2019 
 

I think this variance should be denied based on the modest size of surrounding homes and  

businesses...and 10 off street parking spaces for a 23 unit building is not adequate to prevent parking,  

traffic and safety problems. And...where's the affordable housing option within this project?  

9. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

10 parking spots for a 23 unit structure?! This is a developer-driven cost-saving scheme with no  

consideration for the neighborhood that will have to accommodate on-street parking for potentially  

46 vehicles (@2 tenants per unit) - this assumes a lot that all these tenants will have 10 vehicles  

among them. I believe in capitalism, but this is only to line the pockets of developers (and elected pols  

who seek campaign funds???). The City Council is officially Out.Of.Control.  

10. Lynn Lorimor 
 Oct 03, 2019 

This kind of oversized and under parked development is exactly what we do not need in the quiet  

neighborhoods of our city. This is not Chicago, and we don’t want it to be.  

11. Kay Cameron 
 Oct 03, 2019 

This area is already congested - adding 23 dwellings here is not appropriate for the area.  

12. Michael Frey 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Way too big for this quiet neighborhood. Cars will need to park on street creating additional  

congestion and noise. Do not allow to be built.  

13. john R bedard 
 Oct 03, 2019 

I agree that with this petition.  

14. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Please do multi housing with reputable and proven managers as well as with regard to parking for  

residents.  

15. Antonia Busby 
 Oct 03, 2019 

My daughter attends school in the neighborhood, and we are going to be residents of the  

neighborhood in the Spring (we are currently looking for a home). We love Tangletown the way it is!  

16. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 
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Are the schools, places of worship, current residents or small independent businesses impacted by  

this large change even being considered?  

Mobility and parking become very real issues but only after they’ve been ignored.  

17. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

I oppose this project for all the reasons outlined by the Stop Fullertown Flats group.  

18. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Do not approve this project. The size is wrong for the neighborhood. The lack of off-street parking is a  

serious issue for the apartment dwellers, for the single-family home owners, and for the business in  

the area, too.  

19. Signe Dysken 
 Oct 03, 2019 

The proposed building is out of scale for the neighborhood. Failure to provide at least one parking  

spot per apartment will create parking nightmares for neighbors, for the small businesses on the  

street, and for the Community Center and park. Parking and traffic problems would be even more of a  

nightmare during winter as snow piles up and as the streets become narrower. The City should not  

grant variances for greedy developers who are not considerate of the community.  

20. Lisa Lundberg 
 Oct 03, 2019 

The lack of parking spaces is of a concern to me and the fact that this project is too large and does not  

fit in with the feel or scale of the neighborhood. The 2040 plan is going to destroy our historic  

neighborhoods and this is something that once it is gone, we will never be able to get back.  

21. Terry Cole 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Affordable housing keeps being talked about but none of these projects have affordable housing!  

22. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

This project is out of scale for the neighborhood. Furthermore, if the 2040 plan were in place now, it  

would STILL need variances. You need to say no to the developers request to radically alter the  

character of the neighborhood. There are no practical difficulties that would indicate these variances  

are necessary. Just say no.  
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23. Peggy McGinty 
 Oct 03, 2019 

The area is already a traffic nightmare. 23 units and only 10 parking spots. Really? Think about the  

businesses this is going to kill.  

24. Jeanne Long 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Building apartments without sufficient parking ruins neighborhoods. We need more green space to  

combat global warming, not less. Sticking apartments in single family dominant neighborhoods will  

wreck the beauty and livability of Minneapolis. This lack of foresight must stop now.  

25. Anonymous 
 Oct 03, 2019 

Just gonna leave this here: Without a more robust policy to address housing costs for those most  

affected by the tightening market in Minneapolis, the 2040 plan could produce the result opponents  

have feared: the wrong kind of new housing and a continuing concentration of poverty.  

https://www.architecturalrecord.com/articles/14266-minneapolis-and-the-end-of-the-american-

dream-house  

26. Elizabeth Timm 
 Oct 03, 2019 

City of Minneapolis please stop this madness of caring more about developers than you do your  

residents. This project makes no sense for this area in any capacity.  

27. Suzanne Schaefer 
 Oct 03, 2019 

This proposal benefits developer and is negatively affecting quality of life for current residents  

28. Denise Robbe 
 Oct 03, 2019 

There is already more traffic in our neighborhood than residential streets should have to put up with.  

Tangletown is a area of narrow, curvy streets. More traffic/cars will choke the area for the current  

homeowners.  

29. Ted Stern 
 Oct 03, 2019 

These developments should be restricted to business nodes along major thoroughfares; not within  

existing residential neighborhoods.  

30. Maura Batson 
 Oct 03, 2019 
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I love living on a block with apartments, condos, duplexes, single family homes, and small businesses. I  

would like any new additions to adhere to zoning laws- this one does not, which is the source of my  

opposition. Thank you.  

31. Jon Welker 
 Oct 03, 2019 

This development would adversely affect the neighborhood with lack of parking and  

Aesthetically  

32. David Boucher 
 Oct 02, 2019 

The project is out of scope for this neighborhood and needs too many variances to proceed. I'm not in  

favor of this building being built.  

33. Stephen Davis 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I live 1-1/2 blocks from this proposed development. It will negatively affect our neighborhood. The  

proposed parking variance will produce 13 more vehicles on a street where parking is already  

stretched. The added congestion be dangerous to children going to nearby Fuller Park. And it seems  

the developer is trying to rush approval prior to a vote on the 2040 density plan of which it is not  

compliant.  

 

34. Anonymous 
 Oct 02, 2019 

The building is out of scale for the neighborhood and there are not enough parking spaces. Bus service  

is infrequent since the Grand Ave bus was discontinued.  

35. Jan Emerson 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I am signing this petition to voice my opposition to the variances requested for the Fullertown Flats  

development project.  

36. Mark 
 Oct 02, 2019 

This building is out of scale with the 2040 plan for the block. That development should not be more  

than 2.5 stories.  

37. Mark 
 Oct 02, 2019 
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This building is out of scale with the 2040 plan for the block. That development should not be more  

than 2.5 stories.  

38. Mark 
 Oct 02, 2019 

This building is out of scale with the 2040 plan for the block. That development should not be more  

than 2.5 stories.  

39. Anonymous 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I don't see any benefits of this project for the existing community. The project will create over density  

and increase health and safety risks, similar to the 2040 plan. Its a case of Greed before need.  

40. Janna Fraboni 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I am signing this petition to voice my opposition to the variances requested for the Fullertown Flats  

development project.  

41. Craig A Rees 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I am signing this petition to voice my opposition to the variances requested for the Fullertown Flats  

development project.  

42. Stephan Hookano 
 Oct 02, 2019 

I'm concerned that the proposed development violates will violate the rule of law and am urging  

others to review the parking variance which will place a burden on the residents, shops, and the local  

community center. Further, the building height of the proposed four-story project appears excessive  

in comparison to the existing single-family homes and duplexes which are 2-1/2 stories.  

43. Anonymous 
 Oct 01, 2019 

There's no good reason not to provide one parking space per unit. Developers can build underground  

parking. There's no good reason to build such a tall and large building in a neighborhood of mostly  

single-family and duplex homes. There's no good reason to escape providing affordable rentals.  

44. Keith Jensen 
 Oct 01, 2019 

10 parking spots for 23 units is just wrong. You need a minimum of 1 parking spot per unit if not two.  

45. Scott Anderson 
 Oct 01, 2019 
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Way out of line for this neighborhood.  

46. Monica Paquette 
 Oct 01, 2019 

If this moves forward it will cause many traffic and parking issues and a 4-story blah building does not  

fit in this neighborhood.  

47. Patricia Rees 
 Oct 01, 2019 

While I am not opposed to a multiple unit building at the Fullertown Flats; I feel this project is too big  

for the site & parking must be provided for each unit of housing.  

48. Steve Mayer 
 Oct 01, 2019 

Uphold current zoning requirements.  

49. Marilyn Johnson 
 Oct 01, 2019 

I like to be able to visit my friend Bill in his neighborhood. Parking is already hard to find. I know HE  

bikes sometimes. I bus frequently, but there are few busses that run across (E-W) South Minneapolis,  

making this area hard to access by bus. Any new development must be required to provide sufficient  

parking.  

50. Anonymous 
 Oct 01, 2019 

need more parking spaces if you're going to do this.  

51. Anonymous 
 Oct 01, 2019 

No reason to allow this project to go forward when it violates so many existing zoning rules. Why have  

zoning restrictions if you are going to follow them.  

52. Linda Hoffman 
 Oct 01, 2019 

This is not at all in harmony with this neighborhood. The number of exceptions alone should put a  

stop to this. Follow the rules, including those in the 2040 plan, or don't build.  

53. Nathan Breuer 
 Oct 01, 2019 

This proposal is too large for this street and area with lack of parking on an already busy and full  

street.  

54. Anonymous 



Appeal of Variance at 4736-40 Grand Ave (PLAN 9672) Page 36 
October 28, 2019 
 
 Oct 01, 2019 

It is time to stop giving out variances to any new developments. Variances are for critical exceptions  

only.  

Each new development MUST fit into the current buildings surrounding it.  

55. Anonymous 
 Oct 01, 2019 

That block of Grand Ave already has congested parking; and is narrow to drive through, meaning that  

more traffic in the area will noticeably impact current residents of the neighborhood. The size of the  

proposed development is out of scale for the neighborhood.  

56. Joseph Reid 
 Oct 01, 2019 

Totally disrespectful of the neighbors and contrary to any community sense of belonging to a  

neighborhood. What community ownership will the new residents have!  

57. anon 
 Oct 01, 2019 

As a ward II resident I strongly urge Jeremy Schroeder to being listening to his constituents and deny  

the variance for this building. It is too large for the neighborhood and the parking is inadequate. I  

share an alley with six multiplexes. All are rented by young people and they all drive cars. Time for the  

city to open its eyes and realize that adequate parking is still required.  

58. shannon gleason 
 Oct 01, 2019 

Gross.  

59. Ellen Lewin 
 Oct 01, 2019 

I know from personal experience in an apartment in a first-ring suburb that if you have that many  

units and only 10 parking spaces, it spells trouble/frustration for the whole neighborhood because  

more than ten people will have vehicles they need to put somewhere. There are so many apartment  

buildings already up/going up in Mpls. Preserve what is there now. Please do not put in this  

development.  

60. michael lutsey 
 Sep 30, 2019 

way too large. overshadows nearby buildings and houses. ugly too  

61. Susan Saly 

https://www.ipetitions.com/user/ellen-lewin/15405011
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 Sep 30, 2019 

Too big- not enough parking.  

62. Mary Lukas 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Where are all these residents going to park?  

63. Ernie James Vater 
 Sep 30, 2019 

This is simply wrong and so detrimental to this area. Such a shame to see such greed manifest itself  

here.  

64. Derek Gregoire 
 Sep 30, 2019 

No variance  

65. Anonymous 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Please stop this development from taking place to preserve our neighborhood.  

66. Bonnie Peterson 
 Sep 30, 2019 

No Flats  

67. Mary Crowley 
 Sep 30, 2019 

I believe the developer should follow the regulations and building codes. I do not think he should be  

given the variance.  

68. Lynn Barnhart 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Not in support of poorly scaled buildings in beautiful 48/Grand! Plus, pouring more cars on an already  

full street.  

69. Kathy Shipp 
 Sep 30, 2019 

This leaves way too little green space on the lot and provides much too few parking spots.  

70. Tom Steinhagen 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Out of character for the neighborhood and I'd rather not see this neighborhood's character change.  

71. Paola Nunez Obetz 
 Sep 30, 2019 
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This building will not be able pass the 2040 plan.  

The size of the building will clash with all the residential 1 to two story houses. It will change the  

character of our neighborhood in a negative way.  

72. Anonymous 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Crooks doing this. Who is getting a kickback on this ridiculous building.  

Felon lawyer, level3 sex offender put in the house to be torn down.  

No honesty in this at all.  

73. Steve Peterson 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Follow the law. Allowing this would be a huge mistake for our neighborhood.  

74. Kim Dickson 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Do not build Fullerton Flats!  

75. Mary Knutson 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Drastic changes to the neighborhood are not a good idea.  

76. Michael DeVetter 
 Sep 30, 2019 

I support increased density, but the increased density strategy needs to be thoughtful, so that it is not  

at the expense of our established neighborhoods. This project is out of scale with the surrounding  

neighborhood which is predominately 1 and 2 story single family homes with a couple of 2-3 story  

four and eight plex rental buildings. I live a couple of blocks away, but I believe the folks that live on  

this block, that have made a significant financial and emotional investment in this community, should  

be included in the the decision to change the rules to allow a project to be built that will have a long-

term impact on their community and their financial investment.  

77. Kiana Takeshita 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Follow the law.  

78. Llywellyn Murray Thomas 
 Sep 30, 2019 

I urge rejection of the requested variance. I fully support densification of our neighborhood within the  

structure of the proposed Minneapolis 2040 plan.  

https://www.ipetitions.com/user/michael-devetter/15404800
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I live the n the 4800 block of Garfield and drive on Grand often. The additional burden on parking on  

this heavily used bus route will be very problematic and, I predict, often unsafe. The proposed building  

height will create an eyesore in the neighborhood.  

79. Carol Schu DeVetter 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Please follow the 2040 Plan, which has been years in the making. Do not push this through right  

before the vote on the 2040 document, which has been carefully planned with input of vested parties  

for many years.  

"On December 7, 2018, the Minneapolis City Council directed staff to submit a final draft of  

Minneapolis 2040 to the Metropolitan Council for their review. That review is complete, and the  

Metropolitan Council is scheduled to consider Minneapolis 2040 for approval on September 25, 2019.  

Following approval from the Metropolitan Council, the Minneapolis City Council will take final action  

on Minneapolis 2040 on October 11, 2019, and the document will take effect on November 16, 2019.  

80. Joy Marschalk 
 Sep 30, 2019 

This is totally out of charactor for this besutiful close knit area. With parking already a nightmare for  

family, friends and shoppers. PLEASE STOP❗️  

81. Karen Watson 
 Sep 30, 2019 

This project has too many apartments and not enough parking for all of them. The building is too  

many stories high. 23 units and only 10 parking spaces? I am totally against this and live 2 blocks away.  

82. William He 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Follow the LAW  

83. Erik Takeshita 
 Sep 30, 2019 

FOLLOW THE LAW -- This does NOT meet criteria for a variance and site plan not consistent with  

neighborhood  

84. Malia Takeshita 
 Sep 30, 2019 

Follow the law.  

85. Jeff Miller 
 Sep 29, 2019 
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Follow the law.  

86. Dina Berray 
 Sep 29, 2019 

This is NOT the place for these apartments!  

87. Molly Mortensen 
 Sep 29, 2019 

Please follow the LAW.  

88. Leah Castle 
 Sep 29, 2019 

Please follow the LAW.  

89. Denise Takeshita 
 Sep 29, 2019 

Follow the law.  

90. Michael Reid 
 Sep 29, 2019 

Follow the law.  

Sign in to comment 
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From: Silas, Lindsey A
To: Dahler, Ken
Cc: Council Comment
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] appeal change parking 4736 & 4740 Grand ave so
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 8:56:39 AM

Comment for 4740 Grand Ave S going to Z+P on Thursday.
 

From: paul teefy <paulteefy@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 7:38 PM
To: Silas, Lindsey A <Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] appeal change parking 4736 & 4740 Grand ave so
 
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution
when opening links or attachments.
my name is paul Teefy. I own 315 W 48th st mpls. for 42 years.
i am opposed to the variance for parking for one big reason; parking is a problem now
with all of the businesses around 48th st.
I am physically unable to attend the meeting.
 
sincerely,
paul donald teefy  6501 woodlake dr apt 515B phone # 612 9220386

mailto:Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:Ken.Dahler@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:councilcomment@minneapolismn.gov


From: Silas, Lindsey A
To: Dahler, Ken
Cc: Council Comment
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Appeal for parking variance approval on grand ave
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 10:01:47 AM

Hi Ken -
 
Please include the following in the public record for 4740 Grand Ave S.
 
Thanks!
Lindsey

Lindsey Silas
Senior City Planner
Land Use, Design and Preservation
 
City of Minneapolis – Community Planning and Economic Development

250 4th Street South – Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Office: 612-673-2653
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Betsy Brooks <eabrooks2@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Silas, Lindsey A <Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Appeal for parking variance approval on grand ave
 
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution
when opening links or attachments.
 
Hi Lindsey- I am writing to let the council know I support the appeal for the approval of the parking
variance on 47th and grand block. I attended the last hearing and some of the council members
referenced that all of the properties on the block are multi family. I own a single family home and
would say at least 50% of the homes on the block are single family. And most of the multiple family
homes are duplexes that are owner occupied- not all rental like it was implied. Not to mention all of
the surrounding blocks are 100% single family.
 
I ask that the planning commission reconsider approving this variance- a 4 story rental property will
fundamentally change the neighborhood in a negative way. On any given day there are not 13
additional places to park on the block- and I think the applicants vision of only renting to tenants
without cars is illogical. I am a former New Yorker and lived many years without a car, but the city
infrastructure in Minneapolis is not conducive to that lifestyle. There is no where in the vicinity to
buy groceries or run many other necessary errands without a vehicle- and the bus system is not
enough to be able to accomplish those things especially on the weekend. I ask that the council listen

mailto:Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:Ken.Dahler@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:councilcomment@minneapolismn.gov


to the residents of the neighborhood and make an educated decision to decline a parking variance
for this property.
 
Thanks,
Betsy Brooks
 



From: Silas, Lindsey A
To: Dahler, Ken
Cc: Council Comment
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Fullertown Flats Proposal
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 8:50:05 AM

Hi Ken –
 
Please include the letter below for the 4740 Grand project.
 
Thanks,
Lindsey

Lindsey Silas
Senior City Planner
Land Use, Design and Preservation
 
City of Minneapolis – Community Planning and Economic Development

250 4th Street South – Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Office: 612-673-2653
 
 
 

From: Igor Fridman <Igor@queblo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:15 PM
To: Silas, Lindsey A <Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fullertown Flats Proposal
 
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution
when opening links or attachments.
Greetings Lindsey, 
 
I’m contacting you in reference to a proposed project for a multi-family development in the
Tangletown neighborhood of Minneapolis called Fullertown flats at 4738 Grand Ave.
 
I run an organization called Queblo: https://www.queblo.com/ which connects Latino tradesman
with builders in the Twin Cities and actively works to promote minority worker rights in the Twin-
Cities marketplace.  We advocate proper wages, worker rights and responsible development. I
personally have a background as an architectural designer and have worked in urban design and
architectural firms in Spain and in the United States.
 
I am interested in seeing developments like the one proposed by JLS Development come to life in
Minneapolis.  We are in need of more multi-family apartments that give people access to wonderful
neighborhoods like Tangletown.  I believe the backlash that this project has received is based on
short sightedness, xenophobia and refusal to accept unavoidable density changes in our City.  I hope
the Council will make the right decision here and strike down the appeal so we can give more people
like myself and many of the minority groups that I work with, access to wonderful neighborhoods
like Tangletown.  
 

mailto:Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:Ken.Dahler@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:councilcomment@minneapolismn.gov
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.queblo.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccouncilcomment%40minneapolismn.gov%7C450cc7c975254550f34d08d75d401111%7C0bfb3f5ae8ea4d54b0212b2f910c715f%7C0%7C0%7C637080402046758856&sdata=9VDYxPXctmnfXv9ocrDg%2F%2BUoetaczvX59cyfrGiGvJI%3D&reserved=0


Thank You for your consideration,
 
Igor Fridman
Co-Founder Queblo
www.Queblo.com
952-210-4331
 
 
 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.Queblo.com&data=02%7C01%7Ccouncilcomment%40minneapolismn.gov%7C450cc7c975254550f34d08d75d401111%7C0bfb3f5ae8ea4d54b0212b2f910c715f%7C0%7C0%7C637080402046758856&sdata=r7sUb2vSGETAKVbae4mR%2FpH85AqAAhtcq%2FEFm92shEI%3D&reserved=0


From: Silas, Lindsey A
To: Dahler, Ken
Cc: Council Comment
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Fullertown Flats
Date: Monday, October 28, 2019 12:37:50 PM

For 4740 Grand at  Z+P on Thursday.
 
Thanks,
Lindsey

Lindsey Silas
Senior City Planner
Land Use, Design and Preservation
 
City of Minneapolis – Community Planning and Economic Development

250 4th Street South – Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Office: 612-673-2653
 
 
 

From: Patrick Prochaska <pjprochaska3@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 9:21 AM
To: Silas, Lindsey A <Lindsey.Silas@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fullertown Flats
 
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution
when opening links or attachments.

City Planner Silas,
I want to express my concerns about the City Planning
Comission's decision to Approve the Varience for the
minimum parking requirements from 23 to 10 spaces
for the Fullertown Flats project proposed at 4736-
4740 Grand Ave. Parking on Grand Ave in this area is
already tight, due to the success of the small
businesses (resturants and shops) at the corners of
46th and 48th.
I also recently received a mailing about Grand Ave
Reconstuction to "Calm Traffic". Already, with cars
parked on both sides of the street, it is challenge to
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get by a bus going in the opposite direction. 23 Units
with only 10 additional parking spaces will create even
more on street parking problems. I strongly support
the appeal of this approval giving a variance to the
Developer.
Sincerely-- 
Pat Prochaska
4712 Pleasant Ave
 
--
 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: 4736/40 Grand Avenue - Fullertown Flats.
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 8:58:58 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the following note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding
consideration of a parking variance appeal for the Fullertown Flats project.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 

From: Mike Korman [mailto:Mike.Korman@NorthMemorial.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 7:21 AM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: 4736/40 Grand Avenue - Fullertown Flats.
 
 

Dear Councilman Schroeder,
I am writing to thank you for voting against the variance for the above property.  And asking you to
please support the appeal at the meeting on 10/31.  
 
Putting up this large complex; will really destroy properties right next to it.  There are too many
single family homes in the immediate area.  I don’t think any homeowner would want a big complex
put up next door to them.  Being there are alternative smaller structure(s) that could be built; this
should not happen.
 
The developer could easily build a 10 unit place w/o a parking variance.  I would hope that the
Zoning and Planning Committee would look at each project and see how it fits the
neighborhood. Please do the right thing.
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Thank you,
Mike Korman
 
 

Dear Councilman Schroeder,
I am writing to thank you for voting against the variance for the above property.  And asking you to
please support the appeal at the meeting on 10/31.  
It's all about greed- there is not a 4 story building anywhere in the vicinity.  The developer could
easily build a 10 unit place w/o a parking variance.  I would hope that the Zoning and Planning
Committee would look at each project and see how it fits the neighborhood.  We are not against
more density - but it should be done in the right way.  Please do the right thing.
Thank you -
 
 
 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: 4736/40 Grand Avenue -Fullertown Flats
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:01:48 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration
of a parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Linda Korman [mailto:ljkorman76@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 7:33 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: 4736/40 Grand Avenue -Fullertown Flats
 
Dear Councilman Schroeder,
I am writing to thank you for voting against the variance for the above property.  And asking you to
please support the appeal at the meeting on 10/31.  
It's all about greed- there is not a 4 story building anywhere in the vicinity.  The developer could
easily build a 10 unit place w/o a parking variance.  I would hope that the Zoning and Planning
Committee would look at each project and see how it fits the neighborhood.  We are not against
more density - but it should be done in the right way.  Please do the right thing.
Thank you -
Linda Korman 
4827 Grand Avenue - 34 years in the neighborhood
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: 4736-40 Grand - Not affordable, luxury....
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:00:23 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration of a parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Erik Takeshita [mailto:eriktak06@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 10:44 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: 4736-40 Grand - Not affordable, luxury....
 
Jeremy,
As you know, the applicant at 4736-40 Grand has said he needs a variance to keep the units affordable and to not have to build a "luxury product" (which,
by the way, isn't enough of a reason to grant a variance anyway). The problem with this statement is that he has also said (as reported by the Southwest
Journal) that 460 - 510 square foot studio apartments will rent for $1,200 - $1,400 month. When you search for studio apartments in South Minneapolis in
the $1100 price range in Apartment Guide, you get "luxury community" building such as Lime on 29th and Lyndale or Blue at Lake and Aldrich -- both of
which have much higher amenities, including significantly better access to transit (see screen shot below). Thought you might find this interesting. Looking
forward. Be well.
Erik
--
Erik Takeshita
eriktak06@gmail.com
612.703.9322
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https://www.apartmentguide.com/apartments/Minnesota/Minneapolis/0-beds-from-1100-1z141wj/?
sortby=listingpricelow_asc&boundingBox=-93.306,44.926,-93.237,44.956  
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Appeal of Variance Granted for 4736-4740 Grand
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 8:33:52 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, for the item pertaining to
the parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.
 
Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
-----Original Message-----
From: nina malm [mailto:ninamalm99@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:55 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Appeal of Variance Granted for 4736-4740 Grand
 
Council Member Schroeder:
 
As a Commissioner of the Zoning and Planning Committee for the City of Minneapolis, I am urging
you to recommend to your fellow commissioners that your Committee, as overseer for Planning
Commission decisions, grant the appeal to overturn the variance and site plan approval that was
granted for Plan 9672 on October 7, 2019.  As the Council member from our ward, I expect that you
will stand up for the constituents of your ward that feel that Plan 9672 has overstepped the bounds
for developing property renovations for our neighborhood. The properties proposed for renovation
have no unique characteristics that require a parking variance for our neighborhood.  The developer
may have unique characteristics or designs in mind for these properties, but the properties
themselves have no characteristics that all other properties on the block and surrounding area do
not possess, except for the shared driveway between 4740 Grand and 4744 Grand. The developer
did not present an acceptable design or agreement proposal for the sharing of this driveway as
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witnessed by the testimony given by the owner of 4744 Grand. The lack of acceptability to the
owner of 4744 Grand, who would be required by the City Planning Commission to share a a single
lane driveway with possibly ten other vehicles, should have been an alert to the fact that the design
for 4736-4740 Grand was not within the scope of the Planning Commission to grant.  The Planning
Commission cannot mandate such an inequity between properties. 
 
Likewise, the Planning Commission cannot mandate that the neighbor to the north of this proposed
renovation be subjected to living without direct sunlight into or onto his/her property. The City
Planning staff did not conduct a shadow study for this project, but concluded that a four story
building sitting 11 feet from an adjacent 2.5 story building would not cast a shadow onto its north
neighbor.  A basic understanding of living in a northern latitude says that a smaller building sitting
that close to a taller building says that the smaller building will be entirely blocked from direct sun
for almost the entire year. Again the Planning Commission cannot mandate such an inequity
between properties.
 
Much testimony from neighbors of these properties disagreed with City Planning Staff
recommendations and findings about this proposed development.  Yet, no discussion about the
discrepancies between Staff and neighborhood findings were discussed by the Planning
Commission.  No finding of facts, as the Planning Commission is mandated to do, were summarized
or published.  The adherence to and citing of how State Regulations of land use were affected with
this proposed design were not discussed even though much testimony was given about how they
were not being met. Nor were how this proposal met Minneapolis’ 2030 Plan and 2040 Plan,
although much testimony was given about those requirements also.
 
You presented a motion to deny the variance for parking with very little rational for why you were
doing that, you did not summarize the neighborhood objections, nor did you cite the discrepancies
between City Planning Staff findings and recommendations and the neighborhood findings and
recommendations. You did not give any credence to the public testimony from you own ward.  The
only discussion that the Planning Commission did engage in was to cite the need, and give credence
to, the City’s desire to build housing on transit lines that would accommodate single lifestyle
residents who preferred to use bicycle transportation and have a hard time finding such
accommodations in Minneapolis as witnessed by the testimony given by a few supporters of the
plan who did not live in the area. Likewise, you presented a motion to the Planning Commission to
deny the site plan, again without a rationale or findings of fact that supported your motion. I, frankly,
felt your motions were perfunctory.  They had no conviction to uphold the law or to give equal
weight to planners and residents. 
 
Therefore, I am urging you to be more prepared for this opportunity to stand behind your ward
constituents in desiring to be heard and acknowledged adequately in the planning for our
neighborhood. I believe that you need to be the voice on the Zoning and Planning Commission that
says that oversight to City Planning Staff falls within your jurisdiction and that honestly accounting
for neighborhood concerns and statements of fact are included in decisions made by the City
Planning Commission. Democracy is not well served by poor listening, prejudgement of issues,
disregard for facts presented, and the inability to stand up to political pressure that seems to drive
policy decisions that “have become trendy”. Legalities have been overridden in the granting of a



variance for parking and subsequent granting of approval for a site plan  dependent on that parking
variance. You need to be the voice of reminder that the City of Minneapolis pays its own legal bills
and its own insurance costs and your fiduciary responsibility says that a better plan for 4736-4740
Grand needs to be pursued.
 
Thank you for your attention to this request for responsible action.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Nina Malm
 
 
4701 Harriet South
 
 
 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Expected number of cars at 4736-40 Grand - where are houses moving to?
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:00:43 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration of a
parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Erik Takeshita [mailto:eriktak06@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 8:35 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Expected number of cars at 4736-40 Grand - where are houses moving to?
 
Jeremy,
Good to see you last week at the Tangletown Neighborhood Association meeting. Just a couple of quick
things regarding 4736-40 Grand.
 
First, here is the analysis I mentioned to you regarding the number of cars we can expect with 23-unit
building at 4736-40 Grand Ave. with the proposed composition of units. Interestingly, it is the exact
number of off-street parking spots that would be required by the Zoning Code – 23 parking spaces for
23 vehicles. 
 

number Bedrooms

Expected

occupancy 1

Expected
number of

people

Vehicles per
capita in

554192 Expected cars
3 2 3 9 0.71 6
6 1 1.5 9 0.71 6

14 0 1 14 0.71 10
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Total 32  23

1.       Retrieved from file:///C:/Users/erikt/Downloads/MHFA_1042363.pdf, p 10

2.       Retrieved from: https://www.trulia.com/research/people-per-vehicle-map/
 
The expected occupancy is based on a Minnesota Housing Finance Agency (MHFA) formula for
calculating gross rent for a low-income housing tax credit projects which assumes 1.5 persons per
bedroom (and 1 person for a studio). This probably underestimates the number of people that will live
there given that some of the studios will most likely have more than one resident.
 
The vehicles per capita information was retrieved from https://www.trulia.com/research/people-per-
vehicle-map/. This is the per capita rate is for all residents of 55419. Per capita rate of vehicle
ownership would be higher if only looked at adults of driving age; most people living at 4736-40 will be
of driving age so the per capita rate of vehicle ownership at 4736-40 will most likely be higher than
55419 as a whole.
 
Importantly, even if the per capita rate of car ownership were to be cut in half – from 0.71 cars/person
to 0.36 cars/person, 10 parking spaces would still not be enough to accommodate all of the expected
vehicles.
 

 
number bedrooms

Expected

occupancy 1

Expected
number of

people

One-half of
current

vehicles per
capita in

554192 Expected cars
3 2 3 9 0.36 3
6 1 1.5 9 0.36 3

14 1 1 14 0.36 5
Total 32  11

 
 
Second, as we discussed, the applicant for the variance at 4736-40 Grand has not been proactively
communicating with neighbors about his project. They did not vet their proposed development with
neighbors before bringing it to the neighbor association for their review. He did not ask the neighbors
to the south prior to proposing sharing the driveway. He said nothing about this idea to move the
existing houses to new locations until the Planning Commission and has yet to provide any additional
information such as where the vacant lots are that these homes will be moved to. He has never reached
out to me or Denise – as the neighbors to immediate west of the site. This is disappointing. If you
happen to talk to the applicant, I would encourage you to ask where the vacant lots are they intend to
move the houses to. Having been part of a project that involved moving houses over North, I know how
expensive this can be and have serious doubts about the viability of this idea.
 
Let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information. Thanks so much Jeremy.
Very much looking forward. Be well.
Erik
--
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Erik Takeshita
eriktak06@gmail.com
612.703.9322
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fuller town Flats
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:01:20 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration
of a parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Dennis Nordstrum [mailto:dennordstrum@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 7:55 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fuller town Flats
 
Jeremy,
I am writing to you once again to please support our opposition to the Fullertown Flats project. My
biggest concern is that it will profoundly and needlessly change the character of the neighborhood
by it’s size. It is obvious that a building this size does not fit in our neighborhood but belongs along a
corridor that would help serve it’s residents with adequate transportation and other services. Thanks
for your help.
Dennis J Nordstrum
 
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullerton Flats - appeal on variance issue
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 1:29:58 PM

Please include the below comments in the public record on the item concerning 4736-40 Grand Ave
S on tomorrow’s Z&P agenda.
 
Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Michelle Janson [mailto:mjanson21@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 11:24 AM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullerton Flats - appeal on variance issue
 
Councilman Schroeder,
 
Below is my letter regarding the appeal of the variance decision on the Fullerton Flats proposal.
Please ensure this gets to the committee members prior to the hearing Thursday at 10:00 a.m.
Thank you.
 
 
Chairman Schroeder and Committee Members,
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this and all other letters, and for considering the legal
arguments herein before making your decision on the variance appeal.  
 
Although the planning commission granted the parking variance, the following legal
analysis explains why this decision was legally incorrect. There are two main legal
arguments, each of which are addressed herein: the developer has failed to establish that
there are "practical difficulties" pursuant to Minn. Stat. section 462.357, subd. 6, and the
CPED staff report contains legal deficiencies regarding the finding of "practical difficulties."
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1) Minn. Stat. 462.357
 
First, I will address Minn. Stat. section 462.357, which requires variances only be granted
when "the applicant for the variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the zoning ordinance. 'Practical difficulties,' as used in connection with the
granting of a variance, means that the property owner proposes to use the property in a
reasonable manner not permitted by the zoning ordinance; the plight of the landowner is
due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner; and the
variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. Economic
considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties." Minn. Stat. § 462.357 (2019). 
Therefore, the developer must establish the three elements required to establish practical
difficulties, and also must prove that the elements are not merely met through economic
considerations.
 
One element of the practical difficulties test is that the plight of the landowner must be due
to circumstances unique to the property, not one that is created by the landowner. Here, the
developer was granted a variance to reduce the required parking spaces from 23 to 10. The
developer provided no evidence to prove that the need for the parking spot variance is due
to a unique characteristic of the property. In fact, the need for the variance has come about
by the developer itself; the desire to build a structure containing 23 units. The property itself
is not uniquely limited by its dimensions; all properties are inherently limited by how large or
small they are. The parking variance is therefore not based on a space issue created by the
property itself, but because the developer has chosen to design a property with too many
units for the lot size. In addition, if the developer reduced the number of units to 10, the
variance would not be required; this further proves that the need for the variance is not
caused by a unique characteristic of the property but, instead, by the developer. Under the
law, a unique circumstance that is created by the landowner is not sufficient to establish
this element. 
 
Furthermore, Minnesota cities, and Minnesota Courts, have previously found that unique
circumstances must exist on the property and must make the property "unique from
neighboring property subject to the same zoning ordinances." Cont'l Prop. Grp., LLC v. City
of Wayzata, No. A15-1550, 2016 WL 1551693, at *5 (Minn. Ct. App. Apr. 18, 2016). This
typically involves a finding of conditions such as "challenging soils, wetlands, low water
table, Shoreland environmental concerns, traffic, parking", etc. Id. Here, the developer
again failed to establish in any way how this property is unique as compared to neighboring
properties. The law is clear, and the developer failed to establish this element of the
practical difficulties test. 
 
Another element of the practical difficulties test is that the variance would not alter the
essential character of the locality. One example of how cities and Courts have previously
analyzed this issue can be found in the Minnesota Court case, Continental Property Group,
LLC v. City of Wayzata, in which the developer was requesting a height variance. The city
found that “the Variance would significantly alter the locality…by allowing a building that is
much taller, denser and the locus of a significantly greater intensity of uses.” While the
developer argued that the city has “a neighborhood of large five-story buildings,” the city
found that the developer was relying on a “single five-story building complex, which is
located on the east end of Wayzata's downtown. [The city was] not persuaded that a single



five-story building complex across town has created a “neighborhood of large, five-story
buildings,” The same logic is true here. This case specifically establishes that a city should
not be persuaded by comparisons that are "across town." While the Commission is not
analyzing a height variance here, the parking variance is directly correlated to the height of
the building. In order to comply with the zoning code related to parking spaces (and to
match the character of the neighborhood), the developer should propose a plan that
includes fewer units. The parking variance would allow them to a develop a 4-story building
that would completely alter the essential character of the area that currently has buildings
no higher than 2 and a half stories. 
 
Finally, economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. In fact,
Minnesota cities have found, and the Court has upheld, that a variance should not be
granted when the elements are not met and "the request [is] largely based on economic
considerations." Cont'l Prop. Grp., LLC v. City of Wayzata, No. A15-1550, 2016 WL
1551693, at *4 (Minn. Ct. App. Apr. 18, 2016). Here, the developer has stated that "[t]he
variance is needed in order to allow the development of 23 apartment units on the
property." See Staff Report, page 15. They give no further reasoning. I see no other
purpose for developing a property with 23 units other than to make an economic return.
Pursuant to statute and Minnesota case law, this is not enough to establish practical
difficulties. (see Continental Property Group, LLC v. City of Wayzata, where the city denied
the requested variance when the "need for a variance...appears to be driven by the need to
see enough of an economic return”).
 
For the above stated reasons, the developer clearly did not met the legal requirements
pursuant to Minn. Stat. section 462.357, and therefore, the planning commission should not
have granted the variance. I ask, for these reasons, that you overturn the granting of the
variance.
 
 
2) CPED Staff Report
 
The CPED Staff Report incorrectly applies the legal requirements of Minn. Stat. section 462.357.
Specifically, when considering whether practical difficulties exist, the report states the following: "
[p]ractical difficulties exist in complying with the ordinance because of circumstances unique to the
property. The parking requirement in the R5 District is one space per unit. The zoning code
authorizes a transit incentive parking reduction that would eliminate the parking requirement for a
building with 23 dwelling units. Properties are eligible for that reduction if they are located within
one quarter-mile of a bus transit stop with midday service headways of fifteen minutes or less. The
subject site is within a quarter mile of many transit routes that together provide service every fifteen
minutes; however, no one bus transit stop features midday service headways of fifteen minutes or
less. The nearby orientation of transit stops is a unique circumstance that was not created by the
applicant." See Staff Report, page 2.  The report further states that "the site does not
qualify for the transit incentive reduction as described by the zoning code". See Staff
Report, page 3. By its own admission, the report fails to identify a circumstance unique to
the property. The property is close, but does not qualify for the transit incentive parking
reduction. The law on this issue is clear; "the governing body...may not permit as a
variance any use that is not allowed under the zoning ordinance for property in the zone
where the affected person's land is located." Minn. Stat. § 462.357 (2019). The Planning
Commission may not grant a variance unless the incentive actually applies. Although I



understand it almost qualifies, this is not enough to establish the legal requirements under
the statute, as the transit incentive is "not allowed under the zoning ordinance" for the
property. Id. Therefore, the Planning Commission should not have granted the variance
based on this reasoning, and the decision should be overturned.  
 
In closing, I would like to direct your attention to the language in the developer's variance
request, which can be found on pages 13-15 of the CPED Staff Report. Minnesota law
establishes the developer's responsibility to meet the legal requirements of Minn. Stat. section
462.357. They have the obligation to prove the variance is necessary pursuant to the elements of
practical difficulties. Based on the language in the variance request for the minimum parking
requirement, the developer has failed to provide any legal justification for the proposed variance.
When asked what the practical difficulties are, they merely say "[t]he variance is needed in order to
allow the development of 23 apartment units on the property. Without the adjustments, no
practical or feasible configuration of the building can be achieved nor can the parking for bicycles."
This lists no practical difficulty, as required by the law. They give absolutely no reason; simply
asserting the need for the variance is not enough to establish a practical difficulty. When asked
whether the proposed variance will alter the essential character of the locality, the developer says "
[t]he proposed minimum parking variance will not alter the existing character of the locality, be
injurious to the use or enjoyment of other property, or be detrimental to the public or users of
property or other nearby properties. It will facilitate the full development of the property and the
amenities serving the residents. Granting the variance will have no impact on the adjoining
property." Again, simply asserting that the variance will not alter the existing character of the locality
is not proof of the fact as required by law. 
 
It really is simple; the developer failed to meet the legal requirements pursuant to Minnesota
Statute, and the Planning Commission misapplied the law when making their decision. Therefore,
the variance should not have been granted, and I now request that you overturn the granting of the
variance today.
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Michelle Janson 
4741 Harriet Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 8:36:39 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the following note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, for the item
pertaining to the parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.
 
Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Jeremy [mailto:jeremyriehle@msn.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 5:11 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats
 
Hello, thank you for your continued support opposing this development
and supporting our neighborhood. As someone who made a commitment to biking and transit well over ten years
ago (and live without a car of my own), I believe in personal action to help combat climate change and congested
cities. I also believe strongly in transit for ALL of us. The transit in this city must improve significantly before it will act
as a deterrent to automobile use and ownership and provide real transportation options for ALL citizens. It is a big
assumption that granting this parking variance will really result in fewer cars on the roads. It also does not appear to
meet the conditions of a transit incentive. My experience is that the public transit in this neighbor is inefficient and
problematic. Thanks again for your support. 
Jeremy Riehle 4717 Grand Av. S.
Sent from my LG Phoenix 2, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats for 4736-40 Grand Ave. S. (PLAN 9672)
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 1:26:52 PM

Please include the following note in the public record for tomorrow’s Z&P meeting, concerning the
item related to 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 

From: Eric Ehler [mailto:ericehler@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 12:45 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats for 4736-40 Grand Ave. S. (PLAN 9672)
 
I live at 4733 Harriet Ave.
 
I was initially excited to hear about development of the two lots thinking that it would follow
the 2040 Plan of increased diversity (both racial and economic). Sadly this project will not help
to achieve any of those goals.
 
I built my home at this location in 2012 - 2013. I designed my home to match the overall
character of the neighborhood. I complied with all zoning ordinances; in fact I had to redesign
the front facing of my house when on December 14, 2012 I was notified by Robb Clarksen
(City Planner)  that the house did not meet the 15% windows facing the street (by 1%)
ordinance. Long story short, I was not granted a variance. If you compare the impact of slightly
less than 15% of glass facing the street with a 4 story structure tightly fit two residential lots
with an additional 13 cars (at least) added to on street parking the two are not comparable.
Nonetheless one of those two scenarios was granted multiple variances, seemingly with the
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assistance of city board members!
 
I want to unequivocally state that the team proposing Fullertown Flats has not demonstrated
proper justification for any of the variances they have been awarded. I ask that they simply
follow the ordinances of the City of Minneapolis just like the rest of the residents are required
to. 
 
Specific concerns:
 

Slope from the alley to the ground level of the complex will be very steep presenting a
potential safety hazard

My home was wired to accommodate solar panels on the roof of the house. It is unclear
how this complex will impact the solar energy available to my property.

A 4 story structure will not fit the overall neighborhood. (We have multi-unit dwellings
in our neighborhood that are 2-1/2 stories and I believe fit the overall nature of the
neighborhood).

Insufficient on-site parking will shift the parking burden to street parking where other
residents will be disproportionately affected. It is already difficult for those that use
street parking in the winter, especially during snow emergencies. This complex will
exacerbate the problem.

 
 
Best Regards,
 
Eric



From: Schroeder, Jeremy
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats Project Variance Appeal
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:53:50 AM

Good morning,
Please include the following email in the public record for the Fullertown Flats appeal, which is
scheduled to be heard at Z&P next Thursday, 10/31.

Thanks,
Karlee
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.

From: Anna Erbes [mailto:aerbesmn@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 9:43 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats Project Variance Appeal
Council Member Schroeder:
It was with great disappointment to learn that the Planning Commission approved the parking variance for
the 23 unit Fullertown Flats Project. I, as many Tangleown residents, appreciate you voting against the
variance. I, as many Tangletown residents, feel frustrated that legitimate safety concerns raised by
community members appeared to fall on ‘deaf ears’ by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
also chose to ignore the City requirement for ‘excellent and frequent' transit service during the midday,
which is not available at 4736-4740 Grand Avenue.
The developers have not provided evidence that a variance is needed for the Project. The developers have
only included 10 parking spaces for the 23 unit structure, based on their maximum profit, with no regard to
the justifiable safety needs of the community. Has the Planning Commission decided to ignore this
requirement for maximum tax revenue for the City, disregarding the safety needs of the community? The
developers could build a 10 unit structure with 10 parking spaces without the need for a variance. With 10
on-site parking spaces, it is reasonable to assume that some residents of the Project may own multiple
vehicles, thus needing street parking.
It is important to note that the community does not oppose multiple unit housing on the site. Rather, the
community requests that City officials respect and address their input for decision making that affects their
families, their homes, their community.
As the Ward 11 Council Member, I encourage you to support the appeal for the parking variance for the
Fullertown Flats Project. Please forward this email for inclusion in the public record, to apprise the Planning
Commission of the Tangletown residents’ opposition to the variance, and to support the appeal of the
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variance.
In advance, thank you for listening, understanding, and supporting the needs of our community. Please
contact me should have questions in regard to this matter.
Best regards,
Anna Erbes



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats proposed project
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 2:46:57 PM

Please add the following input to the public record on the Fullertown Flats item, to be considered at tomorrow’s Z&P meeting.
 
Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 

From: Jeff Miller [mailto:twinswin29@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Cc: Jeff Miller <twinswin29@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: Fullertown Flats proposed project
 
Hi Jeremy,
 
Just a brief note to thank you for voting against the variance during the Minneapolis City Planning Commission meeting on Monday, October 7, 2019. Me, my family, and our broader neighborhood friends and colleagues appreciate your support against this project. It is unfortunate only one other member of the City
Planning Commission was in agreement with you. As you know, our great neighbor and friend, Erik Takeshita, has filed an appeal of the City Planning Commission’s approval of the variance in PLAN9672 (“Fullertown Flats”), with the quasi-judicial hearing being held tomorrow, October 31, 2019 at 10:00 am at City Hall.
 
I’m am writing to you today to not only ask for your continued support against this development project, but also to ask for your leadership to influence the other commissioners on Zoning & Planning Committee to see things your way. I’m assuming you have thoroughly read the letters submitted to your office on
October 29, 2019 from Erik Takeshita and our attorney Paula A. Callies. It would be inexcusable for you, or anyone else on the Zoning & Planning Committee, to ignore the facts presented in these letters.  Erik had cc’d the others on the committee, as well as Mayor Frey. I would hope you’ve done whatever you can to
ensure your colleagues have also read Erik’s letter in advance of tomorrow’s meeting.
 
As I have expressed to you before, from a personal level as a resident that shares the driveway with this proposed project, I (including my family and other unit owners of our triplex) am wholeheartedly against this specific project for many reasons. This is not the right building for this location at this time. As a member of
the Tangletown neighborhood community, I fully support my community’s position against this project too. We are a united and passionate group. We are not opposed to more housing, but it needs to be done the right way. This whole process has reeked of someone trying to ram their agenda down the throats of the
taxpaying residents of Minneapolis at whatever cost, with little to no respect to the existing laws in place to protect us.
 
We have deep pockets and are willing and able to take legal action against the City of Minneapolis if the parking variance for Fullertown Flats is not denied. Please do the right thing and step up to be the leader we need on the Zoning & Planning Committee.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss personally.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Jeff Miller
4744 Grand Ave S #2
612-802-8333 – Phone
twinswin29@comcast.net
 

On October 7, 2019 at 8:59 AM "Schroeder, Jeremy" <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov> wrote:

Thanks Jeff, they will be in included in the record.

 

Jeremy

 

From: Jeff Miller <twinswin29@comcast.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 6, 2019 11:34 AM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Cc: Jeff Miller <twinswin29@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: Fullertown Flats proposed project

 

Hi Jeremy, 

 

Please review the additional photographs and commentary in the attached PDF document and add this document to the public record. I feel the information in this document is essential to the narrative of our concerns. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Jeff Miller

4744 Grand Ave S.#2

Minneapolis, MN 55419

 

 

On October 3, 2019 at 1:51 PM Jeff Miller <twinswin29@comcast.net> wrote:

Hi Jeremy, 

 

Thank you for confirming receipt and for your meeting with our neighborhood this morning. 

 

As I showed you on our walk around our property, the developers intend to remove the retaining wall on our property back by our garages. THIS IS IN THEIR PROJECT PLAN! I believe it is about page 27 of the plan. I've attached screenshots of the plan. As you'll see, their
construction limits follow their edge of the driveway all the way west until back by the garage at 4740 Grand. The, the construction limits change direction and encroach onto our side of the driveway easement. How is this possible? This should not and can not be approved. 

 

Thanks, 

Jeff Miller

 

On October 3, 2019 at 12:18 PM "Schroeder, Jeremy" <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov> wrote:

Jeff,

 

Thank you for taking the time to put your concerns in writing so that I can submit them for inclusion in the public record. As I mentioned before, I am unable to take positions on proposed projects outside the public process because of my seat on the City Planning Commission.
However, I have forwarded all the written comments I’ve received to staff so that they can be part of the public record, one tool my colleagues on the Commission and I have to inform our decisions. All commissioners will have access to these written comments prior to the Oct. 7
meeting where the Fullertown Flats proposal will be considered.

 

Jeremy

 

Jeremy Schroeder

Council Member, Ward 11

 

City of Minneapolis – City Council

350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415

 

Office: (612) 673-2211

Cell: (952) 923-6691
jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov

he/him/his
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Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Jeff Miller [mailto:twinswin29@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2019 7:20 AM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Cc: Gangelhoff, Sara <sara.gangelhoff@minneapolismn.gov>; Jeff Miller <twinswin29@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: Fullertown Flats proposed project

 

STOP FULLERTOWN FLATS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 4736-4740 GRAND AVE MINNEAPOLIS MN

 

Mr. Schroeder:

 

Thank you for your time meeting with me last week in your office.

 

As I had expressed, I have many concerns about this proposed development, as I am one of the owners of the condo triplex at 4744 Grand that shares the driveway with the 4740 lot to the north.

 

My negative feelings towards this proposed project are multi-fold and stem from my perception of and prior experience with the developer, Mr. Josh Segal, as well as my overall concern as to how a commercial apartment building of this size will affect me and my family’s quality of
life and the quality of life of the community in which we live.

 

First off, the SHARED DRIVEWAY. When we purchased our condo unit in the triplex back in 2006, I had some concerns at that time about sharing a driveway with the neighbor. Who handles the snow removal and other maintenance, I thought? As president of our condo association,
I quickly established a friendly relationship with the prior owners of 4740 Grand and together we were able to come to an agreement as to how we would split the cost of hiring a plowing company and handle shoveling duties, if needed, whenever there was a delay. Since Josh Segal
has owned 4740 Grand, he has made no attempt to reach out to his neighbors to the south and has taken for granted that the snow removal was being taken care of free of any of his personal or financial responsibility. Why would I expect to see any different behavior from Mr.
Segal as he moves forward with developing his property?

 

Me and the two other owners of our triplex met with Mr. Segal and his business partner, Mr. Matt Larson, on the evening of Friday, September 27, 2019. We had set up the meeting with them to discuss their project and the concerns we, as owners and neighbors, have about the
project. When asked about the driveway and the snow removal and maintenance of it, Mr. Segal said that his hired management company would take care of it. How are we to trust him? Especially given his track record. Not only has Mr. Segal neglected to participate in the cost
sharing of the snow removal since he’s owned the property at 4740 Grand, he also did not maintain the sidewalk in front of his property, nor enforce his tenants to shovel the walk this past winter. That patch of sidewalk was pure ice all winter long last year, causing anyone who
passed it to proceed with immense caution. One neighbor told me her daughter slipped and fell and hurt herself badly in front of Mr. Segal’s property as she was passing it on the way to school.

 

When asked about how the construction of his commercial apartment building would impact our ability to use the driveway to park in our own garages during the estimated 10 months Mr. Segal believes the construction process to take place, Mr. Segal indicated there would be
multiple times that the driveway would be blocked, but he would “do his best” to limit any obstructions. This is completely unacceptable. We should have no interruption to our access to our property and will not be displaced to find parking elsewhere.

 

Our triplex has a three-car garage at the end of the shared driveway, with one stall for each unit. Each owner of the triplex parks one car in the garage. The current house at 4740 has a two-car garage, bringing the maximum number of cars that currently use the shared driveway at
any given time to 5. If the variance to reduce minimum parking from 23 to 10 spaces is approved by the Planning Commission and Mr. Segal is approved to construct his building as is, the number of cars potentially using this small, single lane driveway increases 260% from 5 to 13.
This is completely unfair to us as property owners in Minneapolis, given the impact of headlights, taillights, radio music, exhaust, and the certain increase in occasions where one car is trying to leave while another arrives at the same time, forcing the arriving can to sit idly in the
already congested Grand Avenue as the departing car exits the drive. If Mr. Segal wishes to provide parking to residents of his commercial apartment building, the city of Minneapolis should require him to construct his own driveway access to his parking garage and not subject us to
this horrendous inconvenience. If the city approves the project site with 23 parking spots using a shared driveway, the burden to us would be incomprehensible.

 

At our meeting with Mr. Segal and Mr. Larson on September 27, 2019, I asked them how they would handle trash removal. Mr. Segal informed me that garbage would be stored within the parking garage of his building and they would have a private trash collection service remove
the trash weekly, since there wouldn’t be any alley access for the City of Minneapolis to collect the trash, as it currently is done with the single family home on at 4740 Grand. Mr. Segal explained that the garbage trucks would need to back up the shared driveway in order to remove
his trash. This is a narrow driveway, which is not easy to navigate in reverse, especially in winter. I fear these weekly garbage truck visits (or possibly more frequently?) up our shared driveway would be a huge, noisy inconvenience to us and could potentially be harmful to our
building if the garbage truck scrapes into our building or hits any of the outcroppings. And that’s just the garbage truck. I would imagine Mr. Segal’s tenants would attempt to use the shared driveway with their moving trucks, delivery trucks, etc. as well. Sigh.

 

Next up, the SIZE OF THE BUILDING. We bought our condo in the triplex at 4744 Grand for many reasons, including the location, the natural light our second story unit receives with our many large windows providing us with the views of the sky and surrounding nature within the
neighborhood. If a four-story commercial apartment building goes up directly to the north of us, we will lose that light and view, let alone the loss of the beautiful tree that umbrellas both of our properties, providing greenery and heat-reducing shade to our building.

 

Our two bathrooms have glass windows in the shower to let an abundance of light to flow into the rooms. Currently, the property at 4740 cannot invade our privacy by seeing anything of substance through these bathroom windows because their windows are at a lower height. If a
four-story building is constructed just a few feet from our property, then all this changes as the vantage point from the third and fourth story windows of the commercial apartment building would allow a direct view into our showers, subjecting me, my wife, and preteen child to a
complete lack of privacy. Think about that for a moment. This gets me especially queasy when I think of the last tenant Mr. Segal rented to at 4740 Grand, who was a convicted level three sex offender. The prior tenant before that was a complete mess and regularly had heated,
loud arguments with her acquaintances outside and had also once crashed and abandoned her SUV in the driveway in the middle of the night, blocking all three owners at 4744 Grand from being able to leave to get to work in the morning. I can only imagine Mr. Segal’s trend of
renting to unsavory characters will continue as he attempts to fill vacancies at his 23-unit commercial apartment building. You may ask, “Why couldn’t/wouldn’t you just install blinds/drapes to cover these windows?” The answer is this is a shower. I don’t know of any such widow
dressings that are meant to be in a shower. Line of sight into our bathrooms was never of concern prior to this proposed development. Please don’t approve a project that would provide a prime opportunity for voyeurism.

 

I’m all for providing much-needed housing within the city of Minneapolis and completely understand there is a housing crisis where many individuals or families cannot find affordable housing. The size of Mr. Segal’s proposed commercial apartment building does not fit in with our
neighborhood and certainly changes the character of the neighborhood.  If Mr. Segal would like to build a two-story apartment building with parking for each unit accessible from an independent driveway, I’d be 100% behind that project. Our community would welcome the influx
of new, diverse neighbors. But it appears Mr. Segal is only driven by the opportunity to make money on this project, at whatever cost to the neighborhood. When we met with Mr. Segal and Mr. Larson on September 27, 2019, I explained to Mr. Segal that I was not able to attend the
Tangletown Association meeting held at Fuller Park on Monday evening, September 16, 2019, as I was in Los Angeles on a business trip. I told Mr. Segal that I heard the meeting was heavy with emotion and negative sentiment about the project from those in attendance (including
my wife, Robyn Miller). I told Mr. Segal that I had read in the Southwest Journal neighborhood newspaper that he was quoted as having said about the Tangletown Association meeting, “It was kind of rough in there. We want to do the project, but we want the neighborhood to be
behind it, too. I don’t like walking around in blinders and not saying hello to the neighbors.” Full article is found here:

 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.southwestjournal.com%2Fnews%2F2019%2F09%2Ffour-story-apartment-building-pitched-near-fuller-park-in-
tangletown%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cjeremy.schroeder%40minneapolismn.gov%7C35db2ad3f3b04d8aebb008d74732e688%7C0bfb3f5ae8ea4d54b0212b2f910c715f%7C0%7C1%7C637056156264073927&amp;sdata=Cw7VuLGDn1Zt%2Bvth90W2faHM7ixbuP9EJ8GDecGxAmU%3D&amp;reserved=0

 

I asked Mr. Segal what he has done, or is planning to do, to get the neighborhood behind his project? Mr. Segal could not give us any evidence that he has, or plans to, engage the neighborhood to gain their support of his project. His only comment was that he said there is a woman
who currently lives across the street who said she wants to rent one of his units, as her rent keeps going up. That’s it!  I then asked Mr. Segal why he had not previously consulted with us, as we share the drive and if he wants to get the neighborhood behind this project, you would
think you’d want to start by getting your immediate neighbors on board, right? He went on to give me this story about how the project “just kind of developed” and things were decided in a hurry, so he couldn’t consult with us, amongst other easily perceivable BS that kept coming
out of his mouth. When I asked Mr. Segal to comment about his business relationship with Michael Marguiles, a convicted felon who embezzled over $2 million from his former law firm and spent time in prison, Mr. Segal was quick to backpedal and exclaim that Michael Margulies is
not his business partner and his only affiliation with Mr. Marguiles is via the architecture design firm Mr. Segal has contracted to design his building. I found that interesting given the notification materials we had received list both Mr. Segal and Mr. Marguiles as points of contact for
more information on this project and, it is my understanding, that Mr. Marguiles filed the application for the variances and the site plan. It appears Mr. Segal and Mr. Marguiles are bigger bedfellows than Mr. Segal wants us to believe. I asked Mr. Segal if he’s ever developed a
project of this size and scope? His response was “No.”

 

It is easily apparent Mr. Segal is trying to push through this project in advance of the City’s new comprehensive plan (the 2040 plan), with the vote on the plan being October 11, 2019, just four days following the public hearing for Plan9672 on October 7, 2019.

 

I am requesting you encourage the Planning Commission to FOLLOW THE LAW and not approve the requested variances. State Statute 462.357 Subd6(2) states a variance must be consistent with the comprehensive plan and is 1) reasonable; 2) relieve a “plight” and 3) not change
the essential character of a place. This project is not reasonable. There is no plight. This project would significantly change the character of the location. The variances should not be granted.

 

From the research I’ve done, I discovered when a developer applies for a variance approval from the City, the following should be considered:  Would the variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or substantially increase the congestion of the public
streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood? I wholeheartedly believe all of these to be true of this project.

 

Mr. Schroder, these variances should not be approved.

 

If you have any questions or would like to engage in further dialogue with me about my concerns about this project, I can be reached by phone at 612-802-8333, or email at twinswin29@comcast.net.

 

Best Regards,

 

 

Jeff Miller

4744 Grand Ave S. #2

Minneapolis, MN 55419

 

> On September 25, 2019 at 10:28 AM "Schroeder, Jeremy" <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov> wrote:

>  

>  

> Hi Jeff,

>  

> I'm just following up on my phone message from earlier this week.  I'm happy to meet, let me know if you would still like to do that.  As I mentioned in my message, I must remain impartial and can't take a position until the public meeting on Oct. 7th. 

>  

> Jeremy Schroeder
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> Council Member, Ward 11

>  

> City of Minneapolis – City Council

> 350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307

> Minneapolis, MN 55415

>  

> Office: (612) 673-2211

> Cell: (952) 923-6691

> jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov

> he/him/his

>  

> Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.

>  

> -----Original Message-----

> From: Jeff Miller [mailto:twinswin29@comcast.net]

> Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2019 6:59 PM

> To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>

> Subject: Fullertown Flats proposed project

>  

> Hi Jeremy,

>  

> This is Jeff Miller. I am president of the Tangletown Grand Lofts Association. We are the owners of the three unit condo building at 4744 Grand Ave S in Minneapolis, the building that shares the driveway with the property to the north lot.

>  

> In advance of the 10/7 Planning Commission meeting about this project, I’d like to meet with you to discuss our numerous concerns about this project. Please contact me at your earliest convenience.

>  

> I can be reached by phone at 612-802-8333, or email at twinswin29@comcast.net.

>  

> Regards

> Jeff Miller

>  

> Sent from my iPhone
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From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats Variance Decision
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:05:06 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration
of a parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
From: Maura Batson [mailto:maurabatson@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 5:20 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats Variance Decision
 
Mr. Schroeder-
 
I’m reaching out to you to address the appeal being considered to the variance decision for the
Fullertown Flats development intended for the 4700 block of Grand Avenue South.  I appreciate your
taking the time to read my letter.
 
I’m worried, after the meeting in which the variance was approved, that there was an impression
that the neighborhood is trying to prevent the addition of an apartment building to the block.   That
isn’t my intent at all.  Nor is it the intent that I’ve heard from my neighbors and friends.  I am asking
only that the developer be required to meet the city code requirements to provide adequate parking
for his tenants. In other words, that they adhere to the same law that allows them to build a 4-story
apartment building on the block.
 
What makes our block and neighborhood great is the people who live here and how connected our
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community is with one another.  Our block is made up of apartment buildings, duplexes, private
homes, restaurants, small businesses, Fuller park on the corner, and then Justice Page Middle School
and Washburn High School a few blocks away, where many of us send our kids.  We spend a lot of
time with each other, here.  We meet on the sidewalks and in each other’s yards and homes to talk,
we eat in the restaurants and go to the shops, we frequent the park with our dogs, our kids, our
friends and neighbors.  Our kids walk or bike to and from the schools, and we walk and bike to
events at the schools. We enjoy being around each other and welcome new neighbors warmly.  A
new apartment building would bring new neighbors who we’d all enjoy having here.
 
My objection to the variance is the impact to the neighborhood that the lack of adequate parking
would have to our community and safety.  As a life-long non-driver, what I can share about being a
non-driver is that we do still use cars in our lives.  We have groceries delivered, or have a driving
friend help with transportation when the weather’s bad or we need more groceries than we can
carry on our own, or when we’re sick or we’re too busy with work, family and social lives, to bus,
walk, or bike to the grocery store.  We have business deliveries when we work from home, as I do. 
We have friends pick us up to go out, we have guests come over to our homes.  Or we call an Uber, a
Lyft, or a cab. 
 
Lack of car ownership does not equate to lack of cars on the block, just as lack of parking does not
equate to lack of cars.  At the last meeting someone spoke in support of the variance saying that we
need to house people, not cars.  I agree, but housing people without accounting for the increased
traffic and the concerns it brings is a problem, too.  I haven’t seen any effort to address these
concerns.
 
The variance request was approved based upon the rule that developments within specific distances
of defined frequent public transit routes will not be required to provide normally required parking
access.  This development does not meet the defined requirements to be eligible for this exception. 
The distance from the development to the area bus stops is too far and the scheduled stops for the
area bus routes is too infrequent.
 
I’m asking that you lend your vocal and persuasive support to our appeal of the variance approval. 
 
With thanks- and wishing you a good day!
 
Maura Batson
4715 Grand Ave. S.
Minneapolis, MN 55419
 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:06:56 AM

Good morning,
 
Please add the below note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, regarding consideration
of a parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.

Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 

From: C F Joadwine [mailto:carjoad@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 3:49 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats
 
As a property owner and landlord in the neighborhood, I wish to express my concerns for the
Planning Commission's errors and refusal to reasonably consider the neighborhood's concerns
and objections.
 
I have previously written to you as have others, but in view of the appeal we are presenting to
the City Council on Thursday, Oct 21, I wanted to one more time express my objections,
largely shared with others in hopes you will take a stronger presence in this endeavor.
 
The issues are largely the granting of the parking variance. To wit, the Planning Commission
made false statements, did not apply the law and generally went about their approval with a
"damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead" attitude with virtually no regard for the people that will
be affected the most by the outcome.
 
Transit service was not properly evaluated and does not qualify the site for the variance.  No
regard for neighborhood character was considered and safety issues, probably the biggest
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factor, will result in significant traffic and additional parking problems. This factor received
NO consideration at all.  Several Commission members seem to be of a very uninformed
position as it relates to parking issues already abundant in the immediate neighborhood.  There
is NO basis to assume fewer vehicles contending for parking will result from 23 studio, one
and two bedroom units.
 
There is NO practical difficulty as defined by law. A less obtrusive structure would more than
likely be endorsed by the neighborhood, but that might not generate the "profit " dollars the
developer is trying to maximize with his plan.  Economic considerations alone do not
constitute a practical difficulty.
 
There is no condition unique to this property plan.  Conditions are similar to neighboring
properties.  The Planning Commission ignored findings and evidence presented and based
their decisions on other situations not specific to this case in order to justify approval of the
variance requested.
 
It is obvious the Planning Commission's decision is based on "evidence" that fails to meet the
required findings.
 
The City Council must overturn the Planning Commission's decision.  The variance should be
denied.  The project should not be approved and it is my hope and request that you will
participate vigorously on behalf of your constituents in reaching a proper solution and see the
appeal prevail.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
 
Carter F. Joadwine 
4724 Grand Ave So

Tel: 612-232-3431          
 



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Fullertown Flats
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 8:35:45 AM

Hello,
 
Please add the following note to the public record for the 10/31 Z&P meeting, for the item
pertaining to the parking variance appeal at 4736-40 Grand Ave S.
 
Thanks,
Karlee
 
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
 
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
 
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Katherine Kegan [mailto:kathkegan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 5:38 PM
To: Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Fullertown Flats
 
Dear Jeremy,
 
Along with so many others, I am writing once again to protest and request you take the lead in
helping our neighborhood appeal the council’s position regarding the variance request for the
Fullertown Flats development project. I was particularly disheartened when one of your council
colleagues suggested (and could not be corrected when saying) that the 47th/48th St block of Grand
Ave South was “predominantly multi-housing units.” As you know, while there are multi-housing
units on our block, the majority of the block includes single family homes. The multi-use buildings
are duplexes, triplexes or fourplexes; and only one building has 6 units (but as the tallest building on
the block, is 2.5 stories high). These details clarify why this project is a serious mismatch for our
block and also clarify why a 23-unit building will dramatically and negatively change the character of
our neighborhood and also adversely impact the entire block including of course the businesses and
private homes that would be neighbors to this building.

mailto:karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
mailto:councilcomment@minneapolismn.gov
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.minneapolismn.gov%2Fward11%2Findex.htm&data=02%7C01%7Ccouncilcomment%40minneapolismn.gov%7Cad78740256fa407a114708d75d3e1050%7C0bfb3f5ae8ea4d54b0212b2f910c715f%7C0%7C0%7C637080393444109188&sdata=SL5Dpk1LujEND5dm6ojubhmk%2FDw2347HNMRVKxKayZw%3D&reserved=0
mailto:karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.minneapolismn.gov%2Fward11%2Fnews%2Fward11-newsletter&data=02%7C01%7Ccouncilcomment%40minneapolismn.gov%7Cad78740256fa407a114708d75d3e1050%7C0bfb3f5ae8ea4d54b0212b2f910c715f%7C0%7C0%7C637080393444109188&sdata=NiwUTjkGMY3K%2FZ7HnzYqfzWvk4duMn%2FaVZkwWZLouJk%3D&reserved=0


 
I also join with so many others as well, in firmly believing that no variance is needed for this project
and the developer could develop a smaller site without a variance. There is also not adequate access
to transit to justify a variance for this project.
 
We all so very much appreciate your attention and support, Katherine Kegan, PhD
4717 Grand Ave So



From: Weinmann, Karlee
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Ward 11 Contact Form
Date: Monday, October 28, 2019 2:55:10 PM

Please add the following note to the public record for the parking variance appeal at the 10/31 Z&P
meeting.
Thank you!
Karlee Weinmann
Policy Aide
Council Member Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11
City of Minneapolis – City Council
350 S. Fifth St. -- Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Office: (612) 673-2211
Cell: (612) 240-2129
karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov
she/her/hers

Subscribe to the Ward 11 email newsletter here.
From: no-reply@minneapolismn.gov [mailto:no-reply@minneapolismn.gov] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 2:49 PM
To: Weinmann, Karlee <karlee.weinmann@minneapolismn.gov>; Schroeder, Jeremy
<jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Ward 11 Contact Form

City of Minneapolis

Name * William J. Hendricks

Email * shadowmason@gmail.com

Phone (612) 327-9069

Phone Type

Address 4749 Grand Ave S

City Minneapolis

State MN

Zip 55419

Question/Comment * Dear Sir, On October 31, 2019, my neighbors and I bring before the city
council an appeal to the full city council to reconsider the decision of the
zoning commission about a proposed apartment unit in Ward 11 to be built
on Grand Ave So, between 48th and 47th Streets. We are asking the city
council to follow the zoning laws — two main issues relating to the request
to allow a parking space variance. First, the purposed site doesn't meet the
required public transportation requirement; second the posting was not
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done as required. The zoning office determined this themselves. The public
posting of the variance was not in keeping with the law. It was only posted
correctly four days before the zoning commission met. There were some
postings, but it did not meet the requirement. Secondly, the availability of
public transportation doesn't meet the statue. Close but it doesn't. Zoning
laws are there to protect the citizens. Many in my neighbors have been
there for over a quarter of a century. My husband and I have our life
savings in our building and lived there for over 40-years. If I got a speeding
ticket and I was only three or even five miles over the speed limit, the fine
would stand. If I was only 30 seconds late to pay for a parking meter and
the ticket was in the process of being written, I would have to pay the fine.
How can the law be different for the zoning commission? The zoning laws
are there to protect our rights and to protect us from political winds. The
zoning commission realized they were stepping over the line because in
both of these situations. The question was asked, "Did you talk to the city
attorney? Can this be defended if we bent the law?" It is not in keeping
with the neighborhood, and it is not in keeping with 2040. Please help us
and Tangletown Neighborhood Association rescind the zoning
commission's decision granting this variance. Thank you, Bill Bill Hendricks
Mike Reid 4749 Grand Avenue So Minneapolis, Minnesota 55419
shadowmason@gmail.com “Reality is nothing but a collective hunch.” ~ Lily
Tomlin

This is an email generated from the City of Minneapolis website. * Required fields are indicated with an asterisk.
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From: Murphy, Suzanne
To: Council Comment
Subject: FW: Ward 12 Contact Form
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 1:17:26 PM

For Z + P for the record…
 
From: no-reply@minneapolismn.gov <no-reply@minneapolismn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 2:49 PM
To: Johnson, Andrew <Andrew.Johnson@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Ward 12 Contact Form
 

City of Minneapolis

Name * William J. Hendricks

Email * shadowmason@gmail.com

Phone (612) 327-9069

Phone Type

Address 4749 Grand Ave S

City Minneapolis

State MN

Zip 55419

Question/Comment * Dear Sir, On October 31, 2019, my neighbors and I bring before the city
council an appeal to the full city council to reconsider the decision of the
zoning commission about a proposed apartment unit in Ward 11 to be built
on Grand Ave So, between 48th and 47th Streets. We are asking the city
council to follow the zoning laws — two main issues relating to the request
to allow a parking space variance. First, the purposed site doesn't meet the
required public transportation requirement; second the posting was not
done as required. The zoning office determined this themselves. The public
posting of the variance was not in keeping with the law. It was only posted
correctly four days before the zoning commission met. There were some
postings, but it did not meet the requirement. Secondly, the availability of
public transportation doesn't meet the statue. Close but it doesn't. Zoning
laws are there to protect the citizens. Many in my neighbors have been
there for over a quarter of a century. My husband and I have our life savings
in our building and lived there for over 40-years. If I got a speeding ticket
and I was only three or even five miles over the speed limit, the fine would
stand. If I was only 30 seconds late to pay for a parking meter and the ticket
was in the process of being written, I would have to pay the fine. How can
the law be different for the zoning commission? The zoning laws are there
to protect our rights and to protect us from political winds. The zoning
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commission realized they were stepping over the line because in both of
these situations. The question was asked, "Did you talk to the city attorney?
Can this be defended if we bent the law?" It is not in keeping with the
neighborhood, and it is not in keeping with 2040. Please help us and
Tangletown Neighborhood Association rescind the zoning commission's
decision granting this variance. Thank you, Bill Bill Hendricks Mike Reid 4749
Grand Avenue So Minneapolis, Minnesota 55419
shadowmason@gmail.com “Reality is nothing but a collective hunch.” ~ Lily
Tomlin

This is an email generated from the City of Minneapolis website. * Required fields are indicated with an asterisk.
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