
Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/22/2015 

Re:  Employee Benefits 

 
Council has discussed and been presented to, at two meetings, regarding health insurance and employee 
benefits. I have not asked Bob Deters or Fritz Hoeschen to attend this meeting, since no one has requested 
they attend. The information has been laid out on what the options are for council to choose; now it is just 
deciding which idea to go with and figuring out the details. Bob and Fritz have both stated you can ask them 
any remaining questions that you may have prior to the meeting.  
I sent Holdingford and email asking for them to explain in detail how their health insurance works. I’m 
hoping to have this information ready by the meeting.  
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Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/23/2015 

Re:  Franklin Properties-Billboard 

Here’s some background about the billboard topic that has progressed since the special meeting. The day 
after the special meeting Steve Anderson of Franklin Properties contacted me asking where this topic 
was at. Instead of me trying to re-explain everything from the meeting, I sent him an audio recording so 
he could hear everything from Scott and the council himself. After reviewing the audio recording Steve 
contacted me and thought that Franklin should not need a CUP but instead should be fine with just a 
building permit. Scott did some looking and below is what he had emailed me regarding the matter. 
Scott will be at the meeting to help the Council with this matter and to answer any questions.  
 
Scott: 
“I went through some court cases concerning non-conforming uses and CUP’s.  Here’s what I 
determined: 
 

1.      Franklin is acknowledging that the Y2K sign is a non-conforming use under Freeport’s zoning 
ordinance.  The non-conformity is not because off-premises signs are not permitted in the 
Industrial District along I-94.  The non-conformity is based on the size of the sign.  We don’t 
know exactly how big the existing sign is, but the current sign face is bigger than the sign face 
proposed in the CUP application, which is bigger than the permitted 600 square feet.  We also 
don’t know if the current sign is too tall.  The permitted height is 30 feet, the sign proposed in the 
CUP would be 35-40 feet tall, which is taller than the current sign. 
 

2.      Based on the court cases I found, Franklin would not need a CUP if the replacement sign was 
no taller than the current sign and the sign face was no larger.  All Franklin would need is a 
building permit.  If Franklin decides it can live with the current sign height, it can pull a building 
permit for a new sign with a 672 square foot face on a single post.  Before issuing the building 
permit, we would want to require Franklin to disclose the height and size of its current sign, so 
that we could determine that the new sign is not an expansion of the non-conforming use. 
 

3.      Franklin wants to construct a sign that is taller than the current sign.  The proposed sign does 
not meet Freeport’s zoning ordinance requirements for a CUP, which limits sign height to 30 
feet.  If Franklin wants to go higher than its current sign, which I’m assuming - without knowing 
is taller than 30 feet, it needs to apply for a variance from the height restriction. 
 

4.      In Minnesota, there are a limited number of ways to eliminate a non-conforming use: 
 
a.      Abandonment of the non-conforming use for one year, 

 
b.      Destruction of the use greater than 50% of its estimated market value as determined by the 

County Assessor, plus failure to obtain a permit for re-construction within 180 days, 
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c.      Condemnation of the use by the City, or 
 
d.      Voluntarily waiver of the right to continue the non-conforming use. 
 
If the Council were to approve either a CUP or a variance for Franklin, one of the conditions 
needs to be that Franklin waives its non-conforming use rights in the Y2K parcel. 

 
The Council does not have to approve Franklin’s CUP application.  The request asks for a new sign that 
would be taller than allowed by the zoning ordinance and have a sign face larger than allowed by the 
zoning ordinance. 
 
               Franklin acknowledges that its existing billboard on the Y2K lot is a non-conforming use.  It is 
non-conforming in that the sign face is too large.  We do not know if the existing sign exceeds the height 
limit of 30 feet. 
 
               Under MN law, Franklin is allowed to maintain, repair, and replace its non-conforming 
sign.  Franklin may repair the existing sign or replace the existing sign.  The only limitation is that 
Franklin may not expand the non-conformity.  If Franklin replaces the existing sign with a new sign that 
has the same or smaller sign face, and is the same height or shorter, than the existing sign, then all 
Franklin needs is a building permit. 
 
               In its CUP application, Franklin shows a smaller sign face, but a taller sign.  Franklin 
suggested reducing the height of the new sign to 30 feet.  That may or may not be permitted as a 
replacement of the existing non-conforming sign.  If the existing sign is 30 feet tall or taller, then 
Franklin only needs a building permit.  If the existing sign is less than 30 feet tall, then the new sign can 
be no taller than the existing sign under a building permit.  To go taller, Franklin needs ether a CUP or a 
variance. 
 
               To resolve this issue, Franklin needs to disclose the height of its current sign and the size of the 
current sign face.” 
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Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/22/2015 

Re:  Fences 

There was a little confusion on my end on how public notices are supposed to posted in the newspaper (still 
a learning process for me), but Scott Dymoke was able to better help me understand for the future so we 
hopefully won’t run into this again. At the June 30th meeting Council is still able to take public comment 
regarding the proposed ordinance (attached after this page) and discuss the proposal. Unfortunately council 
cannot take the final step of adopting the ordinance at the June 30th meeting. If Council decides to move 
forward with an amendment, then Council will have to call for another hearing on July 28th.  
 
Mayor Atkinson stated last week he wanted to discuss the fence topic in greater lengths anyways, so this 
may have worked out favorably.  
 
Again, I apologize for the mix up on my end. Luckily, no one is asking for a fence at this time and waiting 
on a decision.    
 

26



 
CITY OF FREEPORT 

125 Main Street E – PO Box 301 – Freeport, MN 56331 – 320-836-2112 – FAX 320-836-2116 
For TTY/TDD Users 1-800-627-3529 or 711 Minnesota Relay Service www.freeportmn.org 

 

The City of Freeport is an Equal Opportunity Provider 

ORDINANCE 2015-002 

 

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING AND REPLACING SECTION 500.45 OF CHAPTER V OF THE 

CITY CODE RELATING TO FENCING, SCREENING, AND LANDSCAPING 

 

 

The City Council of the City of Freeport, Minnesota hereby ordains as follows: 

 

Section I 

Section 500.45, Subd. 1, Part 5, Letter b. of Chapter V of the City Code is hereby repealed and replaced as 

follows: 

 

b. Unless otherwise defined in this Section, fences shall be located no closer than two (2) feet from any 

side or rear yard lot line on the property of the person constructing or causing the construction of the 

fence. The two foot setback is required to allow the owner of the fence sufficient access to maintain both 

sides of the fence, to include the control of grass and weeds along the fence line. 

 

b. Unless otherwise defined in this Section, fences may be located up to any side or rear lot line on the 

property of the person constructing or causing the construction of the fence.  The property owner who is 

requesting construction of the fence must locate and expose to view the property pins, or, if not possible, 

obtain a survey of the property, locate and set the property pins before the construction of the fence.  

 

 

 

Section II 

Effective Date.  This Ordinance is effective upon its adoption and publication as prescribed by law.  

 

Adopted by the city of Freeport on the 30th day of June, 2015 

 

 

               

Rodney Atkinson, Mayor 

 

 ATTEST: 

               

        Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 
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Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/22/15 

Re:  Digital Speed Limit Signs 

Here is the response I received from Stearns County when I asked them if they would be willing to help 
fund our digital speed limit signs for the four directions into town.  
 
 
 

“Adrianna, in the past the county was given a federal safety grant to install dynamic speed display signs 
in certain school zones that were located in speed zone transition areas.  These are the only signs of 
this type that we have ever been the lead agency on. Other entities have installed them but we have 
only given them permission to do so, we haven’t financially participated.  We provide the standard 
signing unless we are responding to a very specific safety problem with a proven safety strategy.  The 
city of Rockville had some installed in the Grand Lake area along our CSAH 8 because of concerns 
similar to those of your council.  I believe they were able to do so with donations from area property 
owners.  We required them to get a right of way permit (fee waived) so that we have a record for the 
future of who is responsible for repairs and maintenance.” 
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Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/23/2015 

Re:  Audit Report 

Jon and Ryan from Schlenner & Wenner Co. will be here to present to you the audit they completed in 
April. I have attached the preliminary reports, they are a little lengthy but look them over and be ready to 
ask any questions that you might have for Jon and Ryan at the meeting.  
 

29



Memo 
From:  Adrianna Hennen, Clerk-Treasurer 

To:  Freeport City Council 

Date:  6/22/15 

Re:  207 2nd St NE Small Cities Development Loan Payment 

Alice Fuechtmann has sold her home to her son, Eugene. Judy Buening called last week inquiring about the 
SCDP loan payment. She recalled in 2006 that it was stated during a meeting that if Alice were to sell her 
home to a family member that the council would consider waiving the rest of the loan payment.  
 
I was not able to find this statement in any of the minutes. Although, I was able to find the resolution on 
accepting this program and in the resolution it states that the council does have the authority to look at each 
case individually and consider waiving the loan payment. 
 
I have attached the resolution and Alice Fuechtmann’s repayment agreement from 2007. I checked with Tri-
Cap and $3,451.20 is what is currently still owed on the loan.  
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