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	PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Tuesday, July 20, 2021 – 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers – 8150 Barbara Avenue

1.  CALL TO ORDER
Chair Niemioja called the Planning Commission Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Commissioners Present:	Elizabeth Niemioja
[bookmark: _Hlk74159689]				Robert Heidenreich
				Dennis Wippermann
				Pat Simon 
				Scott Clancy
				Joan Robertson
				Anthony Scales
				Kate Challeen
				Jonathan Weber				

Staff Present:			Allan Hunting, City Planner
				Heather Botten, Associate Planner
				Tom Kaldunski, City Engineer
[bookmark: _Hlk18566395][bookmark: _Hlk11742723][bookmark: _Hlk496171447]				Kim Fox, Community Development Specialist
Others Present:		Bryan Harjes, Landscape Architect, Principal, HKGi


2.  APPROVAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR JUNE 15, 2021
The Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for June 15, 2021 were approved as submitted.


3.  APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS;

JOSHUA AND ELIZABETH SCHMIDT - CASE NO. 21-31Z

Reading of Public Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for rezoning of property located at 4046 66th Street, from R-1C, Single Family Residential, to R-2, two Family Residential, or a Conditional Use Permit for a 3-Unit Multiple Family Dwelling.  Notices were mailed to 29 property owners on July 8th, 2021.

Presentation of Request
Heather Botten, Associate Planner, stated the request is for property located south of 66th Street, East of Dawn.  It is zoned R-1C single family residential.  The Planning Commission reviewed this property a few weeks back.  At that time the Applicants were requesting the property to be rezoned to R-3A multiple family which would allow for a tri-plex.  Tonight’s request is to change it to an R-2, two-family residential district.  Throughout the public process, the Applicant met with the Fire Marshal and City Building Official.  The Applicant decided not to pursue the use of a tri-plex due to some of the Building Code requirements.  They are looking for the property to be rezoned to R-2, which allows for a single family or two-family dwelling.  The house was built in 1960, when constructed it was built with the option to be used as a multi-family home.  At this time there are no physical changes to the exterior of the property.  With a duplex there would be minor changes internally that the Applicant would work with the Inspections Department.  If rezoning is approved, there would not be other public processes or zoning approval. A duplex is a permitted use, not a conditional use in the R-2 District.  Rezoning to R-2 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of low density residential.  Surrounding uses of the property:
· R-2 zoning to the west
· School property/Public Institutional District to the south
· Single family to the north and east
Staff believes the proposed zoning would be compatible with existing developed uses in the neighborhood and recommends approval of this zoning change.  She said that one neighboring property owner sent an email.  The Commission should have received a copy.

Chair Niemioja commented a lot of these issues are getting beyond the scope of what they are dealing with.  She questioned if a property line dispute would be resolved elsewhere.  

Ms. Botten responded it would be a civil matter.

Commissioner Robertson was thankful for the explanation of the term duplex. She was struggling with the term two family residential because she had not heard it referred to.  It would be a typical duplex with full kitchen facilities in each unit. She asked if each unit would have its own Postal Code/mailbox or address.  

Ms. Botten responded that would be a question for the Applicant, but they could have a Unit A and Unit B.  They don’t have to have separate numbers.  If desired, they can be given a separate address.

Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Weber, to add the email into the record.

Motion carried (9/0).

Opening of Public Hearing
Elizabeth Anderson Schmidt, 4046 66th Street, stated she has read and understood the report.  She responded that her husband, child, and her mother, have moved into this address.  They are utilizing it as a single-family home.  She did not believe there was a need for a secondary address, but could if the Commission required.

Chair Niemioja asked if they were still seeking the zoning change.

Ms. Schmidt responded in the affirmative.  She said they would like to have it as a duplex so her mom can have her own space. They can continue to use it as a multi-family while they have their own space and her mom has hers.

Chair Niemioja closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion
Chair Niemioja asked if ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Units) needed a larger property size than this.

Ms. Botten responded it is one acre for a detached structure. An attached one included in the structure can be any size.  ADU’s could be looked at separately because they look at the maximum size of that unit.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Scales, second by Commissioner Weber, to approve the rezoning from R-1C Single Family to R-2, for property located at 4046 66th Street, Case No. 21-31Z.

Motion carried (9/0).  This item goes to City Council on August 9, 2021.


TRAVIS CALLSTROM - CASE NO. 21-43ZS

Reading of Public Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for Travis Callstrom – Case No. 21-43ZS.  The request involves property located at 8308 Alverno Avenue and consists of:
A. A rezoning of the property from A, Agriculture, to PUD/Planned Unit Development.
B. A Preliminary Plat and Preliminary PUD for the plat to be known as 8308 Alverno Avenue.
Notices were mailed to nine property owners on July 8, 2021.

Presentation of Request
Allan Hunting, City Planner, stated the property is approximately 22 acres, located near 82nd Street which turns into Alverno, Yankee Doodle Road, and Highway 55 to the north.  The Applicant is proposing to take the 20+ acre lot and create two new lots per the allowance in the northwest area.  They would be creating 2-1.5 acre lots with the balance of the property going into an outlot for future development.  There is an existing house and a carriage house on the property.  No new houses would be built.  They are just creating a 1.5-acre lot around the two buildings on the east side.  They would be sharing a driveway and would create a driveway easement to access out onto Alverno West.  He stated the Northwest Area Overlay District allows for this type of subdivision where there is not sewer and water readily available and the property has at least 20 acres. They can do something up to 10 acres.  This meets all the planning northwest area performance standards. He stated Engineering has raised some comments about what they would like to have dedicated with the plat.  There are regional basins on the property.  They are requesting:
· Drainage and utility easement be established around boundaries/high water mark they established and those be dedicated on the plat.  
· Connection point easement so they can gain access to the pond if needed.
· Standard drainage and utility easements around the whole property.
· Requesting a 40-foot half right-of-way (ROW) for future road that would be serving when development comes in from developing on the south side of the highway.
Road issues were discussed in the report.  The Commission would learn more about those in the Small Area Studies. This is consistent with what they think the main collector would do. 

Mr. Hunting stated rezoning is another part of this because the Code says in order for this to be approved, they have to rezone the property to an Agriculture PUD, becoming a holding zone.  It zones everything PUD, the Ag PUD would be rezoned when the land owner develops the balance of the outlot.  Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat and rezoning with the conditions listed in the report.

Commissioner Weber said for a road like that they typically look for 80 feet.  If putting the 40-foot roadway half easement in now, he asked if they would be seeking a 40-foot half easement from the southern property owner at some point.  He asked if that would be a dedication of the roadway easement, or if there was monetary value.  
Mr. Hunting responded that was correct about the 40-foot half easement.  He replied the roadway easement would be dedication.

Commissioner Robertson asked if the Commission has seen this request before, or a request on this property a couple of years ago.

Mr. Hunting responded he hasn’t seen anything like this on the property.  There was one other Application in the northwest area where a lot was created using that portion of the Zoning Code.  It was for what was known as the Fleming parcel.  One lot was created, similar to this where it had a driveway access heading out to 70th Street.

Commissioner Weber responded there was an application two years ago for two parcels south of this.

Opening of Public Hearing
Travis Callstrom, 8308 Alverno Avenue, has read and understands the report.  He purchased the property because he wanted to be in the country.  It’s unique because it is 20 acres with two homes on it.  The intention is not to develop the property, but to keep it as is.  He said they are creating two parcels so they can sell one to offset the cost and keep the other parcel.  He wasn’t aware of the strings attached to it; he was hoping to keep the property as it is.  They would have two properties, subdivided, nothing would be impacted other than the legal description. He hoped for two addresses.  He said both properties are separated with utilities, septic, and well.  There is already a driveway easement.  When he purchased the property, he didn’t know there would be strings attached, he wasn’t intending to develop.

Chair Niemioja asked what strings the Applicant was referring to.

Mr. Callstrom responded the division of property is based on an existing Ordinance.  The decision to purchase this property was based on the ability to carve the two 1.5 acre lots.  Not to further subdivide it.  Nothing is changing about the home; the two properties were already there.  They created two separate legal addresses for taxation and sell ability.  He would keep the remaining outlot agricultural for his kids.  He said this was not a subdivision, the two homes exist.  Nothing was mentioned in the Ordinance about having to give up land rights or easements for rezoning.  When he wrote the offer, nothing was said.  Doing this would keep everything as and establish two Property ID’s and addresses.  Public utilities are not available, he would like to have them at a more appropriate time.  He would be giving up land rights when it’s subdividable in the future when there are city utilities.  At that point he would like to have a future conversation.

Mr. Hunting responded Engineering is looking at this and knows the northwest area has established regional basins in the city plan.  Creating these when it comes time to plat is a requirement. They are looking to establish easements around those ponds now so they are protected into the future whenever it develops. Staff is looking at the right of way based on potential future planning. Perimeter easements are typical of any subdivision, they are 5-10 feet on a boundary.  He said he understands from the Applicant’s side and can discuss further with the City Attorney about whether those things are appropriate at this level or if they can be acquired when the outlot, would be developed.

Chair Niemioja questioned if the outlot was going to have to be rezoned again for development. If approved this evening it would be in Ag holding.

Mr. Hunting responded Agriculture is the holding, that is what the Northwest Area Overlay District says in the Ordinance.  It requires the land to be rezoned to Ag PUD, its mandatory.  He said it was a question of the timing of other easements or any other right of way.  He can only speak on Engineering’s recommendation, but can look into it further before it goes to the City Council.

Commissioner Simon asked Mr. Callstrom if he knows if the regional basins were listed on his property description and if it was listed as a pond or regional basin.  If something was written to give a clue these would be used.

Mr. Callstrom responded what he knows is from going through Engineering. There are 800 of them in the State of Minnesota that are naturally created and take surrounding water.  He said they are not changing anything, not adding on or building new homes, they would not be affected.

Commissioner Simon said its considered part of his land.  She asked the City Planner if that information was listed anywhere.  She questioned if it is to be automatically assumed if having water in your backyard and it’s in your land/lot only, its automatically going to be considered a regional basin and used by the city, county, or somebody.  

Mr. Hunting responded the city has an established Regional Basin Plan the City Council approved.  It identifies all regional basins in the city.  They are all a part of Stormwater Management Plans and identified in the Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Simon stated the reason she was asking is because when she purchased their property 22 years ago, there was a pond in the back and it wasn’t listed on anything in the city as a regional basin.  She asked how citizens who own the property were notified.

Mr. Hunting responded the study may not have been done then, the basins may not have been needed or established, and the stormwater system wasn’t created.  Engineering is always updating.  He was unsure how citizens were notified.

Commissioner Robertson said she assumed a Title search or a review prior to purchasing the property would have identified those as regional basins. 

Commissioner’s Weber and Simon both responded no.

Commissioner Robertson asked Commissioner Weber for more information.

Commissioner Weber stated Regional Basins are established by the city during studies that are done to look at collectors of water for major areas.  He stated for example, he bought his lot and did not know it was sitting on a watershed.  He did as much homework as he knows how to do. While pulling in Permits for his build he found out he had a huge drainage and utility easement on his property and had to work around those constraints.  Regional basins are different because they collect water from multiple areas.  That information won’t be found on a tax search or a legal description. The only way you can find it is if you are overly doing your homework and looking at different maps the city has to offer.  It is on the city website.  He said giving the city access to a water basin is not giving up your land, it’s giving access to make sure that watershed is not demised, so people are not filling it in with dirt. When splitting a lot up like this, giving up that much land isn’t really giving it up, it’s giving access.  He stated the 40-foot roadway easement is a different conversation. Regional water basins are imperative for cities to have for anything that goes on in the area and wants to make sure they are not disturbed or ruined.  He questioned if Mr. Callstrom was fine with giving the city a right to the ponds, or apprehensive to saying the city has access to sections of his land.  

Commissioner Heidenreich referenced the 40-foot easement, being that it is dedicated, it means he is giving it to the city for free.  If he doesn’t do that, he asked if the city has to condemn or pay him fair market value for those 40 feet in the future, if there is a need, as a consideration.

Chair Niemioja said the question is if it is now or in the future.

Commissioner Heidenreich stated if dedicating it now, he can’t go back and say when it’s needed, now they don’t have to pay him for it.  He felt that may be something he would want to hold on to for the future.

Mr. Callstrom responded when making the purchasing decision, none of that was listed. The amount of money he paid for 22 acres in that School District is significant.  To give that up when it’s not even developable or being paid for it when he doesn’t want it developed.  He would like to relinquish the control over it.  He understands the watershed, he doesn’t want to maintain the ponds.  Giving up his road into his home is a different story.  

Commissioner Scales wanted to clarify and asked if his plans for the future are not to develop.  

Mr. Callstrom responded his current plans are only to develop the two lots and wait.

Commissioner Scales asked if it would make a difference instead of breaking it up into “three” parcels, they broke it up into two and left the house on the acreage.  He asked if that would change the city thought on this.

Mr. Hunting responded the current design of the plat isn’t driving Engineering’s comments.

Commissioner Weber said it sounded like the Applicant wanted to retain priority ownership over the majority of the land.

Commissioner Scales questioned if it would change the thought process if putting the house with the acreage, instead of leaving the property without the house attached to it.

Mr. Callstrom said he had looked into a lot when he went to Contract on it. He felt the way it was explained to him was very confusing.  Doing it the way Commissioner Scales mentioned it accomplishes the same thing for him.  He was unsure of the implications.

Mr. Hunting stated the problem is the Applicant would be creating another lot.  The Code says there has to be an outlot in there for the balance of it.  They cannot create a new lot on its own, leaving the house on the other.  There would be nothing left for future developments. He compared it to an old farmstead with 40 acres, farm is on the corner, create another one-acre lot for the children, the rest could be developed.  If done that way, there isn’t any potential for the site to be developed.  The only way it could work was to create a lot around each of the houses and the balance in outlot or it would not be consistent with the Ordinance.

Thomas Schaefer, 8420 Alverno Avenue, located to the south, said by these actions, it sounds like he is giving up 40 feet.  

Mr. Hunting responded he is not giving up anything.  That would be in the future, whenever he would develop.

Mr. Schaefer asked if he wasn’t giving up land when a road goes through.

Mr. Hunting responded it would be when he gives up his property for development.  That would be dedicated for future road or for the road that would be developed at that time.

Mr. Schaefer commented if he chose not to develop his property, then surrounding properties don’t get a road because he is choosing not to develop his.

Mr. Hunting responded that would be a City Council decision.  If it was needed to extend a collector street and there was a property owner, they would need to acquire land for the right of way. 

Mr. Schaefer stated his concern is that they are one of two dirt roads in the city.  The decisions of development by people coming in are potentially changing the way they live.  They get less than 100 cars a day by their home, with this, there could be thousands.  He doesn’t see how this makes sense.  He said if all were in agreement to develop property is one thing.  There would be owners having to make decisions based on someone else.  He felt they are being forced into things.

Chair Niemioja stated Mr. Schaefer’s property would not be forced into anything at this time.  His point is well taken.  She said in the future, this could possibly occur.

Mr. Schaefer stated he is very concerned about it.

Aida Schaefer, 8420 Alverno Avenue, stated she was under the understanding that in the area where they live, minimum size lots were five acres because of septic and well requirements.  She asked for better understanding.  She said she understood each parcel would have a building with septic and well on it, but didn’t understand how each could have them and be potentially approved to have 1.5 acre lots when the requirement is supposed to be five acres.

Mr. Hunting responded this part of the city is in the Northwest Area Overlay District.  It is in the MUSA (Metropolitan Urban Service Area) Boundary for future sewer and water development.  Properties will eventually develop in time.  Sewer and water would come from either the Eagan direction or from the area of Target. The land has the provision that someone can create a 1.5 acre lots around an existing house until sewer and water comes.  The two lots would be larger than others around them, with the balance of the outlot to be served by sewer, water, and urban development pattern once those utilities are available.  

Chair Niemioja stated there is no current plan to bring sewer and water across the road at this moment. 
Mr. Hunting responded not at this exact moment, but they are getting inquiries about Developers.  The Commission would be learning more from the Small Area Study discussion coming up on the agenda.  There is potential for development on the south side of the highway that could be happening in a year or two.

Ms. Schaefer asked about the rationale for the five-acre requirement. She felt 5 acres was needed to properly manage the septic drainfield.  She questioned why they don’t have 1.5 acre lots everywhere if each can have their own well and septic.

Mr. Hunting responded those lots would get city sewer and water once available. They would have to be connected up whenever that develops.  The standard five acres zoning is in other areas of Ag. outside of the northwest area for larger lots for the spreading of septic and wells.  Criteria is designed anticipating development will occur on that parcel and other lots around it will eventually be hooked up to the municipal system, then septic systems would go away.

Ms. Schaefer said it still didn’t make sense to her that two separate houses with separate well and septic can be switched into 1.5 acre lots.  She asked why they wouldn’t be able to do that elsewhere.  For example, if she wanted to subdivide into a bunch of 1.5 acre lots and build a place and set up their own septic and well it would be the same thing except, she would be spending a lot of money putting well and septic in if the city would be bringing water later on.  She asked if there was an environmental side to 1.5 or 5 acres, and if an environmental study was done in that area to see if it was fine to have septic or sewer on 1.5 acres.  

Mr. Hunting responded the septic systems already exist.  It was more of a density exercise as opposed to well or septic.  The Code is set up for future planning as opposed to being an area of the city where sewer and well is not planned.  Then they would have 2.5 acres as the minimum size for a new lot and permanently be on well and septic, not an urban system.  He said that was established when the overlay district was put in place.  He was unsure of the details to allow someone to create a lot until a time sewer became available.

Chair Niemioja stated one or two parcels at 1.5 acres isn’t the issue, it’s when there would be development on a larger scale.  Then city sewer and water would come through.  For example, for 18 lots, not creating 18 lots with septic.

Mr. Hunting stated it was a density of one per 10.  This has been in place in the northwest area since 1988.  There was a time a lot couldn’t be created on less than 10.  When the Ordinance went into effect, and then with MUSA, this was a provision to allow that exception to occur if having a big enough parcel and knowing sewer and water would eventually get to these areas.

Ms. Schaefer asked if an environmental study was done.

Mr. Hunting responded there were significant studies done in the northwest area when the AUAR (Alternative Urban Areawide Review) was done.  It is a temporary situation.  The septic systems were already approved there so soils can handle the systems.  Studies were done in the early 2000’s.

Ms. Schaefer stated she has concerns about decisions made now that would impact their northern boundary.  This is assuming they would be stuck with the other 40 feet. On their western boundary on Alverno, they have given up 30 feet to the road.  Now they may have to give up 40 feet on the northern side.  For the southern side, the city plans to have some water items go through the bottom of their property.  She said it’s cutting up her property and making it very different from what they intended when buying more than five years ago.  She has a lot of concerns with what the city is looking to do with respects to the impact on them.

Commissioner Robertson said she understood what Ms. Schaefer was saying.  When development is proposed to occur, it sounds like there is interest in developing land around where she is located.  She said there is a significant process that goes into place when a development is proposed. That information is available through public hearings, city notices, and would be the time for further discussion, now it’s premature.

Ms. Schaefer said there is a precedence being set that is going to make it a lot easier for development to happen.  If there is already a right of way given on half a road, it’s a lot of easier to impose the right of way on the rest of the road.  If the road goes north/south instead of east/west that would have a completely different impact on them.  She said Mr. Callstrom isn’t trying to do anything nasty to them, its an unintended consequence for them that things will be set in motion beyond their control.  She said even though these are decisions for the future, they would be based on what is already in place.

Chair Niemioja stated that was a great point, there may be several on the Commission that want more information on the right of way issue.

Mr. Callstrom agrees with what has been said. He felt he is somewhat in control with his “hands tied” only to follow an Ordinance that was already existing when he bought the property.  He did not realize how his purchasing this property can impact his neighbors and future development.  He doesn’t want to change it.  He is giving up 40 feet for free and potentially the neighboring 40 feet would be needed when there was a plan.  He said if putting this in an outlot, that should be a conversation down the road, just like it should be with neighbors.  They paid for and own the land.  He understands the situation with ponds, he disagrees with giving up the rights to the land.

Commissioner Robertson referenced the original map and asked where Mr. Callstrom’s access currently is.  She asked if that driveway would be converted into a 40-foot road. 

Chair Niemioja responded the driveway is in and out of the easement.  It may still need to be addressed.  She said that it was a surprise to the Applicant that he is dedicating 40 feet.

Commissioner Heidenreich stated it is being proposed that someday there may be a road along the property line.  I would be centered on the property line, with 40 feet from his property and 40 feet from the neighbors.  The city is trying to acquire that land in advance as dedication rather than taking.

Commissioner Robertson responded she understands.  The desire of the city, based on engineering, is to have that land dedicated now for a road, as proposed to later.

Mr. Hunting responded cities can require dedications of easements and right of way through a planning process.

Commissioner Robertson asked if the current owner is seeking to have the property rezoned.
Chair Niemioja responded it is going to have be rezoned to Ag, to be held for the next set of rezoning.  In her opinion, that would be a great time to get the dedication, if Engineering would agree with it.  They may be able to move forward with the water portion as a half way point.

Vern Wilczyk, 8003 Courthouse Boulevard, lives on the north end of this section.  He said there is a pond on the property and a yellow easement going around it on a map.  He asked what that meant.  Most of that pond is on his property.

Mr. Hunting responded that means as a part of the Stormwater Management Plan, regional basins were identified as areas that will collect water when the land develops.  Those areas will infiltrate.  There would eventually be an easement around it that will be preserved and protected because they are needed to handle stormwater management.  These were created when glaciers came through, filtered the water back down to the aquifers, and need to be protected and preserved.

Chair Niemioja stated if Mr. Wilczyk does not sell or redevelop his property, nothing would happen.

Mr. Hunting responded in the affirmative.  It would only be dedicated onto the property; nothing would happen any further.

Mary Wilczyk, 8003 Courthouse Boulevard, asked if that pond is a part of the outlot.  She stated she was part of a Zoom meeting and at one point during that conversation there was discussion about 28 potential lots.  She asked if that was where those lots were located.  She asked if someone purchases the outlot, if there were 28 lots designated for the area.  She asked if they were considered ponds, regional waterways, or wetlands.

Mr. Hunting responded in the affirmative, it would be the area on the subject lot.  He responded about the 28 lots and displayed a map from one of the small area studies.  The design shows conceptual plans about how some of those properties would potentially develop by meeting the Comprehensive Plan.  On the lot, development would occur higher in the area.  He was unsure how many that would be.  What she may have been referring to was a higher area that was conceptual.  It was used as an illustration to determine usable area based on the Comprehensive Plan with 1-4 units per acre.  That is the outlot.  He responded about ponds, saying he wasn’t an Engineer, but knew that many are wetlands because they were natural basins, some may be dry areas as water collects and soak in.  

Commissioner Weber asked if they could put up a regional basin map.

Mr. Hunting was unsure what the most recent one was and responded they don’t have the means to pull anything up.

Commissioner Heidenreich stated regional basins can never have houses on them, they are protected.  There are easements around them to protect them from homes encroaching the zone.

Commissioner Weber offered an example stating if 20 homes go there, water off of roofs, driveways, and roads, needs to go somewhere. The city likes to maintain regional basins for if and when development happens.  They can’t always fit enough water collection on each piece of property, regional basins take over for that.  
Chair Niemioja stated it may not look like a pond at any point, but is still a protected basin.

Ms. Wilczyk said all planning they see is potential.  She referenced one of the maps with development shown and there was talk about a road and how it curves off.  

Mr. Hunting responded the plans show potential by illustrating development patterns and justifying next steps.  It’s not how they would look, but how they might look.  He responded about the road that curved stating it will likely be discussed in the next Agenda Item.

Chair Niemioja closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion
Chair Niemioja understood what Engineering was trying to do.  She felt the right of way is a bit premature and unnecessary.  She said the basins are going to need to be protected and was a reasonable ask.  She did not see why the right of way has to happen now.

Commissioner Scales agreed and said the city got a bit ahead.  He understands the reasoning behind doing this ahead of time, but does not see a purpose in it at this stage.  He would prefer pulling the right of way out and has no issues pulling out the regional basins because they could be discussed in the future. If someone wanted to leave it in, he was fine with it also.  He felt a lot went here that isn’t necessary at this stage.  It overcomplicated the request.

Commissioner Heidenreich said he felt it was pretty cool that they have a regional basin on their property because it would never get developed.  They won’t have to look at homes in those areas.  He would be in favor of the easement around those, but still thinks it’s premature.

Councilmember Robertson stated that is why she was so confused about why a current driveway serves a purpose to something in the future.  She would concur with retaining the requirement for the regional basins and easements that exist. She was uncomfortable with dedicating 40 feet at this time.

Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Scales, to approve the rezoning from Ag to Ag/PUD Planned Unit Development for property located at 8308 Alverno Avenue.

Motion carried (9/0). 

Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Scales for the Preliminary Plat for two lot, one outlot, subdivision to be known as Carriage Heights.  Leaving in #1, 3, and 5.  Remove the Drainage and Utility Easements around the Regional Basins, and remove the 40-foot half right of way that shall be platted.

Commissioner Weber explained why he left out the regional basins because if they are going to look at the right of way in a future use, he believes the regional basins can be looked at in a future use, because at this time the property owner is not planning on doing anything near those regional basins.  He said why put the caveat on him now until something else changes.  

Commissioner Weber stated they are leaving #2 and #4 out of the Motion.
Commissioner Robertson said the Applicant has the potential.

Commissioner Weber responded he does not have the potential to do anything in that outlot unless he comes back before the Commission.

Chair Niemioja asked if that was correct.  If on his own land, could he put in anything.

Mr. Hunting responded on an outlot; he could not build any structures.

Motion carried (8/1-Robertson).  This item goes to City Council on August 9, 2021.


4.  OTHER BUSINESS
Small Area Plans: 	Argenta Small Area Plan 
South of Highway 55 Small Area Plan 
Presentation of both plans by Bryan Harjes from HKGi

City Planner, Allan Hunting stated the city has not done many small area plans.  Bryan Harjes from HKGi, who has done the Comprehensive Planning, is here to speak about these items.  HKGi was hired to look at two areas for small area plans:
1. One is on the north side of the Highway.  Located by Highway 55 and Argenta.  Blackstone Vista is a single-family development in the area.  The proposal was looking at multiple family.  Currently there is only one way in and out for the parcel.  There were questions about how to get other access points to the property and potential land use.
2. South of the highway.  The area just discussed.  Looking at the parcel for development potentials and maybe some industrial.  The City Council approved to have a plan created.  They would look at what the implications would be.  Also looking at street systems, roadways, utilities, and development of the area.  
He stated that is what each of these plans help to try to cover.  The Planning Commission will review.  The action would be if supporting, make a recommendation supporting the design of the plan, or make a recommendation if there are things not comfortable with and specify that some modifications should be made.  This will go to the City Council sometime in August.

Chair Niemioja stated there would not be a public hearing for this item tonight.  If people have questions, they can email or call the Planning Department.

South of Highway 55 Small Area Plan:
Bryan Harjes, Landscape Architect, Principal, at HKGi, stated they are a Landscape Architect Urban Planning Firm in Minneapolis.  He began with the South of Highway 55 Plan first since that item was just discussed:
[bookmark: _Hlk79160036]South of Highway 55 Small Area Plan:
The plan originally started through two rounds of virtual engagement.  Initial conversations were about issues and opportunities with property owners.  A second meeting was held to articulate the findings.
Core Issues:
· Timing of development was a big concern.  
· Two parcels were interested in going with development earlier.  Others were looking much longer term. That plays into the timing of utilities and infrastructure.
· City of Eagan.  With some of the industrial uses to the west, traffic is a concern.
· How traffic can potentially be managed.
· Dakota County has a longer-term plan through its Visioning Study for realignment of a roadway to allow a more regional connection to Highway 55.
· Topic of concern to some of the property owners.
· This is on the County’s plan to continue to look at it much longer term as development continues.
· Utility Costs and Timing.
Opportunities:
· Large undeveloped tracks of land in the area.  
· Integrate some of those near-term development interests with market momentum and longer-term planning.
Project website and resources were provided to the public.
· Began to map all existing features.
· Woodlands toward the north/northeast. Outside of the project area.
· Current land use guidance:  Predominantly low density residential.
· Areas guided as institutional, or currently guided/developed as industrial to the west.
· Areas where there are topographic relief.  
· Where water tends to go towards the east/northeast in drainage ways.  
· Also flowing to the south and east.
· A Sub Watershed District map was used to understand the flow of surface water with topography.
· Leads into larger basins to the east and south.
· Watermain.  In addition to sanitary sewer.  
· Alverno boundary shows everything to the west of the line gets serviced to the City of Eagan through a Joint Powers Agreement. 
· Everything to the east gets serviced to the City of Inver Grove Heights.
· Of the study area, there was only one parcel interested in developing at this current time.
· The analysis tried to understand if the Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) is to the west of Alverno and if there is opportunity to allow any additional capacity for development to go to Eagan.
· Looked at an Elevation Analysis, with potential sewer elevations. 
· Look at where else they could reach to potentially have gravity flow sewer to the City of Eagan.
· Learned there is an opportunity near term to allow some development potential with modification to the JPA.  Mostly because if this was the only option to go in the near term, development costs for a Lift Station, forcemain, and watermain were too expensive to get that development to take place. It needed a broader area of development to allow that infrastructure to help pay for itself in the northwest area.
Proposed Development Concept:
· From what could become more near-term development projects in the area with sewer and water service to Eagan.
· Upgrades to Argenta Trail to a point they would realign the intersection of current Argenta Trail and transition to the existing gravel drive there today, to allow development to the north be able to take place in the near-term capacity.
· Sewer and water would be routed back to the City of Eagan.
· Stormwater areas would be accommodated to the far northeast corner of the development site.
· Expand Study area.
· Remaining lands currently undeveloped would have the financial capacity to pay for additional infrastructure costs needed in the area. Includes:
· Lift Station
· Force main to pump it back to the gravity system
· Watermain
· Roadway network established
He stated the plan displayed is very conceptual.  It is very high level and fairly conservative for overall development so they can better understand the remaining development areas.  For example, the HM Ranch property to the south, the Chase property to the east, and the property belonging to Mr. Callstrom.  They had heard through the process that the Schaefer’s were not intending on development so they didn’t include that in the potential initial analysis for infrastructure costs and what development would incur.  What is shown is an overall plan for development that would allow an early phase of development that could go to the City of Eagan, and a longer-term phase served by a Lift Station, forcemain, and watermain that would route along a collector road to connect back up to the more regional roadway prescribed by the county for Argenta Trail.  There are a series of identified wetland basins along the south and north/northeast portion.
Proposed Land Use:
· More employment uses to the northwest
· Low Density Residential
· Medium Density Residential 
Proposed Sanitary Sewer:
· Potential Lift Station
· Gravity sewer flows for future development to the location.
· Forcemain to connect back up to the north part of the city infrastructure plan.
Parks, Trails, and Open Space:
· Opportunity for a potential neighborhood park.  
· Integrated with a woodland complex central to the larger area of land to the east.
· Trail connections.
· Planned greenway route, for the Mendota Heights/Lebanon Hills Greenway
· Preserving basins for infiltration in certain areas such as Alverno Avenue and towards the northeast.
Proposed Phasing:
· Area to the north/west.  Services to Eagan.  
· Longer term development where services would be provided by the City of Inver Grove Heights to take place in the future.

Chair Niemioja commented it great to see a park in the plan, it would be a huge deal for this kind of density.

Commissioner Weber referenced the 2040 Comprehensive Plan stating it’s difficult for him to conceptualize anything industrial on the east side of Argenta.  Seeing those two large buildings on the roughly 40-acre parcel concerns him.

Mr. Harjes responded through part of the engagement process there was a property owner and their representative interested in that development.  They wanted that product type in that location.  The parcel shown below it also has a long-term need for the land use guidance in that location.  Currently it is preferred it remain in a residential state with his current home site.  He stated their guidance was in response to that outreach.  Looking at the regional roadway facility for Argenta Trail, he would think that 82nd would be the cutoff point for additional employment base/land use.  Beyond that would be residential.  He said a lot of conversation was had between property owners to the north and Mr. Hill about near term buffers, what needs to be done to ensure that can be in place, across property lines, preservation of existing tree lines, dedication of additional space for a buffer, and landscape areas between those sites.

Chair Neimioja asked about light industrial.

Mr. Harjes responded it is a lot of what is seen along the Highway 55 corridor to the east and what is currently there to the west on the north side.

Commissioner Challeen wanted more information on traffic routing with the new collector road, as it comes out to the northeast.  It looks to go out to a frontage road.  She thought that would be a lot of traffic going out onto a small frontage road.

Mr. Harjes responded the frontage road runs next to Highway 55 with a right in/right out access.  Longer term the frontage road access may have to go away.  They may have access out to Highway 55. The roadway allows a key connection northeast to southwest for development to get out to larger roadways.  The location was identified due to existing grade.  There is roughly 50-60 feet of grade change on the western side of Highway 3 making it difficult to have a roadway connection happen south of the interchange.

Commissioner Weber asked if it would be a roundabout.  He drives this every day and noticed a larger Police presence due to the number of people that speed once they go south.  He liked the plan but that would be an issue for him with that many residents in the area and being their fastest way to get to Highway 55.  He said he noticed on the plan that the deadly intersection at Highway 55 and Argenta/Yankee Doodle is going to change.

Mr. Harjes said they could speak with the State about the roundabout area.  He said he could discuss it with the next plan.  There has always been a desire to plan for a grade separated interchange in that location. Timing is the question. They are trying to accommodate a near term access and still allow for longer term planning to accommodate a grade separated interchange.

Chair Niemioja asked if the Commissioners were supportive of this plan.

Commissioner Scales stated for a conceptual plan it makes sense. This makes a great start.

Mr. Hunting stated this is conceptual for planning purposes.  It looks at, for example, if the landowner where the industrial building might go, came in and applied for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, then the city has to start and study it.  Now it has been looked at.  It doesn’t mean this is the direction it would go.  He said the Commission isn’t approving a land use plan.  The Commissions is looking conceptually at how the area may develop if getting these types of patterns. He said the Commission may receive an application they wouldn’t like and can recommend denial.  This is for planning purposes so they know where roadway systems would go, brings up topics of larger transportation issues, dump out areas, and what other improvements might be needed.  If the Commission is supportive of this, it would be a recommendation of support of the plan as presented.
Commissioner Weber questioned if someone came in, wanted to buy the Chase property now, and wanted a large development, if supporting this plan, could some of the guidance of the plan be imposed onto the buyer of the property.  Or if they could come in with their own conceptual drawing.

Mr. Hunting responded this doesn’t lock anyone into the development pattern.  It is a concept based on current Comprehensive Planning.  What was shown is if the western half is served by Eagan, they need to make sure there is enough development potential on the east half that can pay for city, trunk sewer, and water.  This shows land density can be created that would be high enough and generally pay for itself.  Someone may come in with an entirely different idea.  They are not holding anyone to this plan.  It is to illustrate potentials and that the developer would be covering the large-scale payment of trunk utility fees.

Commissioner Robertson said that explanation was helpful as she was wondering what drove the line for what goes to Eagan versus what goes to Inver Grove Heights.  It was regarding if the density on the Inver Grove Heights side was sufficient enough to pay for infrastructure that needs to be there.

Mr. Hunting responded the Eagan/Inver Grove Heights was more topography and depth.  There would have to be gravity systems and how to do them.

Mr. Harjes said it wasn’t only the elevation, it is the use. Light industrial use doesn’t carry the capacity of flow that residential use does.  That allowed the City of Eagan to say they do have additional capacity to allow that to take place.

Commissioner Weber referenced a diagram and asked if the sanitary sewer shown on the left was existing or proposed.  

Mr. Harjes showed a plan routing for how sanitary service would be proposed through the area.  They did the additional topographic analysis; the Development Planner did a logical routing for utilities and infrastructure.  That is why the adjusted plan to the south follows the connected elements tying the area together.

Commissioner Weber had a concern about one sanitary sewer line going through a cemetery.

Mr. Harjes responded that was existing mapping that was carried forward at a really high level.  That would be refined, there would be a map for it.

Chair Niemioja stated there has been good discussion and questions.  She felt Commissioner Scales summed it up nicely about points they liked about the plan.

Argenta Small Area Plan:
Mr. Harjes stated this was a similar process.  Website was useful for outreach to property owners in the area.  They conducted a set of meetings to understand the analysis and conditions out there and to review conceptual ideas with landowners and residents.
Northwest Small Area Plan:  Key Topics of the Planning Effort.
Issues:
· The site has significant topographic change.  Over 70 feet in some locations.  Makes development challenging.
· Transportation network and development access.
· Biggest concern from the Blackstone Vista neighborhood.  
· If any additional capacity would have to come through their neighborhood.  
· Is there another way they can find access to those development parcels without having that happen.
· Ability to preserve some of the tree line existing today.  
· Have land use separation between existing uses further down, and industrial uses there today.
· Potential new uses.
· Highway sound buffer.
Opportunities:
· Potential additional access.  Speaking with the county on this.  Still conversation to be had.  The plan has a recommendation to explore and look at additional access with the extension of Amana Trail.
· New Neighborhood Park Space off of Argenta Trail. 
· Extended some of the trail planning to integrate the area.
Existing Conditions:
· Fairly heavily wooded on parcels to the south and west.
· A lot of grade change with drainage.  
· Heading down to an identified regional basin in the southwest corner.
· Land use is guided:
· Predominately residential.
· Medium density residential near the intersection of Amana Trail and Argenta.
· Industrial with properties to the south.
· Neighborhood mix to the north.
· Access and transportation improvements:
· Argenta Trail would be upgraded.  Lane widths to be determined. Planned improvement that takes place in 2022.
· Lone Oak improvement project.  Controlled access points.  Right in/right out.  Full access.  Plan for a folded diamond interchange.

Commissioner Weber asked if Amana Trail would lose access to southbound/northbound on Argenta. It would be the road next to Target.  He asked if that would go under Argenta.

Mr. Harjes believed they would have another folded diamond.  He responded about the Argenta crossing stating it would likely go over Argenta in the future.  There is a shift in the roadway to build a bridge to go up and over. 

Chair Niemioja asked about Amana.

Mr. Harjes responded it would be a full signalized intersection at the end of an off ramp.  Going north or south on Argenta or going straight through on Amana.

Commissioner Weber responded that gives road access to the park through a controlled intersection.

Mr. Harjes responded there could have been no access.  It would have been an interchange on-ramp without access in a location.  They are trying to better understand what the access would be.
Commissioner Simon asked if the north end of Argenta at 70th, near Old Argenta Trail, where it goes onto 70th, would be dead ended or right in/right out only.  

Mr. Hunting responded he was unsure, but felt that whole segment goes away.  

Commissioner Challeen said the last time they looked at the park, it was bigger.  She asked if this view cut into what was park dedication.

Mr. Harjes responded on the southern boundary with the way the exhibit reads it does cut in a little bit.  
He continued with Existing Conditions:
· Early recommendations from previous plans showed a Lift Station that would serve all of the area in this location.  It has been refined.
· Watermain would connect back to the existing system.
Proposed Development Concept(s):
Preferred Concept:
· Alternate concept depending upon access resolution with Dakota County.
· Went through a planning process with Dakota County.  Had two meetings. Their comfort level on the access would hinge upon an upcoming study they have beginning soon that would extend into the first quarter of 2022.
· It’s called a Regional Roadway Visioning Study that more comprehensively looks at an area up to Sunfish Lake, potential interchange at 494 and Amana Trail, further south down to the City of Inver Grove Heights southern border, and further to the west including some of the City of Eagan.  This will help better inform them of what Argenta Trail would be and help understand what access controls they could potentially have on the area of Argenta Trail and Amana.
He said that shows the two approaches.  If looking at this the way the circles on one of his diagrams was laid out, the northwest area would stay similar to a low-density residential concept:
· There would be a slight reduction in the land use from low to medium, down to low density. 
· Similar development to what neighboring Blackstone Vista has today.  
· Still have to maintain the individual access point.  There would be no additional access to Lone Oak in that location.  
They wanted to understand how the pattern of local roadways would work for existing development and still allow for development in the area.
· The area can get gravity flow sewer to the existing Lift Station there today.  This would reduce infrastructure costs of the entire area.
· Do not have to extend forcemain and gravity flow through the whole area.
· In the southwest, they spoke with two parcel owners, Mr. Povolny and Mr. Schaaf.
· Engineering spoke with Mr. Schaaf about his property.  A bulk of his property has an identified regional basin on it.  That’s where all the water comes down to this point.  
· There are still negotiations about easements for the regional basin.  
· That access would still remain to both parcels off of Highway 55.  
· They would look at another expansion of the Joint Powers Agreement due to low flow industrial uses that could go to the City of Eagan.  That could extend the area further reducing infrastructure costs for additional capacity.
South of the existing neighborhood:
· Preservation of the tree line.
· Opportunity for another trail connection.
· Two parcels:
1. Owned by Mr. Schmidt with 13 acres.
2. Owned by Triangle Rubbish with 4 acres.
· Looking at a phased approach for potential redevelopment longer term if Triangle Rubbish were to look for a new location or acquisition of the parcel to allow for redevelopment.
· A roadway access point would come in and serve the existing development.
· Part of the idea for this use, and the number of trips for the use, is a temporary roadway of the extension of Amana Trail that would provide access and alleviate the pressure of trips coming through the neighborhood in that location.
· Long term, the roundabout interchange would still allow access to the neighborhood and not close it off as an interchange.  That provides the safest access they can think of in the location and still accommodates a long-term interchange. The timing could be years away.
· One other option: If the county says they cannot have that access, they need to stay with the current land use guidance which is medium density residential.  That transportation would not have access back to Amana Trail, and would come back up through the neighborhood and back out through its existing access.
· Topography and stormwater would drive the number of units in the location.  That determines the layout.
Proposed Land Use:
· Parks, trails, and open space.  Park plans are out for bids.  
· Extended tree buffer along steeper slopes.
· Integrating a lower loop trail to link neighborhoods and provide additional access to the park.
The city will be involved as a technical advisory group for a part of the plan with Dakota County and the roadway corridor.

Chair Niemioja stated everything seems to hinge on the county.

Mr. Harjes responded they tried to articulate the best way they could for both near and long-term opportunities. Bolton & Menk worked with them on the plan.  The county still wants to be reassured about overall development numbers and what that means for trips through the entire stretch, what kind of pressure that would put on the intersection near term, and if it were a temporary access.  Particularly the short distance from Amana Trail to Highway 55 and if it has the capacity to handle what they think it needs to handle in the near term.  He said these are the questions they need to answer with the next study.

Commissioner Weber referenced Argenta north from Highway 55, stating it was said Amana Trail would potentially maintain a stop lighted access.  He referenced the next connection to the north and asked if that was right in/right out for both sides or if it was a four-way intersection.

Mr. Harjes responded it is currently guided as a ¾ intersection.  It’s a left in, no left out, right in/right out access.

Commissioner Weber said he asked that question because the Peltier Development was just before them.  He was concerned about kids.  Getting them across the street to the park is priority #1 to him.  Residents have been wanting a park in the area for years, now they just have to get them there.

Mr. Hunting responded the Peltier plan has allowed for a full interchange at 72nd.  In the Regional Update, the county would look again and compare it to their traffic volumes to determine if they would be fine with changing it from ¾ to a full access.  He stated the City Engineer has been pushing that the city plan has always been a full access due to being limited in the area.  Everything is potential in design, it could occur.

Chair Niemioja stated comments from residents have been about keeping the green space buffer.  It fits with the overall policy and guiding principles of the Comprehensive Plan.  It’s something that needs to be kept in mind for the area.  Residents have said keeping the green space is really important.  She liked that.

Steven Schmidt, Intersection of Highway 55 and Argenta Court, appreciates the time and effort the Consultant has provided as well as Heather Botten and Allan Hunting with developing this plan.  There are two Schmidt sites, his brother also owns part of it.  He said if this were to be developed in terms of the higher density, it is necessary the access and connection at Amana take place.  He hopes that is a win for the city.  If that doesn’t happen his long-term concern is whether there is really a development there because of topography.  Medium density has 8-12 units per acre.  The site showed 36 units.  He wasn’t sure they could get much more than 36 units which falls far below medium density.  He knows if trees are taken down, the city gets charged and they have to be replaced.  If it ends up with not enough connections due to zoning, the city pays for that too.  He was hoping to get the road access so it is a win for all.  He is doing his part by helping push the county to help as well.  

Commissioner Weber asked if they didn’t recently just look at a HDR apartment complex for that site and if it was approved.

Mr. Hunting responded it was tabled at the Applicants request due to concerns about the access and connection points.  They were looking at 160 units and were issues with access going back through a single-family neighborhood.  That was put on hold to get the study done.  Staff looked at how that can occur, but are waiting for the county to do the Regional Roadway Visioning Study and what the results of that would be.  Traffic volumes will dictate what will work.

Councilmember Challeen asked when the study would be published.

Mr. Hunting responded they just went out for proposals; the process could take about a year.

Mr. Harjes responded it was about a 9-month process, it could be done in Quarter 2 of 2022.

Chair Niemioja stated it was wonderful to see this kind of planning.  They know it’s not set in stone or permanent.

Mr. Hunting stated the next Planning Commission meeting will be on Wednesday, August 4th , instead of Tuesday.  Tuesday conflicts with Night to Unite. This allows for Commissioner’s to be involved in their neighborhood Night to Unite gatherings.

Commissioner Robertson said she found the Small Area Study very informational.  She assumes this would be shared with City Council.  She said at one of the last City Council meetings there had been a question about a need to have more studies, surveys, and input before making decisions. She hopes the information shared tonight helps answer some of those questions for the City Council.
Mr. Hunting responded it would be shared at a City Council meeting with Mr. Harjes presenting just like this evening.

Councilmember Weber asked if they could make the regional basin and watershed district maps right on the zoning maps page.

Commissioner Wippermann asked if this becomes part of the Comp Guide Plan and if so, if the Met Council has to approve it.

Mr. Hunting responded no; it is just a planning document.  When applications for comp plan would come in, this would help.  It does not change anything or is submitted as a comp plan amendment.

5.  ADJOURN
The meeting was unanimously adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sheri Yourczek
Recording Clerk
