INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2022 - 7:00 p.m.

City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. APPROVAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR MAY 17, 2022
3. APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. Consider a Variance to create a new parcel without lot frontage at 9250 Arnold
Avenue (Dale Suckstorff & Margaret Bailey - Case No. 22-24V).
B. Considera Variance from the minimum lot size and width requirements for a lot
split on the property located at 6325 Dawn Avenue (Kinetic Capital, LLC - Case
No. 22-22V).
C. Consider a Variance to allow signs within the setback requirements on the
property located at 5590 Babcock Trail (Ron Clark Construction - Case No. 22-

25V).

D. Consider a Conditional Use Permit to allow for a manufacturing use within the
existing building located at 6286 Claude Way (Dashfire, LLC -Case No. 22-26C).

4, OTHER BUSINESS
A. Elections

5. ADJOURN

This document is available upon 3 business day request in alternate formats such as Braille, large print,
audio recording, etc. Please contact Kim Fox at 651.450.2545 or kfox@ighmn.gov.
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Tuesday, May 17,2022 - 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

1. CALLTO 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
Dennis Wippermann
Pat Simon
Anthony Scales
Jonathan Weber
Robert Heidenreich
Scott Clancy
Joan Robertson

Commissioners Absent: Kate Challeen (excused)

Staff Present: Allan Hunting, City Planner
Heather Botten, Associate Planner
Kim Fox, Community Development Specialist

Others Present: Brad Scheib, Hoisington Koegler Group

2. APPROVAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR APRIL 5, 2022 AND APRIL
19, 2022:

The Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for April 5, 2022 and April 19, 2022 were approved
as submitted.

3. APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS:

A. Consider the following requests for Inverpoint Business Park (United Properties Case
No. 22-19PUD):
1. A preliminary and final plat for a two lot, one outlot subdivision to be known as
Inverpoint Business Park Third Addition;
2. Afinal PUD development plan for buildings 4 and 5 at Inverpoint Business Park;
3. A conditional use permit to allow manufacturing in Buildings 4 and 5 in the
Industrial Office Park District.

Reading of Public Notice

Commissioner Simon read the Public Hearing Notice to consider the request for property
located along Courthouse Boulevard, west of Barnes Avenue, identified as Outlot A, Inverpoint
Business Park. The request consists of a preliminary and final plat for a two lot, one outlot
subdivision to be known as Inverpoint Business Park Third Addition. A final PUD development
plan for buildings 4 and 5 at Inverpoint Business Park, and a conditional use permit to allow
manufacturing in Buildings 4 and 5 in the Industrial Office Park District. Notices were mailed to 9
property owners on May 4, 2022.
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Presentation of Request
City Planner Allan Hunting discussed the final stage of the Inverpoint Business Park preliminary

and final plat for Outlot A to be replatted into two lots and one outlot. Each of the two buildings,
4 and 5, would be on their own individual lot, an outlot contains the wetland and storm
ponding. Review:

e Buildings are in the same location.

e Parking arrangement is the same.

e Building 4 is a little smaller. It was originally at 144,000 square feet, now about 15,000

square feet smaller than the original plans.

e Building 5 is the same.

e Same architecture, will match existing buildings.

e Landscape plan is consistent with the others.

o Increasing the landscaping on the backside of building 4 because a segment of it
wouldn’t be blocked by building 5 (loading dock side). This is additional
screening than what was on the preliminary plan.

e The conditional use permit would be for the buildings, the same as what has been
approved for the other buildings.
Staff recommends approval of the application as presented with the conditions listed in the
report.

Chair Niemioja referenced the condition relating to the trail and asked if there was 200,000
square feet completed and a year has passed, jointly, the trail is off the table. She questioned if
it was no longer in consideration by the developer.

Mr. Hunting replied once 200,000 square feet was occupied the city could consider constructing
a trail. The new Parks and Recreation Director is looking into it and will eventually bring
something to the Council.

Opening of Public Hearing

Connor McCarthy, United Properties, 651 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, has read and understands
the report. He stated that they are under construction with the third building. They have had
good success with clients like Simpson Strong Ties and Skyline Displays. They are looking to
continue that with the 4" and 5" final buildings in the business park.

Chair Niemioja closed the Public Hearing.

Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Wippermann, second by Commissioner Clancy, to approve the
requests for:
1. A preliminary and final plat for a two lot, one outlot subdivision to be known as
Inverpoint Business Park Third Addition;
2. Afinal PUD development plan for buildings 4 and 5 at Inverpoint Business Park;
3. A conditional use permit to allow manufacturing in Buildings 4 and 5 in the Industrial
Office Park District for Inverpoint Business Park (United Properties Case No. 22-19PUD)
subject to the conditions stated in the staff report.

Motion carried (8/0). This item will go before the City Council on June 13%, 2022.
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B. Consider a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezoning for the properties located at
9395 Old Concord Blvd, 9431 Old Concord Blvd and 9475 Old Concord Blvd (Blue Ribbon
Builders - Case No. 22-18PAZ).

Reading of Public Notice

Commissioner Simon read the Public Hearing Notice to consider the request for Blue Ribbon
Builders, LLC, Case No. 22-18PAZ. The request involves parcels located at 9395, 9431, and 9475
Old Concord Boulevard. The request consists of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change
the guided land use of the three parcels from MDR-Medium Density Residential and HDR-High
Density Residential, to LI-Light Industrial. A rezoning of the three parcels from A-Agriculture to |-
1-Limited Industry. Notices were mailed to 63 property owners on May 4, 2022.

Presentation of Request
Associate Planner Heather Botten discussed the request for property located between Cabhill

Avenue and Old Concord. There are three contiguous parcels that total a little over 10 acres.
There are single family homes to the north and to the east, commercial development to the
west, and right of way to the south. The applicant requests a change of zoning from A-
Agricultural to I-1 Limited Industrial District. The applicant also requests a change to the
comprehensive plan designation. Itis currently HDR and MDR, they are requesting a change to
LI - Light Industrial District. The applicant is proposing a Garage Condo Development. Request
in front of the Commission is just for the land use changes. If the applicants are successful with
rezoning and the comprehensive plan amendment, they would then apply for a plat and
conditional use permit. At that time is when they would look at the site design, access, and tree
preservation. The comprehensive plan designation is what may be the most appropriate future
land uses for the property and are determined by:

e Surrounding land uses

e Infrastructure available

e Location of the properties
The current guide of MDR (Medium Density Residential) allows for residential uses of 8-12 units
an acre. HDR (High Density Residential) has 12+ units per acre. Townhomes or apartments
would typically be in these designations. The applicant is requesting it be LI, Light Industrial.
Light Industrial areas provide opportunities for:

¢ New industrial developments

e Expansion of existing uses

e Redevelopment of existing industrial areas

e Sometimes offer additional employment opportunities

e Serve existing businesses in the community
Examples of Light Industrial:

e Manufacturing, contractor’s yards, truck and freight terminals, garage condos
The proposed use would be a low intensity use and could complement the properties to the
west. Other reasons to support the request:

e Change to industrial has potential to generate employment

e Increase tax base

e Provide a variety of goods and services to the community
Garage condos are unique and could bring in customers from surrounding areas that would visit
and frequent other local businesses. Reasons to not support the request:

e There are no other industrial types of uses in the area

e Expanding industrial uses along Cahill could be a major change in land use direction in

the comprehensive plan
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e Garage condos are not large employers
¢ Amending the land use on three parcels to industrial opens up potential future use for
any kind of industrial I-1 development
e Inthe future if it were to change, having the I-1 zoning could have a bigger impact to
neighboring businesses, residential uses, local streets, and the neighborhood.
The current zoning of agriculture is considered by staff as more of a holding zone. It's
anticipated that a rezoning would take place on this property no matter what kind of
development, be it residential, commercial, or industrial. The I-1 zoning is intended to have the
continued operation of light manufacturing, warehousing, wholesaling businesses.
Infrastructure is in place to accommodate an industrial use. Surrounding uses to the west are
commercial and could compliment that use. There is single family to the north and east.
Staff does not believe the proposed industrial zoning would complement those residential uses.
The proposed change is a significant departure from existing established uses in the area, while
low intensity, a more intense use is a possibility. Staff is not supporting the request for the
comprehensive plan change or zoning change.
If the Commission supports the request, there are conditions in the report staff recommends be
included. Staff has heard from two residents. The Commission has received copies of emails.

Chair Niemioja mentioned she did not notice much relating to medium and high density
residential. There has been a lot of high and medium density placement lately. She questioned if
there was a good balance at this point and if the housing stock was becoming more balanced.

Ms. Botten replied losing the higher density residential uses could be added as a reason to be
against it.

Chair Niemioja commented years ago the city was underserved in medium/high density, that
seems to have recovered. She questioned if the city was close on that.

Mr. Hunting replied he was unsure of the exact percentage but believed looking at the Met
Council goals for mixed housing, this parcel factored into it. Some of the infill pieces looked to
be candidates/possibilities for higher density residential. There was an overall factor for the city
to provide a wide range of housing. This wouldn’t put them in the negative.

Commissioner Robertson mentioned she is familiar with the area, there is a new housing
development to the south. She commented that immediately to the north there is more
construction/development to be happening before getting to Old Concord Boulevard. She
asked if that was already designed for residential development.

Ms. Botten replied there were no current applications.

Commissioner Robertson mentioned that housing stock is what is currently being built on the
corner of Inver Grove Trail and Cahill. She questioned property immediately north and asked
what the guiding was.

Mr. Hunting replied it was guided residential, low density/single family.

Commissioner Scales questioned if changing to I-1 and this project doesn’t go through, if

someone could come in and put a manufacturing plant in without having to come back for
approvals, because it would already be zoned industrial.
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Ms. Botten replied as current conditions read, the rezoning and comprehensive plan would be
contingent upon approval of a development plan. If the City approved their development plan,
and the applicant does not come forward with construction, then yes, another Industrial use
could be constructed on the property. For example, if starting Phase 1 with one building and do
not complete the project, someone else could come in and redevelop the site as an industrial
use.

Commissioner Scales mentioned there have been projects that have gone through and never
happened, the land sits there. With the guiding it could be a heavier use than what this request
is. He questioned if there would be any say in that.

Ms. Botten responded if a permitted industrial use was proposed, a major site plan approval
would still be needed which would require going through the public process.

Commissioner Scales mentioned with a permitted use they wouldn't be able to stop a
manufacturing plant, but the Commission would oversee the review of the design.

Ms. Botten responded that was correct. If the approval of garage condos was received but
never came to fruition, only partially developed, that is what could happen.

Commissioner Robertson said any permitted use would be eligible to be built on the parcel as
long as they were a permitted use. She felt this opens a set of new possibilities/challenges due
to rezoning the property. There is a permitted use list of what could go on the property.

Ms. Botten replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Weber mentioned the Eagan Car Club was done under a PD. He asked if there
was a reason why they couldn’t do a PD, only do this change, and only allow this use.

Ms. Botten replied the PUD would still be the underlying I-1 zoning. The city PUD doesn't restrict
to just one use. The underlying zoning would still be industrial and what would be permitted. All
the uses listed in the land use table if permitted or conditional use would still be allowed within
the PUD.

Chair Niemioja mentioned one additional letter was received today along with the emails and
letters. She requested a motion be made to get them into the record.

Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Robertson, to accept all letters and
emails received into the record.

Motion carried (8/0).

Opening of Public Hearing

Doug Johnson, Blue Ribbon Builders, 6526 Doffing Avenue, said he has read and understands
the report. He mentioned there is some support for the project and wanted to hear comments
from the public hearing.

David Gibbens, 9655 Inver Grove Trail, lives near the area but is not the property under
development. He referenced the intersection of Old Concord where it goes west to Cahill, he is
east of that in the “L” shaped property north of the pond. He referenced the question of having
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other high-density development going on in the area and referred to 13 homesites and west of
that where 20 townhomes were approved. He referred to the home sites on Carbon Court
saying the Realtors selling them say they are 2-3 single family homes. He felt it was high density
with 20 sites on four acres. He asked if the properties were currently served by sewer and water
and if the east side was not.

Chair Niemioja replied they are served by sewer and water; the east side was not.

Mr. Gibbens said he has an issue with drainage that the city has mismanaged in the area for
about 30 years. He said he would discuss this further with Public Works Director Brian Connolly.

Chris Short, 9277 and 9295 Old Concord Boulevard, mentioned rezoning I-1 and not having it
be restricted to other things in the future, the roads would not be able to support that kind of
traffic. There are no sidewalks in the area. He mentioned it has been zoned Agriculture/Low
Density/High Density forever, it seemed like a big step. He questioned what it does to the
property values and property taxes of the 6 people north of it. What the traffic would do to his
home value and his neighbors. He said he did not mind the garage condos but was concerned if
it did not work out. He mentioned it was wooded land and was very concerned.

Stacey Christenson, 9242 Cheney Trail, agreed with what Mr. Short said. He mentioned there
was a lot of residential housing, a school, and more housing being built. He wasn’t concerned
with the garages but with what would happen if the garages did not go through. There could be
kids walking home from school with semi-trucks driving by, it could be a higher traffic area. He
says no to the change because it cannot be limited to the garages.

Tara Josephs, 9360 Old Concord Boulevard, stated the neighborhood is quiet, residents live
there due to the peace and privacy. She requests the project only have the entrance on Cahill
and no sidewalk. She was concerned about the wildlife and trees on the 11.5 acres. She knows
something will go in the area at some point, if approving a garage build, she felt they could
hopefully work with the builders, if townhomes, there would be other changes. She referenced
the verbiage used that could be unclear to many without expression on the meaning of what is
being discussed. She asked the Commission to consider the previous residents’ comments. She
mentioned as residents, they would appreciate the garages because they know it would change
to something and do not want townhomes for their safety, privacy, and the wildlife in the area.
She asked how many feet a structure can be built from a property line.

Ms. Botten replied that it depends on what zoning district. In industrial, it is 40 feet.

Ms. Josephs asked what the plan was for car entrances for the new build if approved.

Ms. Botten replied they were not looking at a site plan at this time.

Ms. Josephs asked if the residents would be assessed taxes or fees if sidewalks and roads go in.
Ms. Botten replied they would not be assessed for a private development.

Ms. Josephs inquired about value of home changes.

Mr. Hunting replied he was unsure.
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Chair Niemioja mentioned that the current long-term plan of the comprehensive plan is to
eventually do some sort of medium/high density housing. The proposal before the Commission
would be to change that to new zoning. She asked Ms. Josephs if she was fine with the change
to garages as long as it's the garages.

Ms. Joseph responded she was fine with whatever zoning would allow a garage condo project.

Chair Niemioja replied that would be industrial. If the applicant does not end up completing the
project the zoning change would allow for a number of other industrial type uses.

Ms. Joseph said she believed the applicant would be able to build garages. She did not want
townhomes.

Commissioner Robertson said the Commission and staff use language applied to zoning
ordinances. She thanked Ms. Joseph for mentioning that it can be confusing. She said the
purpose of the Planning Commission is to focus on the land use and the impacts of changing
land use for the city as a whole and taking into account all said.

Mr. Chris Short mentioned he was not concerned of the garages. He was worried something
could go wrong with the garages or in five years from now the garages are sold and something
else goes in that he doesn't want. The garage condos are probably their best-case scenario. He
commented that rezoning to light industrial is a big change, it opens the possibility of a lot of
different things.

Commissioner Heidenreich mentioned it was currently zoned high density residential.

Chair Niemioja said it was zoned agriculture as a holding pattern for high density. The
comprehensive plan is a long-term plan for the city; the long-term plan had been for
medium/high density residential. There is a proposal to change the zoning and comprehensive
plan immediately to light industrial.

Mr. Chris Short mentioned the business might be great for the next five to ten years, but things
could take a turn. He mentioned if a caveat could be put in stating that only garages could go in
would be preferable. He said all residents would likely be fine with the garages being put in,
they would like them set back away from them. He was unsure how going to light industrial
would impact over time.

Ms. Botten explained the comprehensive plan and zoning, stating the Short's property to the
north is a split zone, similar to the three lots under discussion. With high/medium density, it
could be apartments in one place, townhomes in another, or developed as a whole site. With
straight zoning requirements and no variances, for a high-density residential district, there is a
maximum building coverage of 20% and a maximum impervious surface coverage of 40%, this
potentially means a lot of green space. With an industrial development there is a maximum
building coverage of 30% and no maximum impervious surface, it could be a lot greater. There
would still be tree preservation, landscaping, setbacks and stormwater requirements that would
dictate some open space on the property.

Commissioner Weber asked what led staff to believe that I-1/L-I was the specific route to go. He
asked if it was known they would be condos, if they would be rented on a monthly basis, or
purchased as condos. Condos were different than storage units to him. With condos there is
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ownership and value in each unit, he doesn’t understand why they went light industrial in I-1
because they could have done this in a different fashion.

Ms. Botten replied during the zoning code amendment to allow the use, it was determined this
be a similar use to what a mini storage may be. There was no guarantee if they were condos or
just one big plat they rent. Mini storage facilities are now allowed in the I-1 or |-2 industrial
districts and not in the B-3 zoning.

Commissioner Weber asked for clarity from the applicant if the plan is to sell them as units or
with being an ownership/association group and renting them on a regular basis.

Craig Kromery, 3700 94* Street East, Blue Ribbon Builders, replied they would be individually
owned condos.

Commissioner Simon asked if there would be an association.
Mr. Kromery responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Robertson mentioned the term condo changes the perception of a building like
this. They are used to the term condo as a purchased living arrangement. She felt that was
where the confusion was.

Commissioner Weber mentioned that five miles away from this is the Eagan Auto Motorplex. It's
the same philosophy as this, sold as individual units, roads, curb, gutters, and member facility
(clubhouse) is all maintained by the association. The owners can sell their own individual units
and put them back on the market to sell.

Commissioner Robertson questioned how it was zoned.

Commissioner Weber replied Eagan’s zoning is a PD. It sits next to five other storage facilities
zoned industrial. He referenced the Dakota County GIS regarding ownership stating each one of
those slots is a condo that is sold individually as addressed units like any other condos. For
example, they build condos and sell out 40% of them. There is condo ownership involved in
that, it has to be maintained as condos. It cannot be turned into a rental type property. He said
thatis where he has a difficult time. This is like a mini storage and had to be put in this zoning.
He mentioned it was a drastic change from residential to light industrial that it's hard for the
Commission to decide. He said he wished it would have been done in a different way.

Commissioner Scales questioned what would stop them from renting it, just like people rent
their houses.

Commissioner Weber replied the Condo Association can set rules.

Chair Niemioja mentioned that the greater risk would be not getting through development. If it
is rezoned and they don't actually get to this and another “I” use comes in, it could be bad.

Commissioner Weber believed this significant of a zoning change didn't need to happen. He
does not see that this needs to fit in the same zone as a storage facility.

Commissioner Robertson asked what Commissioner Weber believed the zoning should be
given the city’s options.
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Mr. Johnson, Blue Ribbon Builders, responded that he hears the concerns about trees and
wildlife. When planning the development, they would only access from Cahill Avenue, not Old
Concord. They plan, with the east side that borders Old Concord around and back to Cahill, to
put a berm in with trees around and privacy fencing so it has no huge impact to the
neighborhood around the Old Concord site. It would be more toward the commercial side
where Tractor Supply and Walmart are. He referred to the term condo and how it's thought of
as residential saying that was because that's what a lot of people think they are. A condo allows
for a zero-lot line for properties to not have all the setbacks single family residential would. He
mentioned what they were doing was putting in garages and selling them. They would be
building them as they sell them, it would be phased, that way it keeps the integrity of the
development and traffic flow to a minimum. The exterior would consist of smart board or Hardie
board with windows and brick on the front. The buildings would be dressed up nice. He
mentioned the last time they were before the Commission discussing the ordinance change it
was how to zone this. He thought they could have done where the city narrows what is allowed
on land use, be it PUD or a mixed-use type development that gives the city a lot more focus on
how to zone the property. He said his plan would not be industrial, it would be like an extension
of a garage from a home.

Commissioner Weber referenced Upper 55" and Blaine where there is a development that is all
condos, business properties. He asked what that zoning was.

Mr. Hunting replied it was Bishop Heights, a Planned Unit Development (PUD). He said he was
unsure of the category, but thought it may be commercial. They are offices.

Commissioner Weber said these would be saleable condo spaces, garages. He mentioned that
he goes to these places all of the time and takes his kids to car shows. After the first week of
people owning them, they are not garages, they become man caves and Tupperware parties.
They are amazing. He doesn’t understand why they went with that intense of a use and put
garage condos into a limited industry when they could have done something like the office type
condo units and made it more feasible while not opening themselves up to having something
else go in if this didn't happen. He said he wished this could be looked at from a different angle.
He felt the applicant was pinned in a corner having to do I-1 or I-2 and then the Commission
doesn't really like that. He asked if there was any way they could make a recommendation to go
back and look at garage condos for a PUD type setting, not in an L-1, maybe a B-4.

Mr. Hunting replied that recommendation could be made. One thing the Council considered
with use is that they did not want it in any of the commercial districts. The rules were changed to
take mini storage out of B-3. That left industrial, typically seen in those types. Staff did not
believe appropriate for a commercial business district; City Council agreed and chose to go
with industrial zoning. He said the Commission could make that recommendation. All of the
planned unit developments are based on existing categories. In the northwest area it's either R-
3, A B, or C, or R-1 planned unit development. Arbor Pointe has its own ordinance. Bishop
Heights is the same way, it's a large master planned PUD with a lot of different uses and has its
own ordinance to go along with it. There are no small planned unit developments that have
their own ordinances.

Commissioner Weber questioned the commercial and office PUD zoning.

Mr. Hunting replied some of those are only intended for Bishop Heights planned unit
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development. They do not apply to all areas of the city.

Jodi Short, 9345 Old Concord, asked if there was any way it could stay the same as
Commissioner Weber stated, or have different zoning than light industrial and still be allowed.

Ms. Botten replied that was something the Commission could make a motion on to consider.
She mentioned that the city recently went through a process based on the applicants request for
garage condos, to change the zoning code to allow this type of use in the city. Prior to their
making application, garage condos were not allowed in the city. It was decided to allow garage
condos in the I-1 and I-2 zoning.

Ms. Jodi Short asked the builder if this doesn’t pass and stays high density, if he would look at
building townhomes or apartments with this property. She asked if he thought garage condos
would be best for this area.

Mr. Johnson, Blue Ribbon Builders, replied their intention is to do garage condos on that
property. They are willing to work with the city to get the right zone for this. He felt it would be
better if it was in a commercial or business type of setting, then a specific use can be put on for
the site property with that zoning. He said they would adhere to that. As of right now there are
no plans to do any high density.

Rick Thram, KW Commercial Real Estate, represented the seller of the property, mentioned the
seller is an elderly individual who has been looking to sell this property for some time. He felt
this might be the highest and best use for him to achieve those goals. He has received many
inquiries about doing high density from well-funded and well-respected apartment developers.
That may be the direction this would go if this request is not approved. He said they would love
to see it go this way.

Chair Niemioja closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Chair Niemioja said she doesn't see a need for more high or medium density housing as being a
pressing matter. The concern is if something happens to the applicant and this doesn't get
finished. What would happen in an L-I and what they would do if there is massive
manufacturing. She recalled having the conversation about commercial and having a locked off
and being a low traffic piece. That seemed to have been a zoning issue too. She was unsure
there was a perfect fit, it almost seems like it needs a new designation. She mentioned the
neighbors seemed to be happy with this exact development, there is a little risk.

Commissioner Scales said if taking the project out of it for light industrial, he would say
absolutely not. It's the wrong zoning, wrong use for that space. One thing that caused pause for
him was that these units were built to suit. Meaning one could sell, then nothing else could sell.
That land could go back and be used for anything else industrial. He felt the zoning was
important for the area. When this was first presented, he was against it because it looked like a
self-storage unit, he still felt somewhat the same, but felt the use was different. To him, industrial
zoning was a big leap. If this project didn't work, he couldn’t see a manufacturing plant there.

Commissioner Robertson mentioned in similar situations the term “spot zoning” has been used.
There is nothing around this area that is equivalent in zoning. There is commercial, the intent of
those is to employ people, sell services, and goods. When spot zoning is approved for a similar
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and specific project, even if liking the project, if that project doesn’t become garage condos, it's
still a useful property/building for another industry. The ability to limit the industry is quite
restricted, for that reason, she has concerns there are risks.

Chair Niemioja asked Staff if there was any injunctive type action the city Legal Counsel could
take if this were to fall through before completion. She questioned if the zoning could be
reverted back if this project fell through before completion.

Mr. Hunting replied he did not believe so.

Commissioner Weber referenced Arbor Pointe and Bishop Heights PUD's, saying those were
given designations when they were set up; there are a variety of things there. He asked if there
was a way to tie this zoning to its own PUD and set conditions on that. He felt Bishop Heights
had several conditions they had to follow. He asked if this could be zoned L-1 with a PUD on top
of it, within the PUD set conditions that are allowed for that property. He didn’t understand how
that was any different than looking at a large area development like Bishop Heights.

Commissioner Scales questioned what the land designation would be for the new owner if
everything was torn down in Bishop Heights.

Ms. Botten replied they have their own ordinance that was created, different than the PUD's in
the northwest area. Historically, the city has not done separate ordinances for each small PUD.

Commissioner Weber referred to the small commercial building, the Dance Studio, sitting 50
feet from this and asked how they came to that realization and how the zoning went through.

Ms. Botten replied the parcel had to go through a process to change the zoning to commercial,
similar to the zoning districts across the street on the west side. They had to go through this

process to rezone and do the comprehensive plan amendment.

Commissioner Weber asked if someone came in and said they would build an office building
with condos in it, if it would be put in a business use.

Ms. Botten replied they would ask for zoning to commercial. If the applicant was proposing
condos for commercial or business offices, that's what staff would have them do. In this case
they are garages. While individually owned, there is storage of boats, RV's, trailers, and cars; it's
not being used for offices.

Chair Niemioja said this was incredibly unique.

Commissioner Weber replied its unique to the metro area. With many other cities, guys buy
$100,000 square foot warehouses to do this in.

Commissioner Scales questioned if it still would be 30 years from now.
Commissioner Weber replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Robertson said the Commission sees value in the proposal from Blue Ribbon
Builders. She asked if there were other properties available appropriately zoned for this.
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Ms. Botten replied she was unsure what was for sale in the industrial zones but generally there
are Industrially zoned properties in the southern part of the city, off of Jefferson Trail, 149,
Concord area, Doffing, Claude Avenue, and Carmen Avenue.

Commissioner Robertson referenced Carmen Avenue and asked if this would fit that zoning.
Ms. Botten replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Scales said his challenge would be to go back to the city and legal counsel to see
if there is a way of doing this to tie this use to this property without having to make it industrial.

Chair Niemioja asked if this could be tabled with a recommendation.

Ms. Botten replied the request could be tabled for staff to discuss with Legal, this could be more
than two weeks to set up the meeting and have that discussion.

Commissioner Weber mentioned the applicant took the right step to get garage condos put
into a zoning. He felt bad because that step was taken and now the Commission feels this
wasn't the greatest idea. He felt as a city they could look at this and say that the neighbors are in
support if it is this use.

Commissioner Clancy agreed that calling this |-1 is a step too far in this case. In a project sense it
is a different scenario. He felt they should say the Commission is going to recommend rejection
based off of changing the zoning to I-1 with a note to city and staff that they be challenged in a
way to allow this particular property/business into the area.

Commissioner Robertson said the question for her, recognizing there are other concerns the
Commission takes into account with variances, are aesthetics, fit with the neighborhood, fit with
the larger areas around it. Her question was if this was a good place. With residential and the
school around it, she questioned if this is what they want there.

Chair Niemioja asked Commissioner Robertson if she preferred keeping with medium/high
density residential.

Commissioner Robertson replied as it sits now, she believed there was logical thinking with the
comprehensive plan developed for the area. She is concerned when veering significantly away
from current zoning. She said she wonders what kind of precedent is set and how it would fit 20
years from now when developing the rest as designed by the comprehensive plan.

Chair Niemioja replied that can also go towards the housing stock. The comprehensive plan is a
living breathing document that can be changed. High/medium density may not be the
appropriate thing anymore. She said if a motion to table was made, she would want information
on that too, if there was a compelling reason to stick with the comprehensive plan guidance or
not. She mentioned she would love to see this in any other I-1.

Commissioner Robertson was interested in making a straight motion because the Commission
already knows how the city defines zoning uses. She was unsure how long it would be for

another legal type process to find different/unique zoning. She was not supportive in tabling.

Commissioner Heidenreich said the neighbors are in favor of car condos, the builder wants to
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build car condos. The risk of not doing this is that there could be something else worse in the
future. He believed it was worth the risk of leaving this as light industrial and letting them put in
car condos. If that doesn’t happen and the Realtor says they would pursue high density housing,
they would request a zoning change at that time. He was in favor of passing it the way it is
knowing there is a risk. He felt car condos were perfectly situated with Tractor Supply and would
block highway noise.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Heidenreich, to approve the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment from MDR and HDR (Medium/High Density) Residential to
Light Industrial, subject to the three conditions and approve the rezoning of the property from
Agriculture to I-1, Light Industry with the one condition listed.

Motion fails (4/4) - Clancy, Robertson, Wippermann, Scales. This item goes before the City
Council on June 13, 2022.

Commissioner Weber recommended the City Council look at this in a manner of possibly doing
something different where the condo idea doesn't fall under mini storages and to do this in a
less intensive use type zoning.

Chair Niemioja added to not allow it in other areas they do not want it.

C. Consider an Ordinance Amendment to City Code Title 10, Chapter 13, Article C -
Critical Area Overlay District (City of IGH - Case No. 22-21ZA).

Reading of Public Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice for Case No. 22-21ZA. The request consists
of an ordinance amendment to Title 10, Chapter 13, of the City Code Zoning regulations to
repeal in its entirety and replace Article C - Critical Area Overlay District with new regulations
per adopted rules. No notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request
City Planner Allan Hunting mentioned that Brad Scheib from Hoisington Koegler Group is in

attendance and would be doing the presentation to help staff with the ordinance. Tonight, is the
public hearing. The city needs to update it's Critical Area Overlay District, the Mississippi River
Corridor Critical Area. Itis the final step of the process when State Legislature required the DNR
update the rules, which took place a few years ago. The critical area chapter of the
comprehensive plan was updated, and now they have to update this ordinance. In that process
the DNR prepared a model ordinance for cities to adopt. He stated Mr. Scheib would give a
rundown of the process the DNR took and a summary of the updated ordinance. The Planning
Commission would then make a recommendation.

Brad Scheib, Hoisington Koegler Group, 800 Washington Avenue Northeast, Minneapolis,
mentioned that a State Law created a need for this, which led the way for:

e Ordinances

e Policy actions

e New rules and a need to update the ordinance
The Mississippi River Corridor is a 72-mile corridor that stretches through the metro area, it's
also referred to as MNRA, the National Park Services designation of the Mississippi National
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River Recreation Area. They protect: natural, scenic, recreational, and transportation. There are
25 different jurisdictions that have this responsibility to zone property and establish the critical
area overlay.

The MRCCA Plan adopted was a chapter of the comprehensive plan adopted in 2019. In
addition to the DNR’s public engagement process, there was public engagement when going
through the comprehensive plan update, the critical area was a specific component. Input
received for the comprehensive plan was based on feedback from the community as to what
they see as important conservation areas or PCA, Primary Conservation Area, and public river
corridor views to the river and from the river. Those are two of the new things that need to be
codified into the ordinance. He mentioned that the city’s zoning code was last modified in 2004
and adopted in the 1990's. To help update the code the model ordinance was used and they
made sure to bring forward relevant pieces that were unique to Inver Grove Heights. Where the
model ordinance was more restrictive, they retained them.

Primary Conservation Areas (PCA's):

e Shore Impact Zones (SIZ)

e Bluff Impact Zones (BIZ). The bluff plus a 20-foot buffer. For example: Drainage areas,
animal habitats (skunks, racoons); are mapped to some degree. When a project comes
forward staff uses the ordinance language so those areas would be identified and
protected.

Public River Corridor Views

e More challenging.

e Identify key areas with a view to the river from public properties. The idea is to protect
those views.

e Discusses views across the river onto other property, typically in another jurisdiction
creating a challenge for staff about how to regulate.

These items are addressed when someone comes in and wants a conditional use permit or a
variance. This was wrapped into the model ordinance.
MRCCA Districts - New Districts were established:

¢ River Neighborhood District. Limited number of properties between the railroad tracks
that have river frontage. They are older platted residential lots.

e Urban Mix District. Redevelopment area near the Marina’s and Heritage Village Park. The
most intense development is allowed here.

e Separated from the River District. Away from the water front, there is no connection
there. Little less restrictive.

e Rural and Open Space District. Most restrictive area. Keeping things setback from the
river, preserving open space, and natural resources. A lot is publicly owned.

Standards were kept intact from the existing code with the exception of being able to go higher
in the urban mix neighborhood.
Vegetation removal:

e Impacts of those that have property closest to the river that says if grading the property,
changing the contours, or moving dirt; 10 cubic yards or 1,000 square feet is the new
threshold. A plan needs to be submitted to the city engineering department for review
and a permit is needed.

e Rip rap guidance rules have not changed. There are certain things that can be done on
the shoreline that do not need a permit.

Ordinance Adoption: City procedures will be followed and have not been changed.

Commissioner Simon mentioned there have not been a lot of variances in the Mississippi River
Corridor and asked if any variances have been done.
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City Planner Allan Hunting replied staff receives one or two. There have been very little requests
in the critical area mainly because things are already developed.

Mr. Scheib mentioned that looking at the riverfront property the city has, it's a very limited
number of lots because of the railroad tracks and land topography. Lots are further up and
larger. He said the ordinance was submitted to the DNR and have received one comment back
which was a good thing. This will implement a state rule

Commissioner Weber referenced a property in the city on the southern side by Macalester
College that was for sale with a potential of subdivisions.

Mr. Hunting replied if it was the one, he was thinking of it has many more challenges besides a
critical area. He mentioned one thing that makes the ordinance adoption a bit easier, in the
southern part of the city is already owned by the DNR, the Scenic Natural Area and Macalester
College owns much of that. It's not in private ownership, nobody can try to develop that and
request variances. Where there are residential lots, 99% already have a house on it. In mixed use
along Concord and Heritage Village Park, rules are relaxed more than the original, there are
greater heights they can do. This ordinance for urban areas is better than the current one
because it's less restrictive.

Commissioner Weber said there was a request from someone looking to build a pole building
down by the river. He questioned if there was an issue with the height restriction.

Mr. Hunting replied it applies to the urban area where there would be new housing down by the
marinas, the height can go up to 65 feet.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Robertson, second by Commissioner Simon, to recommend to
approve the Ordinance Amendment to City Code Title 10, Chapter 13, Article C - Critical Area
Overlay District (City of IGH - Case No. 22-21ZA).

Motion carried (8/0).

4. OTHER BUSINESS
Elections will be done in June.

5. ADJOURN
Motion to adjourn by Commissioner Simon. The Planning Commission unanimously adjourned
at 8:48 p.m.

Respectfully submitted, Sheri Yourczek, Recording Secretary
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INVER GROVE

EIEIGhTS PLANNING REPORT

CASE NO: 22-24V

APPLICANT: Dale Suckstorff & Margaret Bailey
PROPERTY OWNER: Same

REQUEST: Variance from minimum road frontage.
HEARING DATE: June 7, 2022

LOCATION: 9250 Arnold Ave

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: RDR

ZONING: E-1, Estate Residential

REVIEWING DIVISIONS:  Planning PREPARED BY: Allan Hunting
Engineering City Planner

SPECIFIC REQUEST

The applicant is requesting the following:

e AVariance from Section 11-3-7.C to allow a new lot with less than 30 feet
directly abutting on a street.

BACKGROUND

The applicant is proposing to divide their existing 9.86 acre lot into two lots. The property is
zoned E-1, Estate Residential which has a 2.5 acre minimum lot size and 200 foot width minimum.
The property would be divided with one lot being 2.5 acres and the other 7.36 acres. The owners
would continue to live on the property and sell the other lot potentially to one of their children.

The parcel drawing shows Lot A at 9.86 acres without direct access to Arnold Avenue. A Variance
is required for this lot since it has less than 30 feet directly abutting on a street. The lot would
have the required 200 feet of lot width from the front setback line on the new lot. An easement
would be required over Lot B as Lot A would utilize the existing driveway leading to the existing
house.
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Lot B would be 2.5 acres in size and would contain the required 200 feet of lot width. The new
house would be located at the front of the lot and a new driveway would be constructed for this
lot.

The Chief Building Official has reviewed the soil boring information submitted for the proposed
building site on Lot B and finds the soils are suitable for a septic system.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST

The following land uses, zoning districts and comprehensive plan designations surround the
subject property:

North - Open space; zoned PUD; guided RDR.

East- Large lot single family; zoned E-1; guided RDR
West - Large lot single family; zoned E-1; guided RDR
South -Large lot single family; zoned E-1; guided RDR

VARIANCE

City Code Title 10, Chapter 3. Variances, states that the City Council may grant variances when
they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance and
consistent with the comprehensive plan and establishes that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the official control. In order to grant the requested variances, City Code
identifies criteria which are to be considered practical difficulties. The applicant’'s request is
reviewed below against those criteria.

1. The variance request is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the city code
and consistent with the comprehensive plan.

The lot split would be consistent with surrounding area as each lot would maintain the
required minimum lot size. Providing a lot without direct road access has occurred in the
rural areas of the city with the larger lot sizes since it is easier to provide driveway easement
access.

2. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted
by the zoning ordinance.

The proposal would allow the land to be used in a reasonable manner by providing an
additional building site on land that is large enough to subdivide.

3. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created
by the landowner.

The lots on the north side of Arnold Avenue are long and narrow. Some of these lots are
large enough to further subdivide but the platted narrow frontage creates obstacles.

4. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.
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There are other lots in the immediate area that have developed over time without direct
frontage on roads. Some access private roads while others access public streets.

5. Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship.
Economic considerations do not appear to be a factor in this request.

ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the following requests:

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission finds the application to be acceptable, the
following action should be taken:

° A Variance from Section 11-3-7.C to allow a new lot with with less than 30 feet
directly abutting on a street subject to the following conditions:

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the plan on file with
the Planning Department dated May 6, 2022.

2. An Administrative Subdivision must be approved by city staff before the lot can
be subdivided and recorded at Dakota County. Lot A must also maintain a
minimum lot with of 200 feet at the newly created lot line which will be 200+ feet
from Arnold Avenue.

3. A driveway easement shall be prepared to allow Lot A to cross over Lot B for
access to Arnold Avenue. Driveway easement shall be submitted to the city and
reviewed prior to approving the administrative lot split.

Practical Difficulty:
1. The proposal would allow the land to be used in a reasonable manner by providing
an additional building site on land that is large enough to subdivide.
2. There are other lots in the immediate area that have developed over time without
direct frontage on roads. Some access private roads while others access public

streets.
B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not favor the proposed application, or
portions thereof, the above request should be recommended for denial. With a

recommendation for denial, findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff believes there is rationale to approve the variance with the practical difficulties listed above.
Staff recommends approval of the variance as presented.

Attachments: Location Map
Applicant Narrative with Site Plan
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Plan to add
Lot/Home

Submitted by
Owners:

Dale
Suckstorff
and Margaret
SENEY

e Marcott Lakes Estates
e Lot 1 Block 5
* 9.86 Acres



The proposal

 The purposes of this document is to obtain subdivision and variance
approval from the City of Inver Grove Heights to divide Marcott Lakes
Estate Lot 1 block 5 into two lots.

— Current Lot is 9.86 Acres (page 4, 5 and 6)
— Existing Home would be one lot (approximately 7.5 Acres) — Lot A

— The new lot would be slightly greater than 2.5 Acres. (pages 6 and 8) — Lot B.

— Attached Easements for current driveway use for existing lot and neighbors'
lot to the west. Easements are attached with applications.

— Driveway for Lot B would be off the existing driveway

— Pages 7 and 9 are examples of the home planned. Single level, with basement,
and around 1800 to 2100 Sq. ft.

— Page 10, lists all properties and owners adjacent to the new Lot (Lot B)

— Perc test is provided as attachment “21-789 Suckstorff PrecTesting” to the
application.

— Variance request is for Lot A
— Variance request and supporting documentation are provided

* Detailed surveying for lot would be performed when city approves
subdivision and variance.




Divide Marcott Lakes Estate

Lot 1 Block 5

e Lot A- Approximately 7.36 Acres
e Lot B - Approximately 2.5 Acres

Our Plan We would build a single level
house and live on new lot

Sell current home to

potentially one of our Children




Old fall View of Lot 1 Block 5




Current view — more proportional

9250iArnold Avenue




Marcott Lakes Estate Lot 1 Block 5 with Subdivision
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Plan Number 56904

French Country Style House Plan
56904

1800 Sq Ft, 3 Bedrooms, 2 Full Baths, 1 Half Baths, 2 Car Garage

B Thumbnails: ON | OFF

familyhomeplans.com Vol. 1

Home would between 1800 and 2200
Sqg. feet
This is only a sample




Marcott Lakes Estate Lot 1 Block 5 with
current and future homes
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Houses placed on map are not proportional, but representative.
Lot A has existing home. Lot B is proposed.
Well and Drain field required for Lot B. A Perc test is provided
with subdivision application.



This is a sample -1800 Sq. Ft
would also include basement under living area E L

Specifications
1800 sq. ft.
1800 sq. ft. E i
3 Garage E
25 [ 23-10 X 22-0 | i
2 I E
Dimensio 56'2Wx 652D Stor.
11-4 X 3-0




Neighbors

Dave & Jane

Moline
Gladys Dobrantz o
1991
Joe & Nancy Proposed Lot
Hedlund
1972

nggl:l_sb Obrien Trust &

Caragh Obrien ~ Bob & Cathie
Bartness Trust
s Prunty

The Neighbors bordering the proposed lot would be:
* Dave and Jane Moline — 9260 Arnold Avenue
*  Robert and Cathie Prunty — 9275 Arnold Avenue
*  Demaris TSTE Obrien Caragh Obrien TSTE Bartness — 1260 90t St E
* Joeand Nancy Hedland - 1242 90t STE
*  Gladys Dobrantz — 9240 Arnold Avenue
*  Lori Schaffer — 8943 Aralia Court (Property not to be developed to the North)
*  One Estate removed — Brian and Rebekah Mihm - 9270 Arnold Avenue



Variance Request

Form completed — Attachment Variance
Payment included - $100

Variance is because Lot A in the subdivision
will not have 30 feet of road frontage

Access is provided with an easement from
Lot B

Next slide shows that several lots in the
neighborhood also do not have required feet
of road frontage — Red Dot
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Request that the City of
Inver Grove Heights
Approve Subdivision and
Variance




CITY OF

INVER GROVE

EIEIGhTS PLANNING REPORT

CASE NO: 22-22V

APPLICANT & PROPERTY OWNER: Kinetic Capital, LLC

REQUEST: Variance from the minimum lot size and width for an administrative lot split
HEARING DATE: June 7, 2022

LOCATION: 6325 Dawn Avenue

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: LDR, Low Density Residential

ZONING: R-1C, Single Family Residential

PREPARED BY: Heather Botten
Associate Planner

SPECIFIC REQUESTS
The applicant is requesting the following:

1) A variance from the minimum lot size and width requirements for an administrative lot
split

BACKGROUND

The applicant’s property is .42 acres in size and 60 feet wide. The lot abuts Dawn Avenue to
the frontand Dawn Way at the rear property line. Itisthe applicant’s desire to split the property
in half to create a buildable lot on the west side of the property. To do so, variances are
required from the lot size and width minimums. If the variances are approved, the applicant
would then proceed with the administrative lot subdivision process.

The code has a provision that allows existing residential lots of record to be built on if they are
at least 70 percent of the minimum lot size and width required for the district they are in. The
minimum lot size in the R-1C districtis 12,000 square feet and the minimum lot width is 85 feet.
When applying the 70 percent rule, 70 percent of 12,000 square feet is 8,400 square feet and
70 percent of the 85-foot lot width is 59.5 feet. The applicant would like to subdivide the lot
down the middle, creating two lots 60 feet in width and 9,000 square feet in size. The proposed
lot sizes and widths comply with the 70 percent rule but require a variance as the lots are
currently one tax parcel.

The property was originally platted in 40-foot-wide lots in1887. Over time, the lot boundaries
in the neighborhood were changed creating, on average, 60-foot-wide lots in the area. Based
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on the date of the vacation of the alley-way between the west half of the property and the east
half, staff is assuming the lots were combined around 1978. Once the lots were consolidated,
they lost the grandfathering status of the property to build a home on the west side of the lot.

The proposed lots would be similar in size to the existing, developed, residential
neighborhood the lot is located in.

All other zoning requirements such as exterior building materials, setbacks, and impervious
surface would be met. There is an existing small shed on Parcel B (east side) that would have to
be moved to comply with the eight-foot rear yard setback.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST
The following land uses, zoning districts and comprehensive plan designations surround the
subject property:

North, South, East and West - Single family residential; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density
Residential.

Access. The existing home would continue to access off Dawn Avenue and the new lot would
access off of Dawn Way.

Engineering. City water and sewer are available to the property. If utilities are not stubbed to
Parcel A the applicant would be required to bring utilities to the property boundary prior to
the issuance of the administrative subdivision. Engineering has made some recommendations
on conditions that should be added to the approval; these conditions are included in the list of
conditions at the end of this report.

VARIANCE

City Code Title 10, Chapter 3. Variances, states that the City Council may grant variances when
they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance and
consistent with the comprehensive plan and establishes that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the official control. In order to grant the requested variances, City Code
identifies criteria which are to be considered practical difficulties. The applicant’'s request is
reviewed below against those criteria.

1. The variance request is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the city code
and consistent with the comprehensive plan.

The surrounding neighborhood is guided for low density residential. The use of the
property for single family residential would be consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood.
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2.

The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted

by the zoning ordinance.

3

The R-1C zoning requires minimum lot sizes and width that may be considered
unreasonable in the older parts of the city. The proposed lot size and width are similar
to other lots in the neighborhood and have proven to have enough space to provide a
single-family home, complying with setback and impervious surface requirements.

The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created

by the landowner.

The property is unique in that at one time it was two separate parcels. The lots lost the
grandfathering status once the parcels were combined. The current landowner is
requesting the lot be split to what was once before, two separate parcels. The lots
would comply with the 70% rule allowed for existing lots of record.

The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.

Staff does not believe the lot size and width variance would alter the essential character
of the neighborhood. Approval of the variances would allow for one additional home
to be constructed in a developed neighborhood that is made up of substandard lots
based on zoning code requirements.

Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship.
Economic considerations do not appear to be a basis or a sole basis for this request.

ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the following requests:

A.

Approval. Ifthe Planning Commission finds the application to be acceptable, the
following action should be taken:

Approval of a Variance from the minimum lot size and width requirements to allow
for an administrative lot split subject to the following conditions:

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the site plan on file
with the Planning Department.

2. The applicant shall meet the conditions outlined in the City Engineers review
memo and any subsequent correspondence.

3. If utilities are not stubbed to Parcel A, the applicant would be required to do
so prior to the approval of the administrative subdivision.

4. The small shed on Parcel B shall be moved to comply with the 8-foot rear yard
setback or removed from the property.
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Rationale: The request is not out of character for the neighborhood and is consistent with
the comprehensive plan. The variance requests do not appear to have an adverse impact on
the surrounding properties. The property is unique in that at one time it was two separate
parcels, the request to split would bring the lots back to how they once were. The proposed lot
size and widths comply with the 70 percent minimum requirements for non-conforming
residential lots.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not favor the proposed variance, the
above request should be recommended for denial. With a recommendation for denial, findings
or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the information in the preceding report and the conditions and rationale listed in
Alternative A, staff is recommending approval of the requested variances from the minimum lot
size and width requirements.

Attachments: Zoning and Location Map
Narrative
Site Plan
Supporting document submitted by applicant
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ZONING

- A, Agricultural

l:l E-1, Estate Residential
:] E-2, Estate Residential
:] R-1A, Single-family (40,000 sq ft)
:] R-1B, Single-family (20,000 sq ft)
:] R-1C, Single-family (12,000 sq ft)
I -2, Two-family Residential

[ 1 Rr-3A, 7,260 sq ft per unit

[T R-38, 3,630 sq ft per unit

[ -3, 2,000 sq ft per unit

- R-4, Manufactured Home Park
D B-1, Limited Business

l:l B-2, Neightborhood Business
- B-3, General Business

- B-4, Shopping Center

B oF office Park

l:l PUD, Planned Unit Development
B ofice PUD

- Commercial PUD
[ Multiple-family PUD
[ 1, Limited Industry
- I-2, General Industry
- P, Institutional

=1 row, Right-of-way
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THIS DRAWING IS NEITHER A LEGALLY RECORDED MAP NOR A
SURVEY AND IS NOT INTENDED TO BE USED AS ONE. THIS
DRAWING IS A COMPILATION OF RECORDS, INFORMATION AND
DATA LOCATED IN VARIOUS CITY, COUNTY AND STATE
OFFICES AND OTHER SOURCES AND IS TO BE USED FOR
REFERENCE PURPOSES ONLY. THE CITY OF INVER GROVE
HEIGHTS IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY INACCURACIES
HEREIN CONTAINED
Map produced by the City of Inver Grove Heights GIS Dept.
Copyright® City of Inver Grove Heights 2020
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To: Allan Hunting, City Planner, City of Inver Grove Heights
From: Lauren Beaudoin, Kinetic Capital LLC

Date: May 6, 2022

Subject: Variance Requests for 6325 Dawn Avenue

Dear Mr. Hunting,

We are seeking a variance from the minimum lot size and a variance for width requirements for the
Proposed Lot currently combined as parcel #203650011252 located at 6325 Dawn Avenue Inver
Grove Heights, MN 55076 and zoned R-1C Single-family. Our intention is to follow this variance
request with an administrative subdivision request in order to build a single-family home on the
Western most half of the lot located off of Dawn Way. The current city block is split down the
middle with single-family homes on both the Western and Eastern sides (off of Dawn Way and
Dawn Avenue), all containing their own parcels and mailing addresses; apart from 6325 Dawn
Avenue.

Currently, the Inver Grove Heights city code requires a lot size of 12,000 square feet with a
minimum width of 85 feet for interior lots zoned R-1C. The proposed lots we are seeking a variance
for would have a total square footage of 9,003 with an approximate width of 60 square feet, similar
to single-family home lots on the remainder of the block and surrounding blocks. The Proposed Lot
off of Dawn Way has a curb cut which leads us to believe that the City of Inver Grove Heights
initially intended the lot to be used for a single-family home, to remain consistent with the rest of
the block and surrounding blocks. As mentioned earlier, all other parcels on this block contain
single-family homes and range from approximately 59sf x 150sf (8,850 total sf) to 150sf x 70sf
(10,500 total square feet) with the Proposed Lot falling between this range at 60sf x 150sf (9,000
total sf).

In summary, we are requesting a variance of the minimum lot size and a variance of the minimum
lot width in order to build a single-family home on the Proposed Lot. We believe the lot was
originally intended for this purpose and will not alter the character of the neighborhood. We do not
see an alternative practical and/or beneficial use of this interior lot unless the variance requests are
granted and believe a single-family home will add to the cohesiveness of the neighborhood and
completeness of the block. With the location of the Proposed Lot and surrounding city blocks, we
believe a single-family home on this lot is reasonable and in line with the intent of City Code and the
Inver Grove Heights Comprehensive Plan.

Thank you for your consideration of these variance requests. Please reach out with any questions,
comments, or concerns.

Kind Regards,
Lauren Beaudoin

(320) 223-2770
llatour221@gmail.com
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Existing Legal Description

Lots Six (6) and Twenty-five (25), and the North half of Lots
Seven (7) and Twenty-four (24), Block Eleven (11) of Inver
Grove Factory Addition, Dakota County, Minnesota according
to the plat thereof on file and of record in the office of the
Register of Deeds in and for said County and State.

Area Calculations

Proposed Parcel A = 0.21 Acres (9,003 SF)
Proposed Parcel B = 0.21 Acres (9,003 SF)
Total Impervious Surface: 3,569 S.F.

Client

Lauren Beaudoin
(320) 223-2770

Survey Notes

a. This Survey was prepared without the benefit of a Title
Report. The Survey may not show any or all easements,
land transfers, restrictions & reservations which may
affect said property as shown.

b. Dakota County Parcel Identification Number:
20-36500-11-252

Map of Survey

6325 Dawn Ave, Inver Grove Heights MIN

AR
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St. Croix Surveying

Professional Land Surveyors
www.stcroixsurveying.com

Ph. (715) 222-5544

info@stcroixsurveying.com
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Zoning

Zoning Classification: R-1C, Single Family
Setbacks

e  Front- 30

e Side - 10'

e Rear- 30

Note: Setback requirements obtained from the City of Inver Grove
Heights. Always consult with the City to verify setback requirements
before construction.

“~—_THE S. LINE OF THE
N 1/2 OF LOT 7

LOT 8

Proposed Parcel A

Lot 6 and the north half of Lot 7 and the westerly 10’ of the
vacated alley of Block Eleven (11) of Inver Grove Factory
Addition, Dakota County, Minnesota according to the plat
thereof on file and of record in the office of the Register of
Deeds in and for said County and State.

Reserving an easement for street & utility purposes over the
westerly 10°f of said Lot 6 & Lot 7 as described on Doc. No.
T78319.

‘~——THE S. LINE OF THE
N 1/2 OF LOT 24

LOT 23

®

Proposed Parcel B

Lot 25 and the north half of Lot 24 and the easterly 10’ of the
vacated alley of Block Eleven (11) of Inver Grove Factory
Addition, Dakota County, Minnesota according to the plat
thereof on file and of record in the office of the Register of
Deeds in and for said County and State.
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| hereby certify that this Survey was prepared by me or under
my direct supervision and that | am a duly licensed Land
Surveyor under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

Greg B. Lundquist, PLS #52146

Date: 5/5/22

County: Dakota | State: Minnesota

| Job.No.2022.13




SUBIJECT PROPERTY Proposed Lot/address 63

40"Dawn Way

Adjacent to North 6320 Dawn Way (3 bed, 2 bath, 1,760) //// 6330 Dawn Way>(4 bed, 2
bath, 1,040 SF, No garage)

Srossman LS ; E LI : ’
" i _w-.....__-a-—f..»—'

Adjacent to South 6350 Dawn Way (3 bed, 2 bath, 1760SF) /// 6364 Dawn Way (4 bed 2
bath, 1,386 SF)



Exmple of potential style home for lot — Side Split: 6323 Dawn Way (3 bed, 1.5 bath, 1,658SF)
LOT SIZE: 140ftx65ft = 9,100sf Annual Property Tax: $2,826 - 97 Sq. Ft larger than Proposed Lot
or roughly 1.1%

Overview of surrounding blocks:
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CITY OF

INVER GROVE

EIEIGhTS PLANNING REPORT

CASE NO: 22-25V

APPLICANT: Ron Clark Construction

PROPERTY OWNER: Ron Clark Construction

REQUEST: Variance from sign setbacks and number of signs.
HEARING DATE: June 7, 2022

LOCATION: 5590 Babcock Trail

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: HDR

ZONING: R-3C, Multiple Family Residential

REVIEWING DIVISIONS:  Planning PREPARED BY: Allan Hunting
Engineering City Planner

SPECIFIC REQUEST

The applicant is requesting the following:
¢ A Variance from Section 10-15E-7F to allow two free standing signs on the property, and
e A Variance from Section 10-15E-7E to allow one sign with a zero foot setback from front

property line whereas 10 feet is required; and a two foot setback from a side property
line whereas 10 feet is required.

BACKGROUND

Ron Clark Construction received approvals last year to construct a 49 unit apartment building on
the property located west of Babcock Trail and north side of Upper 55" Street. The building is
now under construction.

The site was subdivided from the Crossroads United Methodist Church property and the
apartment building is located east of the church. The church currently has one free standing sign
at the entrance point on Upper 55" Street. As part of the approvals for the apartment building,
the entrance point was moved eastward in order to provide more spacing between the
intersection and the entrance. Both sites share the same entrance, and the main entrance is on
the church property. The existing church sign is located in the middle of what will be the new
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entrance and so it must be moved westward. The apartment owner is requesting a sign to be
located on the east side of the new entrance which is still on the church property. Due to the
unique lot configuration at the entrance, a sign cannot meet all setbacks. Two signs are being
requested to help identify and differentiate the two different entities.

The current church sign is located in the right-of-way and the proposed location would move it
out of the right-of-way and just inside the property line which would be a zero setback from the
front property line. The apartment building sign would be setback 10 feet from the front
property line but only two feet from the east property line whereas 10 feet is required. The new
church sign is proposed closer to the front setback in order to stagger the signs along the road,
so they are more visible.

The sign code allows only one free standing sign per lot in the R-3C District.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST

The following land uses, zoning districts and comprehensive plan designations surround the
subject property:

North -Vacant, parking lot, Cenex Office complex; zoned B-1; guided Office.
East- Group Health medical building; zoned B-1; guided Office

West - Church/cemetery; zoned P; guided P/I

South - Church parking lot, City Fire Station #3; zoned P; guided P/I

VARIANCE

City Code Title 10, Chapter 3. Variances, states that the City Council may grant variances when
they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance and
consistent with the comprehensive plan and establishes that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the official control. In order to grant the requested variances, City Code
identifies criteria which are to be considered practical difficulties. The applicant’s request is
reviewed below against those criteria.

1. The variance request is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the city code
and consistent with the comprehensive plan.

While both signs end up on the same property, there is only one free standing sign per use.
The intent is to limit sign clutter and not have one business or entity with multiple signs.
Due to the lot configuration and that only one of the lots has frontage along Upper 55%,
having two signs on one of the lots appears to be consistent with the intent of the code.

Relocating the church sign improves a non-conforming situation and moves the sign onto
private property and out of the right-of-way. There is still sufficient setback from the road
surface so the church sign would not be traffic visibility hazard. The unique lot
configuration puts the entrance very near the east property line. A sign location on the east
side of the entrance would always be short of the 10 foot setback. This does not create any
conflicts with the neighboring property to the east.
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2. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted
by the zoning ordinance.

The property is being used in a reasonable manner and requesting only one free standing
sign per business or entity. The staggered sign location would help with visibility of both
signs for traffic coming from both direction on Upper 55 Street.

3. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created
by the landowner.

The required relocation of the entrance was not created by the landowner but was a
condition of site plan approval. The unique lot configuration and relocated entrance is a
factor in the need for the variances.

4. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.

Having the signs at the proposed locations and number would not alter the character
of the neighborhood. With the addition of the apartment building, it created the
opportunity for an additional sign along Upper 55 Street.

5. Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship.
Economic considerations do not appear to be a factor in this request. It is more costly to
construct two signs rather than create one multi-tenant sign. Having two signs helps

identify each as its own independent entity.

ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the following requests:

A. Approval.  If the Planning Commission finds the application to be acceptable, the
following action should be taken:

o A Variance from Section 10-15E-7F to allow two free standing signs on the property
subject to the following conditions:

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the site plan on file
with the Planning Department dated May 18, 2022.

Practical Difficulty:

e Theintentisto limitsign clutter and not have one business or entity with multiple
signs. Due to the lot configuration and that only one of the lots has frontage
along Upper 55™, having two signs on one of the lots appears to be consistent
with the intent of the code.
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e The property is being used in a reasonable manner and requesting only one free
standing sign per business or entity. The staggered sign location would help
with visibility of both signs for traffic coming from both direction on Upper 55%
Street.
. A Variance from Section 10-15E-7E to allow one sign with a zero foot setback from

front property line whereas 10 feet is required; and a two foot setback from a side
property line whereas 10 feet is required subject to the following conditions:

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the site plan on
file with the Planning Department dated May 18, 2022.

Practical Difficulty:
e The required relocation of the entrance was not created by the landowner but was
a condition of site plan approval. The unique lot configuration and relocated
entrance is a factor in the need for the variances.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not favor the proposed application, or
portions thereof, the above request should be recommended for denial. With a
recommendation for denial, findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff believes there is rationale to approve both variances with the practical difficulties listed
above. Staff recommends approval of the variances as presented.

Attachments: Location Map
Applicant Narrative
Site Plan



Location Map
Case No. 22-25V

U

B-1
B-1
55TH-STE
w
H
(O]
B TMS TRES, CENEy,
%)
AN ¢ %
<\ \\ ]
\\ B-1
ANAN AN 2
XA
\ @)
.%\ 8
X Q
N 5
[o)
o)
<
c ,
E YPPER-S5H ST
58TH-CT-E
N, c
\
QTR % N
N
Z.
‘\ V N <IES\\
AN NN Y

52
52

7




RonClark

Construction & Design

7500 West 78th Street
Edina, MN
55439

(952) 947-3000
fax (952) 947-3030

Thursday, May 19, 2022

City of Inver Grove Heights
Allan Hunting — City Planner
8150 Barbara Avenue

Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077

RE: Babcock Crossing (5590 Babcock Trail)
Subject: Variance Application for Sign Setback

Dear Allan,
Attached for your review & comment is our variance application and related information for the
monument sign locations for Babcock Crossing and Crossroads Church.

Below is a description of the variance request as well as the supporting plans and documentation
required as part of our submittal:

1) Variance Description:
a. City setback required: 10’-0” from property line
b. Babcock Crossing Monument Sign (proposed location)
i. Front setback = 10’ (to Upper 55)
ii. Side setback = 2’-0” (to fire station)
iii. Setback from Upper 55" = 33-11 ¥4~
c. Crossroads Church Monument Sign
i. Front setback = 0’-0” (to Upper 55%)
ii. Side setback = exceeds minimum setback requirements
iii. Setback from Upper 55%:
1. Current Sign =23’-6”
2. New Proposed Location =24’-11 %”
d. Variance Narrative:
The city requested that we move the current entrance to the church to the East as
much as possible to provide more separation from Babcock Trail and provide a safer
entrance to the overall development. Moving the entrance created the need to relocate
the Crossroads Church sign because it would have been in the middle of the new
entrance to the development.

To provide clarity to the development both the Babcock Crossing sign and the
Crossroads Church signs needed to be individual signs.

In moving the entrance to the East, as described above, our property line to the East
becomes very tight to the adjacent fire station property creating the reduced side
setback of 2°0” noted above to our new apartment sign. There is still plenty of

MN Builder License # 1220
www.RonClark.com
www.RonClark.com


http://www.ronclark.com/
http://www.ronclark.com/

RonClark

Construction & Design

7500 West 78th Street
Edina, MN
55439

(952) 947-3000
fax (952) 947-3030

separation from our new proposed sign location to the existing secondary entrance to
the fire station to the East and does not create any visibility concerns.

The front setback for both the new signs (0°-0”- Church & 10°- Apartment) are set
farther back from the property line than the current existing church sign (current
church sign is setback 23°-6” from Upper 55% and the new proposed church sign
location is 24°-11 % set back from Upper 55". The new Babcock Crossing sign is

setback 33-11 % from Upper 55™.) So both proposed sign locations are an
improvement to the current church sign setback from Upper 55%.

Our request to place the new church sign at the property line is to improve visibility
and provide some separation from the new apartment sign, due to the tight conditions
on the site described above.

2) Applications Attached:
a. Planning Application - Variance

1.
ii.

Completed Checklist

Check for Fees of $246.00 (mailed separately)

3) Project Team Information:
a. Construction Manager:

1.

Ron Clark Construction

ii. 7500 West 78" Street
iii. Edina, MN 55439

iv. Mike Roebuck

v. 952-947-3022
vi. mike@ronclark.com

b. Civil Engineer & Landscape Architect

L
il
1il.

Civil Site Group (CSG)
4931 W. 35™ Street #200
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

iv. David Knaeble
v. 763-234-7523
vi. dknaeble@civilsitegroup.com

c. Building Architect:

1.
ii.
1il.

Tushie Montgomery Architects (TMA)
7645 Lyndale Avenue S. #100
Minneapolis, MN 55423

iv. Mike Stueven
v. 612-861-9636
vi. MikeS@tmiarchitects.com

MN Builder License # 1220
www.RonClark.com
www.RonClark.com
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RonClark

Construction & Design

7500 West 78th Street
Edina, MN
55439

(952) 947-3000
fax (952) 947-3030

4) Supplemental Project Information included in the Flash Drive:
a. Architectural Site Plan
i.  Shows new and existing sign locations and property line setbacks
b. Final Plat
i. Concept plan for review and comment

Please contact me with any comments, questions, or any additional information that you require.
Sincerely,

Michael R. Roebuck

President
Ron Clark Construction

MN Builder License # 1220
www.RonClark.com
www.RonClark.com
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DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

SITE SUMMARY:
SITE AREA: 223,007 SQ. FT. (5.12 ACRES)
(SHALL BE VERIFIED BY SURVEY AT LATER DATE)
______ PROPOSED APARTMENT SITE: 93.949 SQ. FT. (2.16 ACRES)
PROPOSED CHURCH SITE: 129,058 SQ. FT. (2.96 ACRES)

BUILDING SUMMARY:
3 - STORY APARTMENT BUILDING
49 UNIT
21,175 SQ. FT. FOOTPRINT TOTAL 65,766 SQ. FT.

PARKING SUMMARY:
PLAYGROUND REQUIRED PARKING SPACES 2 PARKING SPACES PER UNIT
2,300 SQ. FT. APARTMENT SURFACE PARKING 43 PARKING SPACES
S GARAGE PARKING 60  PARKING SPACES

PROOFIOFIPARKINGC

N(|
(I

TOTAL PROVIDED APARTMENT PARKING 103 PARKING SPACES
(2.1 SPACES PER UNIT)

CHURCH SURFACE PARKING 69 PARKING SPACES
% TOTAL PROVIDED SITE PARKING 173 PARKING SPACES
PROOF OF PARKING SUMMARY:

— 30' BUILDING SEJBACK

TOTAL POSSIBLE APARTMENT PARKING 123 PARKING SPACES
(WITH 20 PROOF OF PARKING) (2.5 SPACES PER UNIT)

TOTAL POSSIBLE SITE PARKING 192 PARKING SPACES
(WITH 19 PROOF OF PARKING)

3,000 SQ. FT.

FUTURE BUILDING

T T T T
H

OF OF PARKING

FUTURE PLAYGROUND

§T’
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SCALE 1"=10-0"
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/
5590 Babcock Trail, Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077 MAY 18, 2022




CITY OF
INVER GROVE
HEIGHTS

PLANNING REPORT

CASE NO.: 22-26C

APPLICANT: Dashfire

PROPERTY OWNER: St. Paul Fire & Marine Insurance Company
REQUEST: Conditional Use Permit

HEARING DATE: June 7, 2022

LOCATION: 6286 Claude Way

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: |OP, Industrial Office Park

ZONING: I-1, Limited Industry

PREPARED BY: Heather Botten
Associate Planner

SPECIFIC REQUEST
The applicant is requesting the following:

¢ A Conditional Use Permit to allow a manufacturing use within the existing building.

BACKGROUND

The applicant, Dashfire, is a micro-distillery that focuses on the production of bitters, spirits, and
ready to drink cocktails. The company handles both manufacturing and bottling/canning of
these products on site. They are requesting a conditional use permit (CUP) to allow for the
manufacturing use out of the southernmost portion of an existing building. The micro-distillery
would not be open to the public.

The property is 4.61 acres and is connected to city utilities. The applicant is not proposing any
building additions or adding any impervious surface to the site. Access to the property is not
changing.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST
Surrounding Uses: The following land uses, zoning districts, and comprehensive plan
designations surround the subject property:
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North Industrial; zoned I-1, Limited Industry; guided IOP, Industrial Office Park
West Industrial; zoned I-1, Limited Industry; guided IOP, Industrial Office Park
South Industrial; zoned I-1, Limited Industry; guided IOP, Industrial Office Park
East Airport; South St. Paul

SITE PLAN REVIEW
Setbacks. There are no building additions or changes to the exterior at this time.

Access. Access to the site is not changing; there are two access points off of Claude Way.
Lighting. There are no changes proposed to the existing site lighting.

Signage. Signage is not approved as part of the CUP request. Signage on the property shall
follow section 10-15E of the city code. A building permitis required for any new signs or changes
to the existing signs.

Fire Marshal Review. All plans shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Fire Marshal.
The applicant has been working with the City Fire Marshal and Building Official to comply with
fire and building code requirements.

Engineering. Engineering has reviewed the plans. There is no additional impervious surface
being added and no changes being made to the existing parking lot. Engineering takes no
exception to the request.

Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
This section reviews the plans against the CUP criteria in the Zoning Ordinance (Section 10-
3A).

1. The use is consistent with the goals, policies and plans of the City Comprehensive Plan,
including future land uses, utilities, streets and parks.
The manufacturing use is consistent with the goals, policies, and plans of the 2040
Comprehensive Plan. The future land use of this parcel is Industrial Office Park,
manufacturing uses are consistent with the uses envisioned in this district.

2. The use is consistent with the City Code, especially the Zoning Ordinance and the intent
of the specific Zoning District in which the use is located.
This standard would be met. Manufacturing is a conditional use in the I-1 zoning
district and would be consistent with the zoning.

3. The use would not be materially injurious to existing or planned properties or
improvements in the vicinity.
This standard would be met. The proposed use would not create any adverse
physical impacts upon the neighborhood. Manufacturing uses transplanted within a
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portion of an existing building are typically smaller scale and low impact. This would
not be the sole use of the building.

4. The use does not have an undue adverse impact on existing or planned City facilities
and services, including streets, utilities, parks, police and fire, and the reasonable ability
of the City to provide such services in an orderly, timely manner.

The proposed request does not appear to have any negative effects on City
facilities or services. The City Fire Marshal and Building Official would review and
approve plans for building and fire code compliance prior to any issuance of
building permits for the use.

5. The use is generally compatible with existing and future uses of surrounding properties,
including:
a) Aesthetics/exterior appearance
There are no exterior changes proposed to the site.
b) Noise
The proposed use would not generate noises that are inconsistent with
industrial zoning.
c) Traffic
The proposed use will not have an impact to the existing traffic pattern in
the industrial zoned area.
d) Drainage
No additional impervious surface is proposed; this condition is met.
e) Fencing, landscaping and buffering
Not applicable.

6. The property is appropriate for the use considering: size and shape; topography,
vegetation, and other natural and physical features; access, traffic volumes and flows;
utilities; parking; setbacks; lot coverage and other zoning requirements; emergency
access, fire lanes, hydrants, and other fire and building code requirements.

The applicants would be renovating a portion of an existing building. The Fire
Marshall and Building Official would be reviewing the site to be in compliance with
fire and building codes. The site and building are designed with ample parking and
the use would not create any traffic or access issues.

7. The use does not have an undue adverse impact on the public health, safety or welfare.
Staff is not aware of any public health, safety or welfare issues associated with the
proposal. This standard has been met.

8. The use does not have an undue adverse impact on the environment, including, but not
limited to, surface water, groundwater and air quality.
The proposed use would not have an undue adverse impact on the environment.
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ALTERNATIVES
The Planning Commission has the following actions available for the proposed request:

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission finds the application acceptable, the
Commission should make the following recommendations:

e Approval of the Conditional Use Permit to allow a manufacturing use in the southern
portion of the existing building subject to the following conditions:

1. All parking/drive aisles areas shall be properly marked and follow all fire and
building code requirements.

2. The applicant must apply for and obtain a building permit for any signage or
building improvements.

3. Operation of a new business may not commence until an Occupancy permit is
obtained from the City Inspections Department.

4. The City Code Enforcement Officer, or other designee, shall be granted right of
access to the property at all reasonable times to ensure compliance with the
conditions of this permit.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not support the conditional use permit
application, the Commission could recommend denial of the proposed request. With a
recommendation for denial, findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information in the preceding report and the conditions listed in Alternative A, staff
is recommending approval of the conditional use permit as presented.

Attachments: Zoning and location map
Narrative
Project Location
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6286 Claude Way
Case No. 22-26C

)

Site Location
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Legend

Zoning_IGH_Legend C
ZONING

- A, Agricultural

l:l E-1, Estate Residential

l:l E-2, Estate Residential

:] R-1A, Single-family (40,000 sq ft)
:] R-1B, Single-family (20,000 sq ft)
l:l R-1C, Single-family (12,000 sq ft)
I R-2, Two-family Residential T
[ TRr-3A, 7,260 sq ft per unit

[ r-38, 3,630 sq ft per unit

[ r-3C, 2,000 sq ft per unit E
- R-4, Manufactured Home Park
l:l B-1, Limited Business

l:l B-2, Neightborhood Business
- B-3, General Business

- B-4, Shopping Center

B or ofiice Park

l:l PUD, Planned Unit Development
B ofiice PUD

- Commercial PUD

[ ] muttiple-family PuD

[ 111, Limited Industry

- I-2, General Industry

- P, Institutional

o =1 row, Right-of-way

(o ]

R1C 1 R1C RA1C o4 R-1C —

THIS DRAWING IS NEITHER A LEGALLY RECORDED MAP NOR A
SURVEY AND IS NOT INTENDED TO BE USED AS ONE. THIS
DRAWING IS A COMPILATION OF RECORDS, INFORMATION AND
DATA LOCATED IN VARIOUS CITY, COUNTY AND STATE
OFFICES AND OTHER SOURCES AND IS TO BE USED FOR
REFERENCE PURPOSES ONLY. THE CITY OF INVER GROVE
HEIGHTS IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY INACCURACIES
HEREIN CONTAINED
Map produced by the City of Inver Grove Heights GIS Dept.

Copyright® City of Inver Grove Heights 2020
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Exhibit A
Zoning and Location Map

Map not to scale




Dashfire Conditional Use Permit Request — 05/10/22

Dashfire is requesting a Conditional Use Permit from the City of Inver Grove Heights for
6286 Claude Way E., Inver Grove Heights, MN 55076.

This property will serve as the new location for Dashfire’s micro-distillery operations,
currently located in Minnetonka, MN.

Dashfire is a micro-distillery that focuses on the production of bitters, spirits, and ready
to drink cocktails, and handles both manufacturing and bottling/canning of these
products on site. Our products are distributed nationwide through various distribution
channels. We are a family-owned and operated business, with about 10-12 FTEs.

Legal Description of the Property Under Consideration — Primary Property
Address: 6256 Claude Way

Parcel ID: 20-71250-03-040

PT OF LOT 3 BLK 3 LYING N OF LINE COM W LINE 119.60 FT S OF NW COR S 53D 43M 37S E 303.59 FT E
21474 FT TO PT ON E LINE 169.08 FT S OF NE COR & THERE TERM & ALL OF LOT
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