INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 2016 — 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR SEPTEMBER 6, 2016

3. APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.01 BRIAN & VICKI DZIEWECZYNSKI - CASE NO.16-42V
Consider a Variance to allow a detached accessory building 1,440 square feet in
size, six feet from the property line for the property located at 7030 River Road.

Planning Commission Action

4. OTHER BUSINESS

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@invergroveheights.org
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Tuesday, September 6, 2016 — 7:00 p.m.
City Hall Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

Chair Maggi called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Elizabeth Niemioja
Pat Simon
Tony Scales
Joan Robertson
Dennis Wippermann
Luke Therrien
Annette Maggi
Jonathan Weber

Commissioners Absent: Armando Lissarrague (excused)

Others Present: Allan Hunting, City Planner
Heather Botten, Associate Planner

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The August 16, 2016 Planning Commission minutes were approved as submitted.

MEGAN AND TODD PARSONS — CASE NO. 16-41V

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance to allow
an attached garage 25 feet from the corner front property line whereas 30 feet is required, for the
property located at 7175 Blake Avenue. 5 notices were mailed.

Chair Maggi asked staff to clarify whether the variance was for 25 feet or 27 feet.

Presentation of Request

Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that the subject property is zoned single-family residential and is surrounded by single-family to the
north, west, and east and multiple-family residential to the south. The applicant is requesting a
variance from the corner front setback requirement to allow the construction of a 22 x 13 foot
garage addition to be 27 feet from the property line whereas 30 feet is required. The building
would be 25 feet from the overhang; however, setbacks are taken from the actual wall which would
be setback 27 feet whereas 30 feet is required. Ms. Botten noted that the proposed addition would
be kept in line with the existing garage, there is one other home on this segment of 72" Street that
has a garage located about 20 feet from the corner front property line, the proposed addition would
be further back than the garage on the abutting property, and the addition would be partially
screened from 72" Street. Staff recommends approval of the request with the condition listed in
the report. Staff did not hear from any of the abutting property owners.

Chair Maggi asked how long the current owners have owned the property.

Opening of Public Hearing
Todd Parsons, 7175 Blake Path, advised he has owned the property for ten years.

Chair Maggi asked if the setback was in existence when the applicant purchased it.



Planning Commission Minutes Page 2
September 6, 2016

Mr. Parsons replied in the affirmative.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the report.

Mr. Parsons replied in the affirmative. He advised that the other homes in his neighborhood were
built by the same company, but they have two and a half or three stall garages. He would like to
build a third stall to eventually park a vehicle for their daughter.

Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Chair Maggi stated it seemed like a reasonable request but the challenge would be to find a
practical difficulty. She noted that recently less consideration has been given to the point of
practical difficulties.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Scales, second by Commissioner Robertson, to approve the request for a
variance to allow an attached garage 27 feet from the corner front property line whereas 30 feet is
required, for the property located at 7175 Blake Avenue, with the practical difficulty being the fact
that the home is on a corner lot which requires they meet two front yard setbacks.

Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on September 12, 2016.

CASTAWAYS MARINA — CASE NO. 16-39V

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a conditional use
permit amendment to add a new storage structure on the north end of the parking lot and a
variance to allow a structure to encroach into the required setback area, for the property located at
6140 Doffing Avenue. 4 notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He advised that
Council granted a conditional use permit and variance in April for the construction of a 34’ x 120’
two-story storage building that would be located parallel to the levee and set back five feet from the
newly created line of the property that the City purchased from the applicant. During
preconstruction work some bad soils were discovered. To avoid disturbing the soil in this area, the
applicant is proposing to shift the building from the original location so the building would be
perpendicular to the levee with the same five foot setback from the north property line.

Engineering staff prefers the new alignment as the new building orientation results in fewer
disturbances into the levee. There are no issues with the proposed removal of parking spaces.
Staff recommends approval of the request.

Commissioner Robertson noted that the longer side of the building would now be facing north and
asked what was located along that side.

Mr. Hunting replied that the building would be facing Castaway Marina property and a parcel
owned by the City. He noted that the house would be removed from the City-owned property and it
would remain as open space.

Commissioner Simon asked if the entrance from the berm to the building would still be constructed.
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Mr. Hunting replied that the applicant could better address that question.

Commissioner Robertson noted that a substantial amount of space would be available because of
the reorientation of the building and asked how that space would be used.

Mr. Hunting replied it would remain as open space.

Opening of Public Hearing
Tom Lind, 6140 Doffing Avenue, advised he was available to answer any questions.

Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the report.

Mr. Lind replied in the affirmative. He advised that they contacted the County once they became
aware of the bad soils. By rotating the building they will save approximately $45,000 in soil
correction, $10,000-$15,000 in construction costs, and their utilities will be decreased as well.
They still plan to build a drive from the top of the levee to the building; however, it will be 34 feet
wide rather than 120 feet wide. In regard to parking, they are eliminating nine spaces but gaining
eleven in the garages and two on top of the levee.

Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Wippermann, second by Commissioner Simon, for approval of the
request for a conditional use permit amendment to add a new storage structure on the north end of
the parking lot and a variance to allow a structure to encroach into the required setback area, for
the property located at 6140 Doffing Avenue, with the conditions listed in the report and the
practical difficulty as stated.

Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on September 12, 2016.

DEALS WITH WHEELS LLC = CASE NO. 16-38V

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance to allow
a zero foot front parking setback whereas 10 feet is required, for the property located at 6250
Concord Boulevard. 3 notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that the applicants are requesting an after-the-fact variance to allow a four foot front parking
setback whereas 10 feet is required. She advised that originally the applicants were asking for a
zero setback, but after meeting with staff they amended their request to have a four foot setback
along with a cedar fence and cedar planter boxes to provide a buffer between the parking and the
property line. The applicant stated the area that was paved was a weedy area that collected
garbage and they felt that paving it would be more aesthetically pleasing. Although the area may
not be ideal for grass, the code allows for flexibility of material used in the open space areas. The
functions of a front yard setback are to maintain consistency of the parking setbacks and the
aesthetic qualities from street view. In this specific case it also provides a setback from a sidewalk
that abuts right up to the property line. Engineering takes no exception to the request as the
property is in a high underground rock area that does not allow infiltration stormwater features per
MPCA rules. Staff recommends denial of the request as they believe the conditions of the property
are not unigue, approval of the request could set a precedent for other front yard parking setbacks,
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and a practical difficulty has not been shown. Staff is also recommending that either the
bituminous be removed or that it be reestablished to meet the code requirements. Staff has
included suggested conditions should the Planning Commission recommend approval or denial of
the parking setback but wish to allow the applicants to keep the bituminous paving. Staff has not
heard from any of the abutting property owners.

Chair Maggi noted that the property immediately south of the subject property does not appear to
have a 10 foot setback either.

Ms. Botten advised that they should be complying with the 10 foot front parking requirements as
well; however, our code enforcement program is reactive rather than proactive so the code
enforcement officer does not pursue it unless a complaint is received.

Chair Maggi added that the setback area was also paved.

Ms. Botten agreed, but stated they should still be complying with the 10 foot parking setback.

Commissioner Wippermann added that there were vehicles parked right up to the sidewalk on the
neighboring property.

Commissioner Simon noted that on the other hand there were properties to the north that had
nicely landscaped boulevards.

Commissioner Wippermann asked if the guidelines were different for the property to the south as it
was zoned differently than the subject property.

Ms. Botten replied they would still have to comply with a ten foot parking requirement.

Commissioner Wippermann asked why the neighboring property was zoned differently than the
rest of the neighborhood.

Ms. Botten replied that it used to be a restaurant and the zoning was never changed.
Opening of Public Hearing

Mathew and Douglas Balsimo, 6250 Concord Boulevard, advised they were available to answer
any questions.

Chair Maggi asked the applicants if they read and understood the report.
The Balsimos replied in the affirmative.

Douglas Balsimo noted that a neighboring car lot had vehicles parked up along the sidewalk
without any separation.

Mathew Balsimo stated they tried to improve the property after purchasing it and were not aware
there was a setback as many of the nearby properties parked right up to the sidewalk.

Commissioner Robertson stated that while some properties had vehicles parked directly up to the
sidewalk, there were other properties that had grass and other landscaping along the sidewalk
even though they were subject to the same challenges of salt, oil, chemicals, etc. She was
concerned about yet another after-the-fact request for a variance, and that people using the
sidewalks would be bumping up against parked vehicles.
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Chair Maggi asked the applicant if they would be willing to install curb stops as suggested by staff.

Douglas Balsimo replied in the affirmative, stating that a reduced setback would allow for better
maneuvering in and out for their customers.

Mathew Balsimo stated that the proposed configuration would provide better access and traffic flow
to their site.

Commissioner Robertson asked how the proposed barriers would help with maneuverability.

Mathew Balsimo replied that customers often times park irregularly and the additional six feet
would separate the vehicles and allow for more room to turn around.

Commissioner Weber asked how far the front of the building was from the front property line.
Douglas Balsimo replied approximately 60 feet.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Commissioner Niemioja stated that while she appreciated the desire to improve the area, all
property owners have to deal with difficulty landscaping around salt and chemicals on their
property. She was also concerned about trying to fix mistakes after the fact; however, she wanted
the business to be successful and was not opposed to the potential solution of allowing them to
keep the paving and add curb stops and planters.

Chair Maggi stated the challenge is that the parking setback is not being enforced on the
neighboring properties.

Commissioner Scales supported adding a fence or curb stop rather than having the commercial
property owner fight all summer to keep landscaping in good condition on a busy road.

Chair Maggi questioned whether Commissioners preferred curb stops or a fence.
Commissioner Scales asked the applicant what they would prefer.

Douglas Balsimo stated that personally he liked the idea of curb stops with planter boxes.
Chair Maggi asked if that recommendation would technically be a denial of the request.

Ms. Botten stated it would depend on whether the Planning Commission would support the four
foot front parking setback.

Commissioner Weber stated the practical difficulty for approval could be that if they denied the
request it would be too difficult to get cars in and out successfully.

Commissioner Robertson asked if approving this would set a precedent as they are aware there
are other properties out of compliance but we do not have the means to enforce compliance.

Ms. Botten replied not necessarily since they would still be enforcing conditions and providing a
separation and buffer area with the planters.

Commissioner Simon asked if the four foot setback included the planters and curb stops.
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Ms. Botten replied they would be asking for a four foot parking setback, and within that four feet
Commissioners could amend the conditions to require that a ‘curb stop’ be installed rather than a
‘cedar fence’, along with planters.

Mathew Balsimo asked if the bumpers could encroach inside the corridor.
Ms. Botten replied that would have to be clarified as well.

Mathew Balsimo stated it would be four feet from the sidewalk to the bumpers and then within
those four feet is where the planters are located.

Commissioner Robertson stated that what she was hearing was that the front grills of the cars
would be four feet from the sidewalk and within that space would potentially be planters with
flowers.

Mathew Balsimo noted that when vehicles pull up to a curb stop the bumper goes over the curb
stop until the tires hit.

Commissioner Robertson suggested requiring a six foot parking setback which would allow two
feet of additional space for the grill of the cars to go over the curb stops.

Commissioner Therrien stated they would not necessarily drive the vehicles all the way up to the
curb stop, especially if the car had a low profile. He stated they could say the bumper had to be at
least six feet from the sidewalk.

Commissioner Niemioja stated there was not much difference between six and ten feet.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Niemioja, to approve the request for a
variance to allow a four foot front parking setback whereas 10 feet is required, for the property
located at 6250 Concord Boulevard, with a condition requiring curb stops and planters and given a
practical difficulty of safety and maneuvering on the lot if that variance is not given.

Commissioner Wippermann stated he would be voting no as the Planning Commission’s duty was
to try to follow the ordinances as closely as possible, he felt there was a lack of a practical difficulty,
and allowing four feet versus ten feet was too much of a lessening of the requirements.

Motion carried (5/3 — Wippermann, Robertson, Simon). This item goes to the City Council on
September 26, 2016.

Chair Maggi agreed with Commissioner Wippermann that the practical difficulty criterion was very
difficult in these unique situations.

PULTE HOMES OF MINNESOTA — CASE NO. 16-40PA

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a comprehensive
plan amendment to change the land use designation of the property from LI, Limited Industry to
LDR, Low Density Residential, for the property located on the west side of Jefferson Trail, south of
Wescott Road. 49 notices were mailed.
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Presentation of Request

Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He advised that the
applicant is proposing to develop adjoining vacant land in Eagan and Inver Grove Heights. The
project would consist of 21 residential units in both cities; 10 of which would be in Inver Grove
Heights. The applicant is requesting a comprehensive plan amendment to change the designation
from LI, Light Industrial to LDR, Low Density Residential. The property had been a subject of a
comprehensive plan change in 2003 for a townhome project. The site was found to be
contaminated; however, and the developer withdrew. The property has since been cleaned up and
approved by Dakota County and the MPCA. The property to the south and west are single-family
residential, with some industrial uses on the east side of Highway 149. The subject site does not
have direct access to Highway 149 and therefore would not function well as an industrial use. Staff
recommends approval of the request.

Commissioner Simon asked if staff heard from any neighbors.
Mr. Hunting replied they had not.
Opening of Public Hearing

Paul Heuer, Pulte Homes, 7500 Office Ridge Circle, Eden Prairie, advised he was available to
answer any questions.

Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the report.

Mr. Heuer replied in the affirmative. He advised that they held a neighborhood meeting and invited
residents from both Eagan and Inver Grove Heights within 350 feet of the property. Three
residents attended the meeting. His sense was that they were not opposed to the use.

Don Mele, 501 Tyne Lane, advised that the property used to be a landfill for battery casings. He
stated approximately ten years ago they removed two feet of soil from his property and the subject
property and replaced it with clean soil. He questioned how a former landfill could get a clean bill
of health after removing only two feet of soil.

Mr. Hunting advised that is governed by the county and the state, it went through the clean up
process, and both agencies were satisfied.

Commissioner Scales stated his recollection was that it was never a landfill but rather an industrial
use.

Mr. Hunting agreed that it was formerly an industrial use.

Mr. Mele questioned how clean the site could be as battery casings still rise to the surface of his
property. He asked who was responsible for any potential health issues should they build on the
subject property.

Mr. Heuer stated they were wary of this site when they heard about its history; however, they feel
very comfortable now after having their own professional firm review the environmental reports and
other information from the seller. Their trusted environmental firm was reassured with the level of
thoroughness of the previous sellers and the environmental work performed.

Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion
Commissioner Robertson asked if the Eagan portion of the project had already received approvals.
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Chair Maggi advised that the Eagan portion was already guided correctly.
Commissioner Robertson asked if there were environmental concerns on the Eagan side as well.
Mr. Hunting replied that he believed the operation occurred only in Inver Grove Heights.

Mr. Mele advised there was previously a home on the Eagan side which was demolished and
buried.

Chair Maggi stated that apparently the experts have determined this site to be environmentally
safe so the Planning Commission’s job was to determine whether or not low density residential
was an appropriate land use for this site.

Commissioner Weber asked if now would be the time to discuss lot sizes, etc.
Chair Maggi replied it was not as the request was just for a comprehensive plan amendment.

Commissioner Simon asked if this would be considered equivalent to the Northwest Area, because
your 65 foot widths are not that problematic in the NWA.

Mr. Hunting stated he just pointed out that what we did in the concept plan would say they are
going to have to be applying for some variances. It is consistent with the lot sizes in Eagan, they
are smaller than the Coventry development, but are of similar size to the ones we have been
seeing in the Northwest Area. They are viable lots and at this point they plan to meet all the
standard setbacks.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Robertson, second by Commissioner Weber, to approve the request for a
comprehensive plan amendment to change the land use designation of the property from LI,
Limited Industry to LDR, Low Density Residential, for the property located on the west side of
Jefferson Trail, south of Wescott Road, with the conditions listed in the report.

Moation carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on September 26, 2016.
Commissioner Wippermann requested that when the plat request comes before the Planning
Commission staff also provide the standards for the properties to the south for comparison
purposes (i.e. setbacks, lot sizes, etc.).

Chair Maggi asked for clarification of the approval process for this development which is partly in
Eagan.

Mr. Hunting replied there will be joint power agreements for the roads, utilities, etc. but the
Planning Commission’s focus would be only on the ten lots in Inver Grove Heights.

The meeting was adjourned by unanimous vote at 7:58 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Kim Fox
Recording Secretary



PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: September 13, 2016 CASE NO: 16-42V
HEARING DATE: September 20, 2016

APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER: Brian & Vicki Dzieweczynski
REQUEST: Variance from the garage size and setback requirements
LOCATION: 7030 River Road

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Low Density Residential

ZONING: R-1C, Single-family Residential

REVIEWING DIVISIONS: Planning PREPARED BY: Heather Botterr 7
Associate Planner

BACKGROUND

The applicants are requesting a variance to allow a detached accessory builidng 1,440 square feet
in size whereas 1,000 square feet is the maximum size allowed and a variance for the garage to be
located six feet from the side property line whereas 50 feet is the required setback. The applicants
property is 1.09 acres in size, located along the Mississippi River. The request is to build the
accessory building on an existing foundation that was previously a home.

The applicants would be removing an existing shed located within the setbacks of the
Mississippi River. The proposed accessory building would be in compliance with the setback
requirements from the river, bluff and other property lines. The accessory building would
complement the existing home and be located over existing impervious surface.

SPECIFIC REQUEST
The following specific applications are being requested:
1) A variance to allow an accessory building 1,440 square feet in size whereas 1,000
square feet is the maximum allowed in the R-1C district.
2) A variance to allow a six foot side yard setback whereas 50 feet is required for
structures larger than 1,000 square feet.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST
SURROUNDING USES: The following land uses, zoning districts, and comprehensive plan

designations surround the subject property:

North - Single Family Residential; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density Residential
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South - Single Family Residential; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density Residential
West - Single Family Residential; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density Residential
East - River

VARIANCE REVIEW

City Code Title 11, 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.

2,

A detached accessory building on a single-family lot would be in harmony with the
general purpose and intent of the city code; it would also be consistent with the
comprehensive plan which designates the property as a single-family neighborhood.
The structure would be located on an existing foundation, maintaining the established
size and setback.

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

zoning ordinance.

5

The proposed structure would allow the owner to use the property in a reasonable
manner as an accessory building is a typical improvement for a residential lot. The
structure would be located on an existing foundation, not exceeding the size of the
structure that was previously there. In respect to the land use, impervious surface, other
setbacks and code requirements the request is in compliance with the provisions in the
zoning ordinance.

Additionally, the applicants would be removing an existing, smaller shed located within
the setbacks of the river bringing the property into compliance with shoreland

requirements.

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

landowner.

The property has an existing building foundation on it that was from a home that burnt
down in the 80’s. After an inspection from the Building Official it was determined the
foundation was structurally sound and could be used for a new structure. The
applicants would like to utilize the existing foundation in its entirety.

The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.
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Staff does not believe this variance would alter the essential character of the locality.
The 1,400 foot accessory building would not be out of character for the area. The
proposed structure would reflect architectural elements of the existing home. The lot s
a double lot, wider than the majority of the properties in the neighborhood. Because of
the topography of the property and the design of the building, the accessory structure
would have the general appearance of a home.

Allowing a reduced side yard setback may not have a direct impact on this
neighborhood as the structure separation between all buildings is consistent with other
single family homes and accessory buildings. If the accessory building was actually part
of a home it would be meeting the side yard setback requirements of five feet.

5. Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship.

Economic considerations do appear to be a basis for this request as removal of the
foundation would significantly increase the cost of the accessory building.

ALTERNATIVES
The Planning Commission has the following alternatives for the requested action:

A. Approval If the Planning Commission finds the request to be acceptable, the
Commission should recommend approval of the request with at least the following conditions:

e Approval of a Variance to allow a 1,400 square foot accessory structure six feet from the
side lot line subject to the following conditions:

L The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the site plan on file
with the Planning Division.

2. The accessory structure shall not be used for commercial uses, storage related to a
commercial use, or home occupations.

3. A grading/erosion control plan shall be required at the time of the building permit
application and approved by the City Engineer.

4. The 10x16 foot storage shed shall be removed within 30 days of the certificate of
occupancy of the accessory building.

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
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The request is not out of character for the neighborhood and is consistent with the
comprehensive plan. The accessory structure is a typical improvement for a residential
property. The six foot setback does not appear to have any adverse impacts on the neighboring
properties and a structure currently located within the shoreland setbacks will be removed.
Staff believes a practical difficulty can be found for the size and location of the proposed
building due to the fact the foundation is existing and the footprint will not be increasing.

Based on the information in the preceding report and the conditions listed in Alternative A, staff
is recommending approval of the setback variance.

Attachments: Location map
Applicant narrative
Site plan
Building elevations
Pictures of the property
Letter from neighbor
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City of Inver Grove Heights
8150 Barbara Avenue
Inver Grove Heights, MN 55076

August 22, 2016
Plan Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council:

We are applying for approval of a variance to construct a detached accessory structure on a
foundation on our property, formerly 7014 River Road, which we purchased in 1998.

The original home burnt down sometime in the late 1980’s. All that was left on the property was
the foundation. In 1998 we purchased the lot. In 1999 we had both properties surveyed to
combine them as one property, which is now 7030 River Road. We have done extensive work on
our home and lot over the years. We have always had plans to build on the existing foundation at
some point in time. We will not be creating any additional impervious coverage with this
construction.

On August 17, 2016, we brought our ideas and preliminary drawings to Frank Martin to see what
we could do and also talked with Allan Hunting for additional direction. We were told that since
we have an existing accessory building we would need to apply for a variance to have another
accessory building on our property. We also found out that we would need to apply for another
variance because the structure that we initially proposed to build would be over 1,126 sq. ft.

On Thursday, August 18, 2016, Frank Martin came out to our property to inspect the existing
foundation and said the foundation is in good condition to build. He also suggested we could build
on the entire foundation which would be 40’ x 36, which is 1440 sq. ft., remove our existing 16’ x
10’ shed and apply for only one variance.

Therefore instead of requesting a double variance, we are asking for a variance to build a
structure with slightly more square footage and remove the smaller accessory structure that we
have once the building is completed.

We purchased the property with an existing foundation that is 40’ x 36". By building on this
foundation, it is our practical difficulty in complying with the zoning ordinance of 1000 sq. ft., since
the square footage of the foundation is over 1000 sq. ft.. Our desire is to have a structure to be
used as a workshop, art studio and to have additional storage space. The circumstances of the
existing foundation are unique to the property and were not caused by the landowner.

We believe the variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. As you can see
from the enclosed photos our neighbors, and those passing by our property, have a view of our
concrete slab. Our desire is to design and construct a building that would mirror, as much as
possible, the existing home that we have. We also believe that granting the variance would be in



harmony with the general purposes and intent of the zoning ordinances because we would make
the property more aesthetically pleasing. We feel that this property does not have a practical and
beneficial use unless we utilize the existing foundation.

If possible, we are hoping that the City Council can review and decide on this matter at their
meeting on September 26, 2016 so that we can frame and do the necessary work before it gets
too cold. \

Our architect was out-of-town and was unable to revise our plans to reflect the 1440 sq. ft.
proposal by the application deadline. Therefore, two copies of the proposed drawings are
included. One from the architect, the initial 1126 sq. ft. version; and the other version, the 1440
sq. ft version, which is a modified drawing from the architect's drawings.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Respectfully,

Brian and Vicki Dzieweczynski

Enclosures:

Planning Application Form

Property Access Consent Form

Residential Variance Fee of $246.00

List of surrounding neighbors

Written statement for request of variance

Surveyed lot map with location of existing structures (10 copies)
Exact legal description from Advance Survey & Engineering Co.
Inver Grove Heights Location Map

Drawings of proposed structure (10 copies)

Photos of property



AL VLY

AXYAXY/,

LY,

LAY y3ivm

0 3903

6661

A ¥

——00°G6l——

S -
7 ,
| i
N
o
\ ¢
\ Qe
I S o L N ANV 5
\ L a2y (O, Ko ~
% wuo \\o.m
| ‘ -
o ; ococt N9
\ PO onmrama o4 8
y Y 4 INVYS A¥OLS—Z
P \ A ss20'LL
7 \ \ (]
\ ~4
\ Ny /]
) 3 5
[ v @ 7 °
293 A PN
\ © M (o] [od
~NGg < > Y=
© ¢ ~
o8 &
| m
\ =
\ '\..N_H -I_IM_ NN [\
@) [ /¢

o

370d" Yamod

8 LO7 LNJANYIA0D 40 ¥IANMOD LSIMHIYON 3IHL 40 \\
HLNOS 1334 92°£6L ANV LSV3 1334 €28 INIOd Vv~

1Sv3 1334 05°908 LNIOd v~/ /

/
o



Moditied »82.%5( | 10 mamﬁ.

I E— |
_,!H:,, lz“ — o
iy
HE A S
SIER S
v

L0E ELEVATIOW



ZQA/./..@, m.nx L«DS}SJ Z.,.//D ﬂymw.ﬁwﬁ @.,g.,/n/ﬁ ‘XO ey\s ,.SU, /JO;wmw

STREET BLEVATION




Modikied L«oi.,p& - | HH0 .5+

ORI

e

30

g Y
| |
L. . e ™
m e T W
_-1/1 Fmmm
|
i |
i |
| _
: |
I
w |
i |
b e
FLODR PLAN




NUK} H bl







Heather Botten

From: Allan Hunting

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 8:53 AM
To: Heather Botten

Subject: FW: Case No. 16-42v

----- Original Message-----

From: mike Burington [mailto:theburs@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 4:06 PM

To: Allan Hunting

Subject: Case No. 16-42v

Allan I am very much in favor for the approval of the variances for the Dzieweczynski’s
property it will greatly improve the lot and add value to our neighborhood. I am the neighbor
just south of them at 7090 River Road. Thank you Michael Burington <html> <body>

Allan Hunting | City Planner Tel: 651-450-2554 | Fax: 651-
259-8044 City of Inver Grove Heights | 8150 Barbara Ave | Inver Grove Heights | Minnesota |
55077 ahunting@invergroveheights.org | www.invergroveheights.org </body> </html>
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