INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

Tuesday, July 21, 2009 — 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR July 7, 2009

APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.01

3.02

3.03

SUSSEL CORPORATION — CASE NO. 09-21CV
Consider the following requests for property located at 5924 Bradbury Court:

A.) A Conditional Use Permit to allow for impervious coverage on a lot to
exceed 25% in the R-1C zoning district.

Planning Commission Action

B.) A Variance to construct a home addition that would exceed the 30%
allowed maximum impervious coverage on a lot.

Planning Commission Action

VANSOUTH LIMITED PARTNERSHIP — CASE NO. 09-20V
Consider the following request for property located at 1300-1450 Mendota
Road:

A.) A Variance to allow more than one free-standing sign on a lot in the B-4,
Shopping Center District.

Planning Commission Action

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS — CASE NO. 09-19ZA
Consider various changes and amendments to the Zoning Ordinance resulting
from the recodification of the City Code.

Planning Commission Action

OTHER BUSINESS

4.01

Cancellation of the first meeting in August

ADJOURN



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Tuesday, July 7, 2009 — 7:00 p.m.
City Hall Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

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

Commissioners Present: Tom Bartholomew
Paul Hark
Christine Koch
Damon Roth
Pat Simon
Dennis Wippermann
Tony Scales
Mike Schaeffer
Harold Gooch

Commissioners Absent:
Others Present: Tom Link, Community Development Director

Allan Hunting, City Planner

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes from the June 16, 2009 meeting were adopted as corrected.

HERDTLE — CASE NO. 09-18V

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance to
encroach within the front yard setback on an R-1C, Single Family Residential lot, for the property
located at 7710 Banks Court. 4 notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He advised that the
applicant is requesting to construct an 8 x 12’ covered porch addition to the front of their house
which would protect the front door from the elements. Mr. Hunting advised that staff looked at the
ten other homes on the applicant’s cul-de-sac and with the exception of the home to the west of
the subject property, all structures appeared to either meet or exceed the required setback. Mr.
Hunting stated he was unsure as to why the home to the west was within the required setback as
no variances had been granted. He added that many of the homes had a built-in covering over the
front door area and staff felt it was reasonable to allow a porch be built onto the subject home. Mr.
Hunting stated that staff felt the requested size was too large, however, and would be out of
character with the neighborhood. He noted that the home had a 32 foot setback whereas 30 feet
was required and therefore the applicants could construct a two foot deep porch without a
variance. Mr. Hunting stated that if the Planning Commission wanted to support the variance, staff
would rather see a smaller, four foot porch. Staff recommends denial of the request as presented.

Commissioner Wippermann asked if the applicants were proposing an open or enclosed porch, to
which Mr. Hunting replied an open structure.

Chair Bartholomew asked for clarification regarding the measurement of setbacks.
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Mr. Hunting advised that the setback is measured from the furthest vertical surface, which in this
case would be the wall.

Chair Bartholomew asked if a self-supporting awning would be measured from the wall.

Mr. Hunting replied that a hanging awning would be measured from the wall, whereas a structure
that needed a footing or a post would be measured from the furthest vertical surface (i.e. pillar).

Opening of Public Hearing

The applicants, Thomas Herdtle and Diane North, 7710 Banks Court, advised they have a
concrete stoop that is 7.5 feet from the house and they would like to put a roof over it to protect it
from the elements as well as have a seating area.

Chair Bartholomew advised it would be difficult for the Planning Commission to approve the
request without a viable hardship.

Mr. Herdtle stated they would only be allowed a two foot roof section without a variance which he
felt would be an unreasonable size.

Chair Bartholomew advised that staff has stated they would support a four foot variance, or the
applicants could consider a structured awning.

Mr. Herdtle asked for clarification of a structured awning.
Chair Bartholomew stated it was a cantilevered awning that was self-supporting.

Ms. North advised they originally asked about a covered awning and were told they could not have
it.
Mr. Hunting advised that a suspended awning would be acceptable as the setback would be

measured from the wall.

Chair Bartholomew asked if an awning that was not supported to the ground but was constructed
of timber and shingles would be acceptable.

Mr. Hunting stated any structure that required a building permit would have to meet setbacks.
However, an awning which was not a structural part of the house (i.e. cantilevered or roll-up
awning) would not be considered as an encroachment into the setbacks.

Mr. Herdtle stated the front portion of their house was deteriorating because it had no protection
from the elements and they would like to have something more permanent than an awning.

Chair Bartholomew asked if the applicants had read the report.

Ms. North replied they had, and asked for clarification of a statement in the report regarding
constructing a porch without a variance.

Mr. Hunting advised that the house is setback 32 feet whereas 30 feet is required. Therefore, the
applicants could build a two foot wide porch without a variance. They also could consider getting a
two foot variance and having a four foot deep porch.

Chair Bartholomew clarified that once the applicants moved into the setback a variance was
needed no matter how large the encroachment was.
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Commissioner Simon asked when the gutters were installed, to which Mr. Herdtle replied they were
in place when they purchased the house.

Ms. North advised their home only had 4” eaves whereas most homes have 16" eaves.

Commissioner Wippermann asked if the proposed porch would cover just the top platform of the
concrete area or the lower stoop as well.

Mr. Herdtle displayed a diagram of the home, stating the porch would extend out eight feet.

Commissioner Wippermann asked if the setback would be measured from the post shown in the
drawing, to which Mr. Hunting replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Gooch asked staff if they received any comments from neighbors.
Mr. Hunting stated they received only one inquiry from the neighbor behind the subject property.
Mr. Herdtle stated the neighbors he spoke with had no issue with the proposed project.

Ms. North stated that the house to the west appeared to be situated closer to the road than theirs;
and asked when the ordinance that stipulated a 30 foot setback was put in place.

Mr. Hunting replied that it was in place since 1965. He added that staff used computer mapping
and determined that the other homes on the cul-de-sac were at least 30 feet from the road with the
exception of the house to the west which was approximately 26 feet from the road.

Ms. North pointed out two homes an 80™ and Banks and asked if they complied with setback
requirements.

Mr.hHunting replied they did comply with setbacks along Banks, but were granted variances from
80" Street.

Planning Commission Discussion

Commissioner Wippermann stated he would likely oppose the request due to lack of hardship,
although he felt the project might be an asset to the house and would not be detrimental to the
neighborhood.

Commissioner Hark asked if the applicants had discussed the possibility of a four foot porch with
their architect.

Ms. North replied they had not as they were not aware staff would support a four foot porch.
Chair Bartholomew advised that a hardship was needed no matter the size of the variance. He
noted that if the applicants compromised by building a four foot porch they could perhaps extend
the length to gain additional area.

Mr. Herdtle asked if there were issues with lengthening the porch.

Chair Bartholomew replied that lengthening the porch would cause no additional problems with the
front setback regulations.

Commissioner Gooch stated that since the setback would be measured from the pillar, perhaps the
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applicants could move the post closer to the house but still have the roof extend beyond that.

Mr. Hunting advised that the roof overhang could encroach no more than 24 inches into the
required setback. Therefore, if the pillar became the established setback line the roof could extend
24 inches beyond that.

Commissioner Gooch asked if the applicants could have an eight foot porch if they used the two
feet they were set back from the 30 foot line, the four feet staff had stated they would be agreeable
to, plus a two foot overhang past the post.

Mr. Hunting clarified that staff was agreeable to a porch that was four feet in total depth consisting
of the two feet they were set back from the 30 foot line plus a two foot variance.

Commissioner Gooch advised that with that in mind the applicants could then have a six foot
porch; the two feet they were set back from the property line, a two foot variance, and an additional
24 inch overhang past the post.

Chair Bartholomew asked if the applicants were proposing footings or just a floating slab.
Mr. Herdtle stated there should be footings to prevent the slab from shifting.

Chair Bartholomew asked if staff would measure the porch from the edge of the slab if there were
footings in the ground, to which Mr. Hunting replied they would - it would be measured from the
furthest vertical surface.

Mr. Hunting stated that typically a post would be located on the perimeter of the slab to provide
support.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Roth, to deny the request for a variance
to encroach within the front yard setback for a porch addition, for the property located at 7710
Banks Court, due to lack of hardship.

Commissioner Hark clarified to the applicant that the Commission was in no way promising that
City Council would approve any of the alternate options they had discussed tonight; they were
merely suggestions.

The Commission then discussed how they should proceed as far as possibly making a
recommendation for an alternate proposal.

Commissioner Hark questioned how they could come up with a hardship for a two foot variance but
not for the six feet being requested.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated he would prefer to move the request on to City Council as is in the
hopes they would approve the request as presented. He stated he did not want to recommend the
porch be downsized to six feet in size when it was possible it could be approved as presented.

Motion carried (8/1 - Gooch). This matter goes to the City Council on July 27, 2009.

Commissioner Schaeffer suggested the applicants measure the setback of the home to the west of
them since it appeared as if they had already set a precedent.
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OTHER BUSINESS

Tom Link, Community Development Director, gave an update of the Comprehensive Plan Update,
stating it was still being reviewed by the Metropolitan Council. He noted they have asked for some
additional information, which the City is providing, and so far the only issue has been a minor
difference in the population forecast.

Chair Bartholomew asked what ramifications there would be to the Comprehensive Plan if the
Metropolitan Council population assumptions prevailed.

Mr. Link replied it was not a critical issue and would have no major impact on the Comprehensive
Plan.

Commissioner Schaefer asked if anyone could take his place at the July 20 Housing Task Force
meeting as he was unable to attend.

Commissioner Koch volunteered to attend the meeting in Commissioner Schaeffer’'s place.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Bartholomew adjourned the meeting at 7:36 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Kim Fox
Recording Secretary



PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: July 17, 2009 CASE NO.: 09-21CV

HEARING DATE:  July 21, 2009

APPLICANT: Sussel Corporation

PROPERTY OWNER: Martin & Susan Burke

REQUEST: A Conditional Use Permit and Variance to exceed the allowed

maximum impervious coverage on a lot in the R-1C, Single Family
Residential District.

LOCATION: 5924 Bradbury Court, Inver Grove Heights, MN

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: LDR, Low Density Residential

ZONING: PUD, Planned Unit Development

REVIEWING DIVISIONS: Planning PREPARED BY: Jennifer Emmerich
Engineering Associate Planner

BACKGROUND

The property owner at 5924 Bradbury Court would like to construct an elevated, 14" by 18’
four-season porch onto the rear of the house. His 12,600 square foot lot is zoned PUD -
Planned Unit Development, but it follows the impervious coverage standards for an R-1C
zoned lot. The property currently features a single family home with a three-car attached
garage.

Square Feet Percentage
Lot Size 12,600 -
Existing Impervious Coverage 4,107 32.6%
(House, garage, driveway) ,
Proposed additional impervious coverage 252 2%
(four-season porch)
Total impervious coverage requested 4,359 34.6%

SPECIFIC REQUEST

To construct the 14" by 18’ four-season porch, the applicant is requesting a Conditional Use
Permit and Variance to exceed the allowed maximum impervious coverage.




Planning Report - Case No. 09-21CV

Page 2

SURROUNDING USES: The subject site is surrounded by the following uses:

Single Family Residential; zoned PUD — Planned Unit development;
guided LDR, Low Density Residential

EVALUATION OF REQUEST:

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT Per a recent code amendment, property owners may apply

for a Conditional Use Permit for up to 30% of impervious coverage, provided the following
criteria are met:

a)

b)

f)

A Storm Water Management System shall be constructed within the property
that meets the Best Management Practices design criteria as set forth in the
Northwest Area Ordinances and Storm Water Manual.

The Storm Water Management System and Grading Plan (including necessary
details for construction, showing proper location, material, size, and grades) shall
be approved by the Engineering Division prior to ground disturbance or
installation of the facility.

The Storm Water Management System is considered a private system and the
responsibility of maintenance is that of the owrer.

A storm water facilities maintenance agreement shall be entered into between the
applicant and City to address responsibilities and maintenance of the storm
water system.

An escrow or fee, to be determined by the City Engineer, shall be submitted to
the City with the Storm Water Management System submittal. The final amount
and submittal process shall be determined by the City by the time the Owners
are ready to submit the Storm Water Management System and Grading Plan.

The soils shall be tested to determine the infiltration capacity to insure the storm
water maintenance facility performs and functions within the assumed design
parameters.

The applicant and property owner have been made aware of the above conditions and the
City’s standard conditions for treating impervious surface. It is staff’s understanding that
the property owner is working with Engineering Department to meet the requirements.

Grading and Drainage. The Engineering Department has reviewed the request and is

working with the applicant to compose an appropriate plan to mitigate the additional storm
water runoff.

VARIANCE Because the request is to exceed 30% impervious coverage, the applicant is
required to also obtain a variance. City Code Section 515.59, states that the City Council
may grant variances in instances where practical difficulties exist or where a hardship
would be imposed upon the property owner if the code were strictly enforced. In order to
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grant the requested variances, the City Code identifies several criteria which are to be
considered. The applicant’s request is reviewed below against those criteria.

a.  Special conditions apply to the structure or land in question which are peculiar to such property
or immediately adjoining property, and do not apply generally to other land or structures in the
district in which said land is located.

The general intent of this standard is to limit the precedent that could be set if the
variance was granted. The property does not have any conditions that make it
unique for the zoning district it is in. Furthermore, the applicant is not being denied
reasonable use of the property as the lot currently features a single-family home and
attached garage. However, the proposed addition is small and the excess
impervious coverage is marginal. Lastly, the lot is large enough that the additional
impervious coverage would not have a negative impact on the adjoining neighbors.

b. The granting of the application will not be contrary to the intent of the Zoning Code or the
Comprehensive Plan.

The application is not contrary to the Comprehensive Plan as the future land use is
Low Density Residential.

C. The granting of such variance is necessary as a result of a demonstrated undue hardship or
difficulty, and will not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant.

There is no hardship relating to the request as the impervious coverage standard is
not precluding the property owner from reasonable use of the property. The site
already features a principal dwelling with an attached garage. However, the
addition being requested is not unreasonably large and the resulting home would fit
in with the character of the neighborhood.

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

Economic considerations do not appear to be a basis for this request.

ALTERNATIVES

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

A.

Approval If the Planning Commission finds the Conditional Use Permit and

Variance to exceed the impervious coverage standards to be acceptable, the Commission
should recommend approval of the request with at least the following conditions:

1.

The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the site plan dated June
22,2009 on file with the Planning Department or as modified herein.

The applicant/homeowner shall provide a storm water management system to
mitigate the increased storm water runoff from the additional impervious surface
being added.
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3.

10.

11.

12.

B.

The amount of impervious surface area to be treated with a storm water
management system will be based on the square footage of the increased impervious
coverage.

The temporary erosion control and permanent storm water management plan
should capture and route storm water runoff in a manner that does not adversely
impact the adjoining or downstream properties.

A Storm Water Management System shall be constructed within the property that
meets the Best Management Practices design criteria as set forth in the Northwest
Area Ordinances and Storm Water Manual.

The Storm Water Management System and Grading Plan (including necessary
details for construction, showing proper location, material, size, and grades) shall be
approved by the Engineering Division prior to ground disturbance or installation of
the facility.

The Storm Water Management System is considered a private system and the
responsibility of maintenance is that of the owner.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, a storm water facilities maintenance
agreement shall be entered into between the applicant and City to address
responsibilities and maintenance of the storm water system.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, an escrow or fee, to be determined by the City
Engineer, shall be submitted to the City with the Storm Water Management System
submittal. The final amount and submittal process shall be determined by the City
by the time the Owners are ready to submit the Storm Water Management System
and Grading Plan. The City Engineer reserves the right to have both a cash escrow
for expenses, fees, inspections and maintenance requirements and an additional
construction escrow assuring the storm water facility is constructed properly.

The soils shall be tested to determine the infiltration capacity to insure the storm
water maintenance facility performs and functions within the assumed design
parameters.

Prior to the final inspection of the building permit, the storm water facility needs to
be constructed in its entirety, vegetation planted, and approved by the Engineering
Division.

All existing easements shall be shown on the building permit submittal to ensure
that the proposed structures are not encroaching in an easement area dedicated to
the City. If there is encroachment, it will be the sole discretion of the City Engineer
to either accept or deny the proposed encroachment. If allowed, an encroachment
agreement would need to be executed prior to issuance of building permit.

Denial If the Planning Commission does not favor the proposed Conditional

Use Permit, the above request should be recommended for denial. With a recommendation
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for denial, findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff believes there are not unique circumstances on the property and that the hardship
criterion has not been met. Therefore, staff recommends denial of the Variance and
Conditional Use Permit request as presented.

Attachments: Exhibit A - Location/Zoning Map
Exhibit B - Applicant Narrative
Exhibit C - Site Plan
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Sussel Corporation
Builders License No. 0001934

Statement for Conditional Use Permit/Variance

The city ordinance states that the impervious surface coverage for any residential lot
cannot surpass 25% of the lot. The applicant and owner are asking for a Conditional Use
Permit/Variance to increase the current hard cover by 2% although the total lot coverage
would be 34.6 %.

At the time the house was built, the city ordinances for lot coverage were higher and the
city gave proper approval to build the house and driveway/walk/etc. Apparently, the city
has now changed the ordinance to 25% thus forcing a Conditional Use Permit/Variance
because the house, driveway, walk is over the 25% even without the addition.

The homeowner is asking to build an 18’ x 14’ 4-Season porch on stilts that will be 8 to
9’ off the ground. The new room will not have a foundation covering up land surface.
One could make the argument that we are not increasing the current impervious lot
coverage that exists because the addition built on stilts is 8’ to 9’ off the ground and is not
preventing the ground from absorbing water.

Inver Grove Heights currently interprets this as impervious surface coverage although
most cities would only count the foundation size in this situation. The applicant/owner
realizes that this is a matter of interpretation. One simple solution would be to simply
turn the gutters back to the house underneath the new porch thus putting all the water
exactly where it would go in the first place. This would completely negate any new
added water run off.

The particular hardship for this property is that when the house was built, the city
ordinances were higher for impervious lot coverage. The city gave the owners proper
approval to build the house, driveway, walks etc. Now the city has change it’s
impervious lot coverage percentages forcing the need for a Conditional Use
Permit/Variance. Most other cities have much higher percentages for impervious surface
coverage. The Burke’s are the 2" owners of the property and have not added anything to
the lot coverage since they purchased the house.

This Conditional Use Permit/Variance is not detrimental to the neighborhood it fits in. In

fact, most of the homeowners on the Burke’s side of the street would have to go through
the same process if they wanted to add a porch.

ExplT 8
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The personal reason for the Burke’s to build this room is for Mr. Burke. Mr. Burke has
Parkinson’s disease. As the disease progresses, it is getting harder and harder for Mr.
Burke to get up and down the stairs to the family room in the lower level. The house is a
rambler with a kitchen/living room on the 1* floor. This would allow Mr. Burke to have
aroom to relax in and get away from the kitchen area/living room and still have 1% floor
living. In no way are the Burke’s building this room for economic reasons. This new
porch would not in anyway increase traffic or congestion.

Finally, we believe the Conditional Use Permit/Variance will be in keeping with the spirit
and intent of the city code and comprehensive plans for 2 reasons. The first is that we
believe we are not increasing the impervious lot coverage because the room will be on
stilts 8” to 9” off the ground and does not prevent the ground from absorbing water. Even
if you make the interpretation that the porch is covering the ground we can solve this by
turning the gutters and putting the water directly where the water would be during a
rainfall. Secondly, the property was approved for the original impervious lot coverage
when it was built.

Thank you for help in this matter.
Sincerely,

Michael Russell

Sussel Corporation
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PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: July 9, 2009 CASE NO: 09-20V

APPLICANT: Vansouth Limited Partnership

REQUEST: Variance to construct an additional free-standing sign at the Southridge Center
HEARING DATE: July 21, 2009

LOCATION: 1300-1450 Mendota Road

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: RC, Regional Commercial

ZONING: B-4, Shopping Center District

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

BACKGROUND

Vansouth Limited Partnership has submitted a variance application to allow an additional free
standing sign at the southwest corner of the site along South Robert Trail. The center currently
contains three other free standing signs, two along Mendota Road and the other along South
Robert Trail. A new tenant has been signed to occupy space next to Pep Boys. To accommodate
the new tenant, minor modifications and additions will be made to the center. These changes
only require approval of building permits. The new tenant is looking for more presence along
South Robert Trail and the proposed free standing sign would be utilized by the new tenant to
obtain this visibility.

A sign variance is necessary because the zoning ordinance allows only one free standing sign per
lot in the B-4 District. Within the B-3, I-1 and I-2 Districts, more than one free standing sign is
permitted provided specific spacing requirements are met. No such provisions are listed for sign
criteria in the B-4 district.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST

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

North: West St. Paul (commercial, golf course)
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East: Southview Country Club; zoned P; guided Park
West  Auto dealerships; zoned B-3; guided RC
South Auto dealership, Nursing home; zoned B-3, P; guided RC and Public

History. The shopping center was constructed in 1986. In 1990, the City Council approved a
sign variance request for a total of 2279 square feet of signage including free standing and wall
signage. The signage plan approved included three (3) free standing signs. The existing free
standing signs include two at 240 square feet each and one at 179 square feet.

In 1999, the City Council approved an additional variance to increase the total overall aggregate
allowed signage to 3,500 square feet. This included the whole center as it existed then
including the old Sam’s club wing.

Proposed Sign. The proposed free standing sign would be located at the southwest corner of
the property along South Robert Trail. The sign would be a total of 124 square feet in size and
20 feet high. Maximum sign size in the B-4 District is 240 square feet. The proposed sign
would comply with size and height restrictions. The sign is also proposed to be located
approximately 30 feet from the south property line and 20 feet from the right-of-way line along
South Robert Trail. Signs over 100 square feet in size are required to be at least 20 feet from
property lines. The proposed sign would comply with this standard.

The applicant has provided signage figures for the shopping center and for Home Depot. Since
both of these properties were part of the overall signage variance approved in 1999, total
signage for the two must not exceed 3,500 square feet. Total signage for the shopping center
buildings, including the existing free standing signs is 1,697 square feet. Total signage on the
Home Depot lot is 801 square feet. With the proposed additional free standing sign and new
wall signage for the new tenant, the grand total signage would be 2,750 square feet.

Variance Analysis

City Code Section 515.59, states that the City Council may grant variances in instances where
practical difficulties exist or where a hardship would be imposed upon the property owner if
the code were strictly enforced. In order to grant the requested variances, the City Code
identifies several criteria which are to be considered. The applicant’s request is reviewed below
against those criteria.

a. Special conditions apply to the structure or land in question which are peculiar to such property or
immediately adjoining property, and do not apply generally to other land or structures in the district
in which said land is located.

The design of the B-4, Shopping Center District assumes an enclosed style of mall where the
anchor stores were the only visible portions of the mall and pylon signage informed
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consumers of the mall stores. Consequently, the aggregate signage limitations of the B-4
district are strict relative to the other business zoning districts. The Southridge Center
functions as a community shopping center; it is not designed as a typical mall found in a B-
4 zoning district. Unlike the expected enclosed mall, the center has its entire store front
exposed. In addition, the topography of the land places the shopping center away from the
road and generally below the road elevation along Mendota Road. The exposed storefronts
and extra distance from roads has prompted the need for additional free standing signs to
give the tenants exposure and visibility along South Robert Trail and Mendota Road.

The main building has its frontage and primary visibility facing Mendota Road. The
majority of the store fronts are not visible from South Robert Trail. Free-standing signs play
a larger role at this location to provide visibility from both streets. In this case, the
proposed sign would provide visibility to South Robert Trail that is missing due to the
property and buildings longest frontage and primary visibility along Mendota Road.

b. The granting of the application will not be contrary to the intent of the Zoning Code or the
Comprehensive Plan.

The request would not be contrary to the comprehensive plan or the intent of the zoning
code. The center still functions as a regional center and the addition of the free standing
sign would not compromise this. While the B-4 district is designed to accommodate
enclosed malls, additional signage would not be out of character for the neighborhood. The
balance of the commercial development along South Robert Trail is zoned B-3, General
Business which allows more than one free standing sign per property with certain
restrictions.

. The granting of such variance is necessary as a result of a demonstrated undue hardship or difficulty,
and will not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant.

When the zoning ordinance was adopted, the B-4 District anticipated enclosed shopping
center designs. The Southridge Center demonstrates that other shopping center designs
have evolved, however the zoning ordinance does not address these designs in a practical
fashion. The proposed signage with this variance attempts to address some of these
practical issues by analyzing the signage goals of all of the business zoning districts and
applying them to this shopping center design. Consequently, a demonstrated hardship
exists since the number of free standing signs allowed in the B-4 District would be unduly
restrictive for the alternative shopping center design displayed here.

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

From a strict interpretation, economic considerations did not prompt this free standing
sign number variance, since the signage limitations seem to reduce the retail potential.
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There would be added costs to the applicant with the construction of the sign and the
minor modifications to the parking expanding the curb island around the sign.

ALTERNATIVES

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission finds the proposed variance acceptable, a
recommendation of approval should be made subject to the following conditions:

1. The location of the new free standing sign shall be in substantial conformance with
the following plans on file with the Planning Department except as may be
modified by the conditions below:

1. Proposed Sign Location Site Plan dated 7/14/09
2. Proposed Sign Drawing dated 6/22/09

Hardship: The primary frontage and visibility for the center is along Mendota
Road. The majority of the individual stores wall signage is not
visible from South Robert Trail. The Southridge Center functions
as a community shopping center; it is not designed as a typical
mall found in a B-4 zoning district. Limiting the amount of free
standing signs reduces the Centers ability to provide adequate
visibility to its tenants that would be available within the B-3
zoning district.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not find the application to be acceptable, a
recommendation of denial should be made. Specific findings supporting a basis for denial
must be stated by the Commission if such a recommendation is made.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on this review, the Planning Division recommends approval of the sign variance as
presented with the one condition listed above.

ATTACHMENTS:  Site Location
Applicant Narrative
Proposed Sign Location Site Drawing
Proposed Sign Drawing
Shopping Center Overall Site Plan
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June 22, 2009

Mr. Allan Hunting

City Planner

City of Inver Grove Heights
8150 Barbara Avenue

Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077

Re: Southridge Shopping Center — Request for a Variance
Dear Mr. Hunting:

Fine Associates represents Vansouth Limited Partnership, which owns Southridge
Shopping Center. We respectfully request a variance to the Zoning Code, to
permit the construction of a freestanding sign at the southwest corner of the
Center. I attach the application for this variance, and a site plan of the Center that
identifies the location of the proposed sign.

Here, I wish to summarize the circumstances and conditions that caused us to ask
for this variance, and explain why they satisfy the four criteria listed by the City
of Inver Grove Heights, to demonstrate that a hardship would be imposed on the
property owner if the code were strictly enforced, and that therefore it is
appropriate to grant a variance.

Southridge Shopping Center has evolved and changed a lot during the last five
years to keep and attract desirable retailers, and therefore maintain a quality
shopping environment. We—and the property owner—have spared no efforts and
resources towards that goal. Concrete evidence of this continuing, sustained
investment in Southridge Shopping Center include:

e the demolition of a Sam’s Club that “went dark” (even though its lease would
have continued for several years) to build a new Home Depot store, in 2005;

e the restructuring and renovation of the OfficeMax store, which now is one of
the top performers in this part of the country; and

e the renovation and upgrade of the portion of the Center that houses small
tenants.

Southridge Shopping Center has lost tenants recently, like just about every retail
center in Minnesota and elsewhere, because of the challenging economic times.
Yet, because of our continuing investment into the Center, we have been able to
fill several of the spaces left vacant. In spite of this, the vacancies at Southridge
Shopping Center have crept up in the last nine months, mostly because of the loss
of tenants carrying out financial and real estate-related services.

The most recent fruit of our efforts to keep Southridge Shopping Center a viable
resource for the community is a commitment from ALDI Food Market to locate
one of their grocery stores in the Center. AL DI has about 1,000 grocery stores in
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the U.S. and continues expanding, even in these difficult economic times. ALDI is
one of the most successful grocery retailers in the world. Their operating principle
is that by optimizing their purchases and streamlining their operations, they can
provide the customers with grocery products of stringent quality standards (every
product they sell must match or exceed the leading national brands in taste,
appearance and/or performance) at outstandingly low prices. Over the years,
ALDI has steadily increased the quality of their products and has continued to
skew their product repertoire to more upscale and innovative selections. ALDI
also owns Trader Joe’s, another retail concept that provides customers with
excellent products at very competitive prices. In 2009, ALDI won the Retailer of
the Year Award from Private Label Buyer, an organization that specializes in the
analysis of private label retailers, from the perspective of the consumer.

The addition of this new and desirable anchor will nearly eliminate the vacant
spaces in the Center: this is because we will relocate some small tenants into
vacant spaces, and consolidate the vacancies to make room for the new grocery
store. Also, the addition of ALDI Food Market will increase to nearly 275 the
number of people who will be employed at the Center.

Currently Southridge Shopping Center has a tax base in Inver Grove Heights of
approximately $15,000,000 and generates more than $450,000 in property taxes
annually. The addition of the new ALDI grocery store, by eliminating the
vacancies that now exist in the Center, will allow Southridge Shopping Center to
maintain its value, and we will not need to request an abatement in the
corresponding property taxes, which would cause a decrease of income for the
City of Inver Grove Heights and the community.

Southridge Shopping Center is within a B-4 Shopping Center District. Because its
purpose is to consolidate retail businesses into large scale retail centers, the B-4
zoning requires large minimum lot sizes (10 acres versus one acre) and building
setbacks (60 feet versus 30 feet) as compared to the other business districts. The
goal of B-4 zoning is to create consolidated commercial facilities, which, by being
more attractive and efficient than a collection of small facilities, represent a
betterment to the community.

Neighborhood and General Business zonings (B-2 and B-3, respectively) allow
many individual access points from public streets, and many corresponding
freestanding signs. In contrast, the large B-4 shopping centers, with their
integrated design and coordinated physical plans, have a few access points from
local streets, and have interior roadways and parking systems integrated together,
to serve a large building and/or several buildings.

Because of their nature and design, B-4 shopping centers require signage at key
points along the public streets on their perimeter and also at individual storefronts
within the development, to help the customers once they have entered the site.
However, the B-4 zoning allows only one freestanding sign per lot, regardless of
the lot size. This is itself a somewhat unrealistically meager allowance. For
example, the B-3 district allows one freestanding sign for each 200 feet of lot
frontage: should the B-3 district standard by applied to Southridge Shopping
Center, it would permit no less than eight freestanding signs.

The four criteria that need to be satisfied to demonstrate that a hardship would be
imposed on the property owner if the code were strictly enforced, and therefore it
is appropriate to grant a variance, are, and they are satisfied, as follows:
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1. The conditions applying to the application must be unique to the property.
The condition that this Application for Variance seeks to correct is indeed unique
to the Southridge Shopping Center. The hardship that now exists for Southridge
Shopping Center originates in the changes and modifications to the Center that
were necessary to adapt to the market needs: they have created signage problems
unique to this property for the retailer we wish to attract.

Specifically, the configuration of the Center, and the location of the ALDI Food
Market in retrofitted and “recycled” space rather than in a new freestanding
building with large street frontage as ALDI usually does, does not provide
adequate visibility of the new grocery store to traffic along Robert Street. One of
the key criteria of the ALDI grocery stores is to have clear visibility from well-
traveled streets. This is not the case at this location.

This problem would be solved by the presence of clear signage along Robert
Street. However, the existing pylon sign on Robert Street, at the entrance to the
Center, does not allow to solve this problem, because the sign was constructed
and attributed to anchor tenants when the Shopping Center was constructed or
renovated in 2005: we are now not allowed—nor would there be any space—to
add an additional prominent signage on that freestanding sign.

Thus, the present situation is unique to the parcel of land upon which Southridge
Shopping Center is built, and is not generally applicable to the other properties in
the same zoning classification.

2. The variance must not be contrary to the intent of the City Ordinances, or
the Comprehensive Plan. The variance we seek here is consistent with the spirit,
intent and goals of the City Ordinances and the Comprehensive Plan.

Southridge Shopping Center is within a B-4 Shopping Center District. To approve
a new freestanding sign, thereby permitting both to establish an ALDI grocery
store and to eliminate a block of vacant, dark space, is critical for the success and
long-term viability of the Center, which is one of the main large retail centers in
Inver Grove Heights. It would reinforce its stability for years to come, also
because it would make this location more attractive to small retailers. Thus, it will
allow Southridge Shopping Center to continue to fulfill the purpose of the B-4
zoning district by remaining a large retail sales facility with a variety of retail
sales types and services, “integrated in a single facility or multiple building
arrangement with integrated design and a coordinated physical plan”, as described
in the B-4 zoning code.

Moreover, this request for a variance will permit to bring a desirable retailer to the
northern half of the developed part of the Inver Grove Heights area, while filling
up a substantial amount of space in Southridge Shopping Center.

The variance we seek would not be detrimental to the public welfare or to the
neighborhood in which Southridge Shopping Center is located. South Robert
Street is one of the most important and vital commercial corridors in the southeast
quadrant of the metropolitan area. Accordingly, Southridge Shopping Center is
adjacent to areas of intense commercial uses. The proposed freestanding sign
would match the aesthetic of other signs in the renovated Center, and anchor the
southwest corner of the site.
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Naturally, the presence of an additional well-designed freestanding sign at the
southwestern corner of Southridge Shopping Center, along Robert Street, will not
increase traffic congestion, increase fire hazards, endanger the public safety,
detrimentally affect property values, or negatively affect the supply of light and
air to adjacent properties. Rather, by clearly indicating to the drivers where to turn
to reach the ALDI store, it will alleviate any increase in traffic due to customers
who have problems identifying the access to this new grocery store; and the
presence of a full and vital shopping center indirectly increases of the value of the
surrounding land in this B-4 district.

For all the reasons listed above, the variance is not contrary to the intent of the
City Ordinances or Comprehensive Plan.

3. The variance is necessary as a result of a demonstrated hardship or
difficulty, rather than a mere inconvenience. ALDI’s commitment to locate a
store at this location is contingent upon locating a freestanding sign along Robert
Street at the southwest corner of the Center. In other words, the lease will not be
binding for ALDI, and the store will not be constructed, if ALDI will not have
this necessary signage.

ALDI’s demand for this feature is well justified by the fact that Southridge
Shopping Center is in a major commercial corridor, where other retailers, big and
small, are abundant: the new grocery store must be able to compete effectively by
identifying its presence along South Robert Street.

4. Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship. To
approve the variance we seek, thereby permitting that an ALDI grocery store will
be constructed within Southridge Shopping Center, will serve community goals
well beyond the economic considerations of the owner of the Center. Specifically,
this will serve at least three City goals:

e to have convenient access to a variety of retailers;

e to avoid empty retail space that may breed undesirable activities in the City’s
B-4 district; and

e to keep and improve the tax base for the City.

For all the above reasons, we respectfully request the City’s approval of the
proposed variance to accommodate the additional freestanding sign.

Sincerely,
%m o ”‘7@
el

Bianca M. Fine

BMF/pk
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PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: July 17, 2009 CASE NO: 09-19ZA
APPLICANT: City Of Inver Grove Heights

REQUEST: Ordinance Amendment - City Code Recodification

HEARING DATE: July 21, 2009

LOCATION: N/A

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: N/A

ZONING: N/A

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

BACKGROUND

The Inver Grove Heights City Code was originally codified in 1974 and since that time
hundreds of ordinances have been adopted amending the Code. In the intervening years, there
has not been a recodification of the Code incorporating those amendments into the Code in any
formal way. Parts of the code have been recodified over the years. In 2002, a major overall and
recodification of the zoining and subdivision ordinances was approved. In 2004, further udates
were recodified.

In September of 2006, the City Council authorized a contract with Sterling to undertake this
recodification. In addition to incorporating those various amendments which had already been
made to existing City Code provisions into the Code, Sterling, with the advice and
authorization from City Staff and the City Attorney, re-formatted the code sections into a
uniform numbering system, changed various terms to be gender neutral, updated references to
Minnesota statutes and rules, removed fee references and listed all fees in the fee schedule,
eliminated assignment of duties to specific staff positions, updated title terminology and
references, and corrected grammatical and punctuation errors.

The City Council has begun their review process of the ordinance and has had two readings of
the ordinance already. The third and final reading of the ordinance is scheduled for July 27.
Since there are changes to the zoning and subdivision sections of the code, a public hearing with
the Planning Commission is required. No changes to any other sections of the city code besides
the zoning and subdivision titles require a public hearing.
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The changes that Sterling made to the text of the 1974 Code which were incorporated into the
Recodified Code were not tracked in a redline or other format, and at the end of the
recodification process, Sterling merely provided the City with a clean copy of the Recodified
Code for adoption. In light of the fact that changes were made to the code as part of the
recodification process, and such changes were unascertainable without further review, two
paralegals from the City Attorney’s office were assigned the task of creating a document that
would list all of the changes that were made to the Code during the recodification process.

In order to determine what changes were made to the code, the paralegals went through both
the 1974 Code and Recodified Code line by line. Where the language in the 1974 Code and
Recodified Code differed, such changes were noted in a master list. Some changes were uniform
throughout the code, and such overall changes are called out in the Ordinance adopting the
Recodified Code, although each instance of the individual change was not noted. Where large
sections of the 1974 Code were either missing from the Recodified Code, or where substantial
additions were found in the Recodified Code, the paralegals determined whether the changes
were made by a validly enacted City Ordinance or whether such change was made to the Code
without any ordinance enacting the changes. A list of ordinances which were adopted and
incorporated into the Recodified Code was prepared, as was a list of the changes to the
Recodified Code that were made as part of the recodification process.

Following the third reading of the ordinance adopting the code and summary publication, the
Code will be available in its entirety on the City’s web site with a link to Sterling Codifiers.
Going forward, every time the Council adopts a new ordinance staff will forward it to Sterling
Codifiers who will update the online Code. Twice a year, the City Clerk will print the Code so
that there is a complete, updated copy available at City Hall.

ALTERNATIVES

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission finds the proposed changes acceptable, a
recommendation to approve the recodification of titles 10 and 11 (zoning and subdivision)
of the city code should be made.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission does not find the application to be acceptable, a
recommendation of denial should be made. Specific findings supporting a basis for denial
must be stated by the Commission if such a recommendation is made.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Division recommends approval of the changes to the zoning and subdivision titles
of the city code as part of the overall recodification process.

ATTACHMENTS:  Summary of the changes to zoning and subdivision titles as prepared by
the City Attorney’s office



Specific Changes to the Zoning Ordinance
Resulting from the Recodification of the City Code

515.30 Subd. 2, 37 to 10-2-2; Definition
Board — The Bboard of Zening Adjustments and Aappeals

515.30 Subd.2, 68 to 10-2-2; Definition
Day Care Famhty Day care facﬂltles }ﬁe}aée——bui—afe—ﬁe{r—hmﬂed-te—w

deﬁned—by means a nonre51dent1al program under anesota Sstatutes section
245A.02, subdivision 10.

515.30 Subd. 2, 82(e)(1v) to 10- 2 2; Deﬁnltlon
Townhouse~ . velline

horlzontallv attached townhouse dwelhng umts separated by party walls, and

shall not exceed eight (8) such townhouse dwelling units per structure.

515.30 Subd. 2, 126 to 10-15-26B; Definition

Home Occupation — Any gainful occupation meeting all of the following
requirements when 1. Eengaged in only by persons residing in their the subject
structure when—that—eeceupation—is 2. Ceonducted entirely within the stracture
dwelling, not in attached or detached accessory structures. when 3. Eevidence of
the occupation is shall not be visible from the street;. 4. Nno signs other than
those permitted in “R> Ddistricts are present permitted.; 5. Nro stock in trade is
stored on the premises;. 6. Over-the-eounter On site retail sales are not involved.
and 7. Eentrance to the home occupation is gained exclusively from within the
straeture dwelling. 8. When the home occupation is a beauty/barber shop,
entrance to the home occupation shall be a separate, direct entrance and shall not
be from within the dwelling. See-also—Performance-Standards—Seetion—55-90;
Subd35-

515.30 Subd. 2, 139 no reference (deleted) Deﬁmtlon




515.30 Subd. 2, 190 to 10-2-2; Definition
Nursing Home — A building with facilities for the care of children, the aged, and
infirm, or place of rest for those suffering bodily disorder. Said nursing home
shall be licensed by the State- Beard commissioner of Hhealth.

10-2-2; no reference (new language); Definition
Static Sign: A sign where the face remains unchanged and all components of
the sign are unmoving. All illumination is maintained stationary and constant in
intensity, color and brightness.

515.40 Subd. 2 to 10-3-2; Administration site plan required
A site plan shall accompany all requests for rezoning, conditional use permit, or
variance regardless of whether or not any structures are proposed to be located on
the property. Such site plan shall include the following information at the
minimum in addition to those requirements set out in subsection 10-15J-8A of this
title (other information may be required in other portions of this Ordinanee title):
(Ord. 1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.40 Subd. 6B and 6B1 to 10-3-5B; Amendments, Initiation
Proceedings for amendment of the-Ordinanee this title shall be initiated by: 1. A
petition of seventy five percent (75%) or more of the ewner-or owners in the area

and-npumber—ofthe—property;—the—zening—of which—is subject to the proposed
amendment te-be-changed;

515.40 Subd. 6C to 10-3-5C; Amendments, Application
All applications for amendment which are initiated by the petition of seventy five

percent (75%) or more of the ewner-er owners in the area and-number-ofproperty

subject to the proposed amendment shall be filed with the Cclerk and if the
application involves the changing of zoning districts and boundary thereof, the
application shall be accompanied by an abstractor’s certified property certificate
showing the property owners within three hundred fifty feet (350) feet of the outer

boundaries of the property in questlon—aﬂd—%he—pfepei%ques&en

515.40 Subd. 7C to 10-3-7A2; Board of Appeals Duties
The board shall act upon all questions as they may arise in the administration of
this Ordinanee title, including the interpretation of zoning maps, and it shall hear
and decide appeals from and review any order, requirement, decision, or

determination made by an-administrative-offieial the zoning administrator eharged
i1 onforeine this ord: .

515.40 Subd. 7C to 10-3-7B1; Board of Appeals, Appeals
Sueh An appeal may be taken by any person aggrieved or by any officer,

department, board or bureau of atewn, municipality;eounty-or-state the city.

515.60 Subd 3; no reference (deleted); Effectuation




515.80 Subd. 16 to 10-6-2; Zoning Matrices
Studios: dance, exercise, martial arts, etc. < 2,000 square feet in floor area has

changed from a Cenditional-Use{€) to a Permitted Use (P) in the COMM-PUD
zoning district.

515.80 Subd. 20C3 to 10-10D-3C; Curb Cuts in the B-4 Zoning District
The driveway curb cuts to the development shall net-exceed-26-feet-in-widthsix
foot-return—eurb-radii;—and be located not less than sixty feet (60) feet from all
intersecting streets. (Ord. 1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.80 Subd. 30F; no reference (deleted) Severablhty Shoreland District

515.80 Subd. 30N3 to 10-13B-11C; Shoreland Management, Wetland Protection
Development, grading and filling shall comply with the provisions for the
Minnesota wetland conservation act of 1991, Minnesota statutes Chapter—354
section 103G.221] et seq. (Ord 1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.80 Subd. 30S2e(ii) to 10-13B-16B5b; Shoreland Management, Water and
Sewage
Minnesota statutes section +65-458 103F.221

515.80 Subd. 31J4a to 10-13C-7A; Rural Open Space District

In the rural open space district, no new business or industrial development which
would otherwise be permitted in business and industrial districts under the-Zoning
Ordinanee this title shall be permitted and existing business and industrial
developments shall not be permitted to expand, provided, however, such
development may occur in those areas topographically consistent therewith as
shown exclusively on theJnver-Grove-Heights Zoning that certain map dated
April 24, 1989, on file with the city clerk, and that certain map dated October 11,
2004, as approved by DNR, on file with the city clerk, which maps is are hereby
incorporated by reference.

515.80 Subd. 31Z; no reference (deleted); Effective Date for Critical Area
Overlay District

515.80 Subd. 32E7; no reference (deleted); Flood Plain Management,
Severability



515.80 Subd. 32G4g to 10-13D-6-1B2g; Floodway District, Standards
Structural works for flood control that will change the course, current or cross
section of a protected wetlands or public waters shall be subject to the provisions
of Minnesota statutes chapters 65 103A, 103B, 103C, 103D, 103E, 103F, and
103G.

515.80 Subd. 33C to 10-13E-4; Integrated Resource Management Overlay
District Boundaries
For purposes of determining the application of this Seetion-515-80,-Subd-—33-of
the—Ordinanee; article, the boundaries of the integrated resource management
(IRM) overlay zoning district shall be as shown on the official zoning map of the
city, on file in the office of the city clerk and the zoning administrator. (Ord.
1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.80 Subd. 36K2 to 10-13H-10B; South St. Paul Airport Overlay District
In addition, any person aggrieved, or any taxpayer affected by any decisions of
the zoning administrator made in his administration of this Seetien article, who
desires to appeal such decision shall submit an-applieation-for-a-varianee a notice
of appeal, by certified mail to the members of the board in the manner set forth in
Minnesota statute section 360.068, subdivision 2. (Ord. 1098. 11-8-2004: amd.

2008 Code)

515.80 Subd. 37A to 10-131-1; Airport Overlay District Boundaries
The boundaries of the airport overlay zoning district shall be as shown on the
official zoning map of the city, on file in the office of the city clerk and zoning
administrator. (Ord. 1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.90 Subd. 21D9 to 10-15A-3J; Off Street Parking for Manufacturing
Manufacturing, fabrication or processing of a product or material required number

of parking spaces: At least four eff-street-parking spaces, plus one additional
space for each 800 square feet; 1 additional eff-street—parking space shall be
provided for each 2,500 square feet or fraction thereof of land devoted to outside

storage.

515.90 Subd. 27B3 to 10-15C-2B; Apartment Application Permits
Conditional use permit applications shall have three thirteen (13) copies or more
as required by the administration-of the-site-filed-with-the-application the planning
department with the following features outlined and provided for in the site plan:
(Ord. 1098, 11-8-2004; amd. 2008 Code)

515.90 Subd. 29F to 10-15E-9A3; Removal of Signs



All costs incurred in removing such signs or other advertising structure or
billboard shall be paid fex by the permittee, or in case no permit has been issued,
by the owner of said sign or structure or the owner of the premises upon which
said sign or structure is located.

510.03 Subd. 2 to 11-1-2; Definition
Alley: A-miner Any dedicated public right-ef way whieh affordsing a secondary
means of vehicular access to abutting property, and not intended for general
traffic circulation.

510.03 Subd. 7 to 11-1-2; Definition
Buﬂdmg Any structure, havmg%ee#wh&eh—may—she}te;—e%—eﬂe}ese——pefseﬁs-

bﬁﬂé}ﬂg— temporary or permanent used or 1ntended for supportmg or sheltermg

dny use or occupancy.

510.03 Subd. 8 to 11-1-2; Definition
Building Setback: The minimum horizontal distance from a lot boundary to the
nearest part vertical surface of the-foundation-wall a building or structure, except
that ne a roof, eave or overhang shall may project mere-than36 up to twenty four
inches (24”) into the required setback zene area.

510.03 Subd. 9to 11-1-2; Deﬁmtlon

land for a specific use bv persons or agencies other than the owner.

510.03 Subd. 14 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot: A—pareel;—piece—or—portion A unit of land designated by plat, metes and
bounds, registered land survey, auditor’s plat subdivision, or other accepted
means and separated from other parcels and or portions by said description for the
purpose of separation sale or lease or separate use thereof. For purposes of
measuring the size of the lot, if the lot is not platted, all areas encumbered by
public or private road or driveway easements shall be excluded.

510.03 Subd. 16 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot, corner: A lot situated at the Junctlon of and abuttmg on two (2) or more
1ntersect1ng streets e i etie -H-B11g §

’ -lot-at-the e

510.03 Subd. 19 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot Area: The area of a lot en in a horizontal plane bounded by the lot lines. For
purposes of measuring the size of the lot, if the lot is not platted, all areas
encumbered by public or private road or driveway easements shall be excluded.




510.03 Subd. 20 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot Line: AJettine—is tThe property line beunding bordering a lot except that
where any portion of a lot extends into the publie right of way, prepesed-right-of

way-or-permanent-easement the line of such right of way en-easement shall be the
lot line.

510.03 Subd. 22 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot Line, Front: That boundary of a lot whieh that abuts en-existing-er-dedicated
publie a street, and in the case of a corner lot, it shall be the shortest dimension

boundary ona p&bke street. e*eep%—th&%a—eemeHeHﬂﬁ-ﬂeﬂ—fwdeﬂ&ai—afea—shaH

510.03 Subd. 23 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot Line, Rear: That boundary of a lot whieh that is opposite the front lot line. If
the rear lot line is less than +0feet ten feet (10°) in length, or if the lot forms a
point at the rear, the rear lot line shall be a line 10-feet ten feet (10°) in length
within the lot, ard parallel to, and at the maximum distance from, the front lot
line.

510.03 Subd. 25 to 11-1-2; Definition
Lot of Record: A-platted Any lot ermetes-and-beundspareel which is one unit of
a plat heretofore duly approved and filed, or one unit of an auditor’s subdivision
or a registered land survey, or a parcel of land not so platted. subdivided or
registered but for which a deed, auditor’s subdivision or registered land survey
has been duly recorded in the office of the register of deeds ef or registrar of titles

for Dakota County, Mlnnesota and—wh&ehw&&d%%appmveé—by%h&@z&@eaﬂeﬂ

sa&é—plaﬁmg—aeee;é}ﬂg—%e—%ﬂﬂese{ra—&a{e—s{a-m{es— prior to the effectlve date

hereof.

11-1-2; no reference (new language); Definition
Lot, Reversed Frontage: The first lot to the rear of a corner lot (itself being an
interior Jot, not a comer lot). the front line of which is a continuation of the side
lot line of the corner lot.

510.03 Subd. 29 to 11-1-2; Definition

Pedestrianway: A pedestrian walkway shall be provided between lots where
required by the planning commission and/or city council to allow for pedestrian
accessibility to streets or public service areas. A pedestrianway is distinguished
from a sidewalk principally by its location in areas other than where sidewalks are
typically found, which is to say, in boulevards paralle] to streets. Unlike typical
sidewalks, pedestrianways may also be constructed with bituminous surfaces
rather than concrete.

510.03 Subd. 32 to 11-1-2; Definition



Protective Covenant: A contract entered into between private parties whieh that
constitutes a restriction en of the use of a particular parcel of property for-the
benefit-efthe-owners:

510.03 Subd. 39 to 11-1-2; Definition
Street: A Any public or private right of way, street, avenue, boulevard, road,
parkway, drive, or other roadway that -whieh affords a primary means of access to
abutting property.

11-1-2; no reference (new language); Definition
Street, Public: A street which is dedicated to the city for public use.

510.03 Subd. 45 to 11-1-2; Definition
Street, Service: A marginal access street or frontage road that which is generally
parallel and adjacent to a major street.

510.16 Subd 2e to 11-1-6Cle; Subdivision Regulations, Waiver Procedure
Six—6) Fifteen (15) copies and reductions at eleven inches by seventeen inches
(117 x 17”) of a topographic map for the subject property shall be provided.

510.05 to 11-2-1; Plat and Procedures Sketch Plan

Subdividers may prepare fer—review—with—the CityPlanning—Commission; a
subdivision sketch plan for review with the city staff. For large acreage in
particular, subdividers are urged to avail themselves of this informal review. Such
ssketch Pplan will be considered as submitted for informal discussion, between
the-subdivider-and-the-City Planning-Commission and no fee shall be required of
the subdivider for the submission of the Sgketch Pplan. Submission of the
subdivision Ssketch Pplan shall not constitute formal filing of the plan with the
Ccity. As far as may be practical on the basis of the Ssketch Pplan, the Ccity
Planning-Cemmissten staff will informally advise the subdivider, as promptly as
possible, of the extent to which the proposed subdivision conforms to the design
standards of this seetien title and the Ecomprehensive Pplan of the Ecity, and will
discuss possible modifications necessary to secure approval of the plan. The
informal advice of the city staff is not legally binding, and the sketch plan shall
not be deemed a formal application for purposes of Minnesota statutes section
15.99. (Ord. 1038, 7-8-2002)

510.07 Subd. 2, 4 to 11-2-5B4; Plats and Procedures Preliminary Grading and

Drainage

A preliminary grading and drainage plan including earthwork quantities, final
grades 1 3:1 maximum slopes, 4:1 preferred maximum), building pad
elevations, existing and proposed topography at two foot (2°) intervals, drainage
calculations, 10-year storm pipe design, 100-year storm level of protection,
direction of drainage around each building pad location, appropriate easements as
required.




510.07 Subd. 2, 8 to 11-2-5B8; Plats and Procedures Preliminary Wetland Plan
Plan showing fill or draining of any wetland including sequencing justification
and proposed mitigation consistent with the wetland conservation act. All

wetlands must be delineated in accordance with 1989 Federal-Manual—for
ldentifying-and Delineating-Wetlands the wetland conservation act.

510.07 Subd. 3, 2 to 11-2-5C2b; Plats and Procedures Final Wetland Plan
Plan showing fill or draining of any wetland including sequencing justification
and proposed mitigation consistent with the wetland conservation act. All

wetlands must be delineated in accordance with 1989 Federal-Manualfor
ldentifying-and Delineating-Wetlands the wetland conservation act.

510.09 Subd. 2, 12 to 11-3-2; Design Standards for Right of Way Widths
1. Street right of way widths shall be as shown in the MasterPlan transportation
element of the city comprehensive plan and, where not shown therein, shall not be
less than as follows:

Street Type Minimum Right Of Way (Feet)

Principal and “A” minor Aarterial &Major 100-150 feet

“B’ minor, community €collector, 80 feet to 100
neighborhood collector

Local 50 to 60 feet

Half Sstreet 30 feet

2. When special conditions such as steep slopes, vegetation, or other physical or
environmental conditions are present. the plan shall meet certain conditions that
may be imposed at the discretion of the city, county. and/or state.

510.09 Subd. 2, 14 to 11-3-2N; Design Standards, Cul-de-sacs
Cul-de-sac dead end streets, designed to be so permanently, shall not be longer
than five hundred feet (500°) in area where municipal sewer is available and one
thousand feet (1,000°) in areas where municipal sewer is not available, and shall
be provided at the closed end with a tumm-around having an outside roadway

diameter of at least ene-hundred-(1060)-feet ninety feet (90°) and a street property
line diameter of at least ene—hundred—twenty—{120)—feet one hundred ten feet
10°).

510.11 Subd. 3, 1ato 11-5-3A1; Required Improvements for Sanitary Sewer
Systems
Where available, municipal sewer facilities shall be provided by the subdivider in
the development of the subdivision.




510.11 Subd. 3, 2a to 11-5-3B1; Required Improvements for Water Systems
Where available, municipal water facilities shall be provided by the developer in
the development of the subdivision.

510.11 Subd 3 2¢; no reference (deleted) De51gn Standards for Subd1v131ons

510.11 Subd. 3, 2e to 11-5-3C; Required Improvements, Streets
Construction of publie—utilities—and streets, including sanitary sewer systems,
water systems, streets; and storm sewers, located en—property—or—easements
dedicated-orto-be-dedicated-to-the-City-in-the-plat within street rights of way shall

be completed by the Gty subdivider under the supervision of the Ecity Eengineer,
unless some other arrangement is specifically approved by the Ecity Scouncil.

510.11 Subd. 3, 2d to 11-5-3H1; Required Improvements for Storm Water
Facilities
Storm sewer, open drainage or other facilities and easements shall be installed by
the subdivider as will adequately provide for the drainage of surface waters.

510.11 Subd. 4 to 11-5-4; Guarantee of Improvements
Before final plat is approved by the €city €council, the subdivider shall submit a
development agreement/contract in form and content satisfactory to the city, and a

financial surety found satisfactory to the city and-performance—bond—er—ecash
eserew-agreement in such reasonable amount as determined by the €city €council

to assure the following:

510.13 Subd. 2 to 11-1-5A2; Large Scale Development Variances

The standards and requirements of these-regulations this title may be modified by
the €city Ccouncil in the case of a plan and program for a new-town;-a-complete
comnranity-er-a neighborhood unit which in the judgment of the €city €council,
will provide adequate public spaces and improvements for the circulation,
recreation, light, air and service needs of the tract when fully developed and
populated, and which will also provide such covenants or other legal provisions as
will assure conformity to and achievement of the plan. (Ord 1038, 7-8-2002)

515.90 to 10; Manufactured Homes and Parks
The term “mobile home” was replaced with “manufactured home” throughout the
Zoning Ordinance provisions of the Code.

Section 515.90 Subd. 32E1, 2, and 2a, along with E3, E4, and E5 of the Zoning
Code relating to manufactured homes and parks permit application, contents,

investigation, fees, and bond have been deleted and repealed in their entirety.

Sections 510.21, 510.23, and 510.25 relating to violations, repealer of ordinances



prior to 1974, and the effective date of Subdivision Regulations have been
deleted and repealed in their entirety.

Section 515.80, subd. 29 relating to the Rural Residential Overlay Zoning
District has been deleted and repealed in its entirety.

Section 415, relating to Signs and Billboards, was deleted and repealed in its
entirety in 1993 pursuant to Ordinance 794.
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MEMO

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Allan Hunting, City Planner
DATE: July 16, 2009

SUBJECT: AUGUST 5 MEETING

The first meeting in August has been cancelled. The first Tuedsay in August has been
the date for what used to be called “National Night Out”. The same type of event
occurs under a new name now called “Minnesota Night to Unite”, run under a different
organization. Some of the Planning Commission members wanted to attend their local
events that evening. To accommodate this, staff had shifted the meeting date to
Wednesday, August 5™ on all the official city meeting calendars.

We normally make an announcement of a meeting date change one month ahead at
the Planning Commission meeting. Since we did not do this and since there was only
one item of city business for that meeting, it was decided to cancel the meeting.
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