
 
 
 
 
 

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

 
Tuesday, December 1, 2009 – 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
2. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR November 17, 2009 
   
 
3. APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

3.01 LIGHTHOUSE CUSTOM HOMES – CASE NO. 09-40C 
Consider the following requests for property located 11687 Azure Court:  

  
A.) A Conditional Use Permit to construct an addition that would increase the 

total impervious coverage to 28.4%. 
 

Planning Commission Action _______________________________________ 
 
B.) A Variance to allow an existing driveway to encroach within the five foot 

side yard setback. 
 
Planning Commission Action ______________________________________ 

 
 

3.02 SKB ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. – CASE NO. 09-41A 
Consider an Amendment to the existing Nonconforming Use Certificate for a 
demolition debris landfill to change the location of the storm water ponding on 
the property. 

  
Planning Commission Action _______________________________________ 

 
 
 
4. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
5. ADJOURN   



 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 

 
 

Tuesday, November 17, 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 
Tony Scales 
Mike Schaeffer 
Pat Simon 
Damon Roth 
 

Commissioners Absent: Dennis Wippermann (excused) 
    Christine Koch (excused) 
    Harold Gooch 
 
Others Present:  Tom Link, Community Development Director 

Allan Hunting, City Planner 
Heather Botten, Associate Planner 

        
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
The minutes from the November 4, 2009 meeting were approved as submitted. 
 
 
WADE SHORT - CASE NO. 09-37VAC 
 
Reading of Notice 
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a vacation and 
dedication of drainage and utility easements for the property located at 9332 Cahill Avenue.  5 
notices were mailed. 
 
Presentation of Request 
Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report.  She advised 
that the applicant is requesting two changes to the drainage and utility easements on their 
property.  The first change is related to a problem caused by the encroachment of the building onto 
the dedicated drainage and utility easement due to a surveying error.  To avoid the building being 
located in the easement a portion of the easement will have to be vacated.  This request does not 
affect the drainage plans for the property.  The second change is due to a change in the field that 
was requested by the owner in which the City water main was installed on the south side of the 
sanitary sewer instead of the north side.  Because of this an additional five foot drainage and utility 
easement will need to be granted to the City for the new location of the water main.  Staff 
recommends approval of the request. 
 
Opening of Public Hearing 
There was no public testimony. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Schaeffer, to approve the request for a 
vacation and dedication of drainage and utility easements with the condition listed in the report, for 
the property located at 9332 Cahill Avenue. 
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Motion carried (6/0).  This matter goes to the City Council on December 14, 2009.  
 
 
BRYAN BAUMAN - CASE NO. 09-36V 
 
Reading of Notice 
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance for a 
driveway that encroaches within the side yard setback and the five foot drainage and utility 
easement for the property located at 3290 – 76th Street East.  5 notices were mailed. 
 
Presentation of Request 
Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report.  He advised that this 
item was brought to staff’s attention during the reconstruction project on 76th Street.  He advised 
that the applicants had a gravel section on the west side of the existing driveway which was 
approximately one foot from the property line.  They subsequently poured concrete over that area 
when the street was being reconstructed and City staff noticed it during their driveway apron 
inspections.  Mr. Hunting advised that the driveway is within the five foot setback and is also within 
the drainage and utility easement.  To bring the illegal driveway into compliance the applicants 
would either have to remove that portion of the driveway that is within the five foot setback or be 
granted a variance with a hardship and the conditions listed in the report.  Staff believes the 
variance criterion have not been met and therefore recommend denial of the request.     
 
Commissioner Simon asked if the additional concrete changed their impervious surface coverage 
beyond what was allowed, to which Mr. Hunting stated the impervious surface total did not change 
as the gravel was considered impervious as well. 
 
Opening of Public Hearing 
Bryan Bauman, 3290 76th Street, advised that they originally put the additional driveway portion in 
to help with parking issues, and then recently changed it to concrete as the gravel was continually 
being washed and plowed out into the street.  He stated he was currently a foot from the property 
line and he questioned what would be gained from removing a four foot portion.   
 
Janet Bauman, 3290 76th Street, stated they had the approval of their neighbors and they agreed 
to the encroachment agreement.   
 
Chair Bartholomew asked the applicants if they were aware that they were not only within the 
setback but also encroaching into a drainage and utility easement. 
 
Ms. Bauman stated that apparently that had always been the case but they were not notified of the 
issue until the concrete was being poured.   
 
Chair Bartholomew asked if the applicants were notified at the time of building permit that there 
was an encroachment issue. 
 
Ms. Bauman stated the contractor advised that a building permit was not needed for the driveway. 
 
Mr. Hunting agreed that a permit was not required for a driveway. 
 
Commissioner Simon stated the engineering memorandum indicated that the applicants knew they 
were in violation but decided to continue anyway. 
 
Ms. Bauman advised they were notified after two-thirds of the driveway had already been poured.   
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Chair Bartholomew advised that the Commission was bound by statute to cite a hardship in order 
to approve a variance.   
 
Ms. Bauman asked if there was a list of acceptable hardships. 
 
Chair Bartholomew advised that a hardship would be something that prevented the applicants from 
having full use of their property. 
 
Mr. Bauman questioned how the removal of four feet of the driveway would make a difference.     
 
Chair Bartholomew replied it would get them into compliance.   
 
Mr. Bauman stated it did not make sense to remove the concrete and replace it with gravel, he 
needed the parking space as they were prevented from parking in the street in the winter, and he 
could not expand to the east because of existing gas and water lines.   
 
Commissioner Simon stated it was her understanding that the applicants would not be allowed to 
put gravel back in as it was still an impervious surface. 
 
Mr. Hunting agreed, stating the only way to rectify the situation would be to change it to a grassed 
area rather than a hard surface. 
 
Mr. Bauman stated his children would continue to drive onto the grassed area and he would end 
up with dead grass and erosion issues. 
 
Sandra Kummet, 3303 76th Street, stated she lived across the street from the applicants and was in 
support of the variance.  She stated the parking area did not bother anyone in the neighborhood 
and she questioned why the issue was not noticed before. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Roth, to deny the request for a variance 
for a driveway to be located within the five foot setback, based on lack of hardship, for the property 
located at 3920 – 76th Street. 
 
Commissioner Roth advised the applicants that their contractor should have warned them of the 
issue before doing the work.   
 
Motion carried (6/0).  This item goes to the City Council on December 14, 2009. 
 
 
MJOJO INC. – CASE NO. 09-39C 
 
Reading of Public Notice 
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a conditional use 
permit to exceed the impervious surface in the Shoreland Overlay District, a conditional use permit 
for outdoor storage in the I-1 District, a variance for a driveway to be located within the five foot 
setback, and a variance from the minimum driveway spacing along a collector road, for the 
property located at 6240/6250 Carmen Avenue.  9 notices were mailed. 
 
Presentation of Request 
Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised 
that the request is for property located along Carmen Avenue and Claude Way. The applicant 
currently has an existing tenant located in the industrial building that would like to relocate to the 
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northeast corner of the building.  The tenant move would require a new turn-around area and an 
impervious “bump out” for the storage of landscaping materials.  The applicant is requesting a 
conditional use permit to add 1% new impervious surface that would increase the total impervious 
from 43.6% to 44.6% whereas 25% is allowed in the development, located in a shoreland overlay 
district.  The request meets the conditional use permit criterion and was sent to the DNR for review.  
The DNR responded that they had no concerns with the proposed development with its proximity 
to Bohrer Pond.  Ms. Botten advised that the applicant is requesting a second conditional use 
permit to allow outdoor storage of landscaping materials in a designated area which would have its 
own “bump out” to maneuver the trucks while loading and unloading materials.  As a condition of 
approval the fire marshal is requesting that both sides of the existing fire lane be open at the curb.  
Because of this, the applicant is requesting a driveway setback variance and a spacing variance to 
bring the property into compliance with the Zoning Code.  Staff recommends approval of the 
request as listed in Alternative A of the staff report. 
 
Chair Bartholomew asked what type of curb was on Claude Way, to which Ms. Botten replied a 
rollup. 
 
Char Bartholomew questioned why a curb cut was needed as fire vehicles could easily drive over 
the curb.   
 
Ms. Botten stated the issue regarding separation requirements was on Carmen Avenue. 
 
Chair Bartholomew asked what type of material would be stored in the proposed outdoor storage 
area, to which Ms. Botten replied landscaping materials such as mulch. 
 
Commissioner Simon asked for clarification of the location of Bohrer Pond. 
 
Ms. Botten pointed out Bohrer Pond, advising that the subject property did not directly abut the 
lake.     
 
Commissioner Simon asked if staff heard from any neighbors, to which Ms. Botten replied they had 
not. 
 
Commissioner Simon asked for details of the proposed outdoor storage area. 
 
Ms. Botten pointed out the proposed location, stating there would also be a 10-15 foot area 
surrounding the storage area which will be shown on a revised plan. 
 
Commissioner Simon asked if the 10-15 foot area would be paved, to which Ms. Botten replied it 
would likely remain as is. 
 
Opening of Public Hearing 
The applicant, Kevin Reckinger, 7317 Boyd Avenue, advised he was available to answer any 
questions. 
 
Drew Johnson of RJM Construction, 7003 West Lake Street, St. Louis Park, stated he represented 
the land owner.   
 
Chair Bartholomew asked if the applicant was in agreement with Conditions 3 and 4, to which Mr. 
Reckinger replied in the affirmative. 
 
Commissioner Simon asked if the applicant was in agreement with Condition 6, to which Mr. 
Reckinger replied in the affirmative. 
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Commissioner Simon asked what would be stored in the outside storage area. 
 
Mr. Reckinger replied mulch, gravel, rock, etc.  He questioned the need for a curb cut on Carmen 
Avenue as perhaps it would be more of a hindrance than a help due to the traffic volume of the 
road. 
 
Mr. Johnson advised that the building owner would pay for the curb cut if it was City-mandated.   
 
Chair Bartholomew advised that it was a condition from the Fire Marshal.   
 
Planning Commission Discussion 
Chair Bartholomew stated he supported the request. 
 
Commissioner Simon stated it did not appear as if there was any stormwater runoff mitigation in 
place for the existing runoff, noting that recently the rules and regulations had changed to include 
rain gardens and other mitigation measures. 
 
Ms. Botten stated it was possible that the pond to the south was being used for existing stormwater 
runoff, and she agreed that the current regulations were more stringent than when the original 
approvals were done.  She advised that the proposed rain garden would treat the new impervious 
surface, not the existing. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
Motion by Commissioner Roth, second by Commissioner Schaeffer, to approve on a white ballot 
the request for a conditional use permit to exceed the impervious surface in the Shoreland Overlay 
District, a conditional use permit for outdoor storage in the I-1 district, a variance for a driveway to 
be located within the five foot setback, and a variance from the minimum driveway spacing along a 
collector road, with the conditions and hardship as listed in the report, for the property located at 
6240/6250 Carmen Avenue. 
 
Motion carried (6/0).  This item goes to the City Council on November 23, 2009. 
 
 
GEORGE CAMERON (CAMERON LIQUOR) – CASE NO. 09-38SZP 
 
Reading of Public 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 2030 Comprehensive Plan from P, 
Public Institutional to Commercial designation, a rezoning from P, Institutional to B-3, General 
Business, a preliminary plat for a one lot subdivision, a major site plan review for liquor store site 
plan, a variance to allow the building within the required 75 foot setback, a variance to allow the 
parking lot to be within the required 20 foot buffer zone across the street from a residential 
property, and determination by the Planning Commission that the sale of excess city owned 
property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  22 notices were mailed. 
 
Presentation of Request 
Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report.  He advised that the 
proposal is to reconstruct Cameron’s Liquor Store on the Cameron Park location which is directly 
across the street from the old store.  The City approvals listed in the public hearing notice are 
required for this project.  Mr. Hunting explained that a vacation of excess alley right-of-way would 
also be required.  Since signatures from the majority of abutting property owners could not be 
obtained, the applicant is requesting the Council to initiate the vacation request to vacate the 
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unused alleys.  The Planning Commission must also make a determination of whether the sale of 
excess city owned property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Hunting advised that 
the proposed building would meet the required setback from Concord, access to the site would be 
from both 65th and Upper 65th Streets, all curb openings and locations have been worked out and 
are part of the reconstruction project for Concord, the minimum parking standards have been met, 
because the property abuts residential the applicant is being asked to provide both landscaping 
and 5-6 foot high screen fencing, the mechanical equipment will be screened, and the lighting plan 
meets City requirements.  The variances being requested are to allow the building to be located 
closer than 75 feet from an abutting residential property and to allow less than the required 20 foot 
buffer for parking or driveways across the street from a residential use.  Because the lot has 
unique dimension characteristics and also was reduced in width further with the Concord 
Boulevard reconstruction, staff feels it would be difficult to construct a commercial business on the 
site without the need for some type of setback variance.  Mr. Hunting advised that the Park and 
Recreation Commission recommended on a 4-3 vote that the property be sold.  He stated staff 
received one written comment from the neighbor to the northwest that was opposed to the request.  
Staff recommends approval of the request with the conditions listed in the report. 
 
Chair Bartholomew asked what the distance was between the corner of the building and the 
nearest homeowner’s property line, to which Mr. Hunting replied 45 feet.   
 
Commissioner Simon suggested the applicant plant trees on the northwest side of the property in 
lieu of a fence as the trees would grow higher than five feet and therefore provide more coverage 
to the abutting property owner who was located uphill from the subject site. 
 
Mr. Hunting stated he preferred the fence as it would provide a more solid screen from car lights 
and mature trees would eventually overhang the property line.   
 
Commissioner Simon recommended at least a six foot fence to provide better screening from 
headlights, street lights, and the site in general.  She asked if the comments listed in the November 
13, 2009 memorandum from the Engineering Department were included in the conditions of 
approval. 
 
Mr. Hunting advised the comments were addressed in Condition 2 for the Major Site Plan Review.  
 
Chair Bartholomew asked if the four subject lots could be combined without first vacating the 
alleyway. 
 
Mr. Hunting stated a condition of approval of the preliminary plat was that the alleyway be vacated.  
Therefore if the preliminary plat was approved, it would have to come back to the Planning 
Commission for a vacation prior to the final plat. 
 
Opening of Public Hearing 
The applicant, George Cameron, 2477 – 79th Street East, stated he was available to answer any 
questions. 
 
Keith Peters, 1004 East 51st Street, Minneapolis, advised he was the project architect. 
 
Chair Bartholomew asked if the applicants were in agreement with the conditions listed in the 
report, to which Mr. Cameron and Mr. Peters replied in the affirmative. 
 
Commissioner Hark asked what time liquor stores closed in Inver Grove Heights, to which Mr. 
Cameron replied that by law they could not be open past 10:00 PM.   
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Commissioner Hark asked if the applicant would be amenable to posting ‘no parking’ signs as a 
means of controlling parking after business hours, stating the homeowner to the northwest had 
concerns that the parking lot would serve as overflow parking for the bar.   
 
Mr. Cameron responded that his legal aid was not present and he was unprepared for the 
question.  He added that he did not control what happens at the bar. 
 
Commissioner Roth recommended that the fencing be eight feet in height and the parking lot be 
gated off to help protect the residential from the commercial.    
 
Regarding ‘no parking’ signage, Mr. Peters asked if the police would have the authority to deal with  
those that parked illegally or if it would be up to Mr. Cameron to police the lot himself. 
 
Mr. Hunting advised that since it was on private property the police would not have the authority to 
enforce any parking issues.   
 
Commissioner Simon suggested they gate the accesses. 
 
Commissioner Roth stated there would likely be towing companies interested in making an 
arrangement with Mr. Cameron to tow vehicles after 10:30. 
 
Commissioner Scales stated there were similar issues in other cities where the police were not 
able to enforce parking violations as it was on private property. 
 
Mr. Peters suggested that perhaps it could be policed by the towing company rather than Mr. 
Cameron if there was signage stating to call the towing companies number if your car is towed.  
 
Steve Soderstrom, 4150 Upper 65th Street, stated that because the abutting homes were elevated 
he felt an eight foot fence would not protect them from parking lot lighting; he was concerned about 
the potential parking issue with Celts Pub as well. 
 
Mr. Peters stated that during site development the parking lot elevation would change and any 
headlights would be lower than if a person parked on the current surface; therefore the fence 
should catch most of the lights.  The drive aisle to Mr. Soderstrom’s side of the property has also 
been relocated so the headlights are a little further from the property line.     
 
Jeff Salisbury (spelling?), 6522 Delaney Avenue, stated he was concerned about potential light, 
noise, and increased traffic.  He stated it would be unlikely that Mr. Cameron would enforce any ‘no 
parking’ signs as it would give him a bad reputation.  He was concerned that the parking lot would 
become overflow parking for Celts Pub and Jerseys.   
 
Chair Bartholomew asked how long the lights would be on.   
 
Mr. Peters stated that only the security lights would be on all night. 
 
Mr. Cameron stated the parking lot lights would be turned off once the business was closed. 
 
Mr. Salisbury stated that if the parking lot lights were turned off it would create a dark area where 
patrons would gravitate to after bar closing and it would create a situation that was even worse 
than if they were left on.  He supported having gates on the parking lot exits. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
Chair Bartholomew stated that Cameron’s Liquor has proved in the past to be a good neighbor and 
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he felt confident they could come to an agreement regarding the parking lot issue.  He stated he 
supported the sale of excess property as it did not make sense to retain the property as park; 
especially since Heritage Village Park would be developed across the street.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Scales, to recommend that the sale of 
excess city property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Motion carried (6/0).   
 
Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Simon, to approve the request for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the 2030 Comprehensive 
Plan from P, Park/Open Space to Mixed Use and to remove Cameron Park from the Parks, Trail, 
and Open Space Plan with the two conditions listed in the report. 
 
Motion carried (6/0). 
 
Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Simon, to approve the request for a 
rezoning from P, Public/Institutional to B-3, General Business. 
 
Motion carried (6/0).   
 
Chair Bartholomew asked if there was a condition related to the preliminary plat that addressed the 
alleyway vacation, to which Mr. Hunting replied Condition 4. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Scales, to approve the request for a 
preliminary plat for a one lot subdivision, with the four conditions listed in the report.   
 
Motion carried (6/0).   
 
Commissioner Roth proposed an additional sixth condition to require an eight foot 
screening fence rather than the 5-6 foot fence shown in the plan.   
 
Mr. Hunting advised that the maximum fence height allowed is seven feet and therefore a variance 
and a hardship would be required for an eight foot fence. 
 
Commissioner Simon stated the hardship could be the elevation of the nearby homes. 
 
Commissioner Roth stated the hardship was the topography of the property. 
 
Mr. Hunting asked what section of fence Commissioner Roth was proposing to be eight feet in 
height. 
 
Commissioner Roth replied both the section along the south side as well as the section to the 
northwest.  He added that perhaps they should require that all fencing on the site be eight feet in 
height. 
 
Chair Bartholomew stated he preferred to have just the fencing proposed with the current request 
be eight feet in height rather than putting that stipulation on any future fencing. 
 
Commissioner Schaeffer asked if staff was aware of any previous situation where the City had 
required gates. 
 
Mr. Link replied he only recalled gates being required for fire access. 
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Mr. Hunting advised he was not aware of any precedent.  He stated that if the Commission wanted 
to add a condition requiring gates he would need to verify that the Fire Marshal had no issues 
regarding fire access.  He stated they would likely have to require gates on both accesses in order 
for it to be effective. 
 
Commissioner Simon stated if they had an arm rather than a gate the fire department could still 
gain access. 
 
Commissioner Roth stated the fire department likely had the tools that would enable them to gain 
access to any gate.   
 
Chair Bartholomew stated his concern was that a gate would put a burden on the landowner for fire 
safety as well as snow removal, and he would prefer that the landowner post a sign stating no 
parking allowed after 10:30 PM.   
 
Commissioner Hark stated the neighbors would be experiencing a fairly radical change going from 
living next to a park to living next to a liquor store, and it would be a nice concession to the 
neighborhood if Mr. Cameron could figure out a way to control the parking, perhaps with an 
unlocked gate and appropriate signage.  .   
 
Commissioner Scales stated he did not support requiring a gate as it would be an undue burden on 
the property owner and they would basically be forcing Mr. Cameron to control another business. 
 
Commissioner Roth stated a gate would not be much of a hindrance and sometimes business 
owners need to take on extra burden to protect the neighborhood.   
 
Mr. Peters stated that a gate needs continual maintenance (paint, repair, etc.) and he would prefer 
to start with signage and see how effective it is.   
 
Chair Bartholomew stated he would support required signage that prohibited parking after hours.  
 
Commissioner Roth proposed an additional seventh condition to require signage that 
prohibited parking after hours. 
 
Commissioner Hark stated he would like to require an unlocked gate as well. 
 
Commissioner Schaeffer said he was opposed to requiring a gate, stating it would be an undue 
burden on the property owner and the employees.  He added that he was concerned about the 
potential situation where a patron parked in Cameron’s lot before 10:00 and then went into Celts 
Pub.  When the Cameron’s employee left would he then have to notify the patron in Celts Pub or 
would they be locked in. 
 
Commissioner Hark proposed an additional eighth condition requiring an unlocked gate. 
 
Chair Bartholomew suggested there be a vote on the gate requirement as there seemed to be 
some disagreement among the Commissioners. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Hark, second by Commissioner Simon, to require an unlocked gate on all 
entrances into the proposed Cameron’s parking lot.   
 
Motion failed (3 – Hark, Simon, Roth/3 – Scales, Schaeffer, Bartholomew).   
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Chair Bartholomew proposed an additional ninth condition requiring there be no lighting 
after hours with the exception of security lighting. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Scales, to approve the Major Site 
Plan Review for a 6,000 square foot liquor store site plan, with the five conditions listed in the 
report, as well as additional conditions 6, 7, and 9.   
 
Motion carried (4/2 – Simon, Hark). 
 
Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Roth, to approve a variance to allow 
the building within the required 75 foot setback, a variance to allow the parking lot to be within the 
required 20 foot buffer zone across the street from a residential property, and a variance to allow 
an eight foot fence for the property located along Concord Boulevard at 65th Street. 
 
Motion carried (6/0).  This item goes to the City Council on December 14, 2009.   
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
Mr. Link advised that the Metropolitan Council found the Comprehensive Plan Update to be 
incomplete and there were a number of issues that needed to be dealt with.  Those issues, most of 
them minor clarifications, have been resolved and the City will soon be resubmitting it to the 
Metropolitan Council.  A copy of that resubmittal will be in the Commissioners’ next packet.   
 
Commissioner Simon asked if staff addressed Metropolitan Council’s comment that the number of 
houses being put in the Northwest Area was more than what was expected, to which Mr. Link 
replied in the affirmative, stating it was simply a matter of the methodology that was used. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Bartholomew adjourned the meeting at 8:37 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Kim Fox  
Recording Secretary 
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Lighthouse Custom Homes Request
Case No. 09-40C

Exhibit A - Zoning Map

Subject Site

MUSA Limits

Shoreland District: Transitional River Zone

Shoreland District: Urban River Zone

Shoreland & Critical Area Overland Districts

Sand & Gravel Overlay District

Agricultural Overlay (10 ac. min. lot till sewer avail.)

surfacewater

A, Agricultural

E-1, Estate (2.5 ac.)

E-2, Estate (1.75 ac.)

R-1A, Single Family (1.0 ac.)

R-1B, Single Family (0.5 ac.)

R-1C, Single Family (0.25 ac.)

R-2, Two-Family

R-3A, 3-4 Family

R-3B, up to 7 Family

R-3C, > 7 Family

R-4, Mobile Home Park

B-1, Limited Business

B-2, Neighborhood Business

B-3, General Business

B-4, Shopping Center

OP, Office Park

PUD, Planned Unit Development

OFFICE PUD

Comm PUD, Commercial PUD

MF PUD, Multiple-Family PUD

I-1, Limited Industrial

I-2, General Industrial

P, Public/Institutional

Surface Water

ROW

Number Lakes (e.g. 19-44)
are suject to
Shoreline Ordinance

City of
Eagan
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