INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

TUESDAY, AUGUST 20, 2013 — 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR AUGUST 7, 2013.

3. APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.01 FLINT HILLS RESOURCES PINE BEND, LLC — CASE NO. 13-41PR
Consider TABLING the request for a Major Site Plan Review for a three-story
office building along with other property improvements for the property located
south of 3180 — 117" Street, identified as PID No. 20-03400-52-012 until
September 3, 2013.

Planning Commission Action

3.02 JAMES KAMISH - CASE NO. 13-39VAC
Consider a Vacation and Rededication of certain drainage and utility
easements due to a lot boundary adjustment in the plat of Dawn Way Ridge.

Planning Commission Action

4. OTHER BUSINESS

5. ADJOURN

This document is available upon 3 business day request in alternate formats such as Braille, large print,
audio recording, etc. Please contact Kim Fox at 651.450.2545 or kfox@invergroveheights.org




PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Wednesday, August 7, 2013 — 7:00 p.m.
City Hall Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

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

Commissioners Present: Armando Lissarrague
Paul Hark
Pat Simon
Bill Klein
Annette Maggi
Victoria Elsmore
Harold Gooch

Commissioners Absent: Dennis Wippermann (excused)
Tony Scales (excused)

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes from the July 16, 2013 Planning Commission meeting were approved as submitted.

Chair Hark advised that Case No. 13-23PUD — 160 Investments LLC (Argenta Hills 8" Addition)
has been pulled from the agenda. ‘

ISD #199 — CASE NO. 13-35SCV

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a conditional use
permit amendment to exceed the impervious surface amount allowed in the shoreland district, and
a variance allowing a 20 foot rear yard setback whereas 30 feet is required, for the property
located at 3201 — 68" Street. 90 notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that the applicant is proposing to add a 10,000 square foot addition for an Early Childhood Center
onto the northwest corner of Hilltop Elementary School. The property is located in the Shoreland
Overlay District of Bohrer Pond; therefore, it is limited to a maximum impervious surface of 25%
unless a conditional use permit is approved. The existing impervious surface on the property is
39%; the proposed expansion would increase the impervious surface to 41%. The request was
sent to the DNR for review, and at this time the City has not received any comment from them. In
2006 a much larger request was sent to them for a school addition and they did not have any
concerns with the proposed request; staff is anticipating a similar response. The applicant is also
requesting a variance for the addition to be located 20 feet from the rear yard property line
whereas 30 feet is required. The request is not out of character for the neighborhood, is consistent
with the comprehensive plan, the ten foot encroachment would not adversely impact the
neighboring properties, it would have minimal impacts to the existing retention pond, and would
have access to the existing public parking area as well as have its own entrance to the
kindergarten side of the school for safety and security reasons. Staff recommends approval of the
requests. Ms. Botten advised that staff received general inquiries from Drkulas and three other
residents who voiced no major concerns.
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Commissioner Simon asked if Hilltop Elementary completed the addition that was requested in
2006.

Ms. Botten replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Simon asked if the impervious coverage went from 25% to 39% at that point in time.

Ms. Botten and Mr. Hunting replied they could not recall if the starting point was exactly 25% in
2006. ,

Commissioner Simon noted that Bohrer Pond had flooded in the past:gnd asked if this request
could have a negative impact on the homes near Bohrer Pond. s

Commissioner Klein advised that issue had been resolved.

Opening of Public Hearing Y
Paul Youngquist, the architected representing District 199, advised he was availableto answer any
questions. ‘

Chair Hark asked the applicant to state the practical difficulty.

Mr. Youngquist replied that they considered several locations for the proposed addition; however,
this location was most appropriate. He advised that it was important the addition be connected to
the existing kindergarten wing while utilizing the main public parking and access to Hilltop
Elementary School. In an effort to avoid the variance, they tried to purchase the property to the
north. The price, however, was double the appraised value and they decided that would not be the
right thing to do with taxpayer money.

Chair Hark asked if the location of the existing retention pond played into the practical difficulty.
Mr. Youngquist replied in the affirmative.

Chair Hark closed the public heafing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Chair Hark supported Mr. Youngquist's stated practical difficulty, including wanting to avoid
infringing on the existing retention pond.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Lissarrague, to approve the request for
a conditional use permit amendment to exceed the impervious surface amount allowed in the
shoreland district, and a variance allowing a 20 foot rear yard setback whereas 30 feet is required,
for the property located at 3201 — 68™ Street..

Motion carried (7/0). This item goes to the City Council on August 26, 2013.

HALLBLADE PROPERTIES LLC — CASE NO. 13-28VAC

Reading of Notice :
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a vacation of
certain public drainage and utility easements within the plat of Arbor Pointe Common Second
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Addition, for the property located south of Tractor Supply and west of Cahill Avenue. 7 notices
were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He stated the two lots
were recently replatted into one parcel for a trailer sales operation. At that time the existing public
drainage and utility easements should have been vacated, but in this case were not. He advised
that the easements are not needed and therefore staff recommends approval of the vacation. The

applicant was advised they need not be present as staff would represent the applicant on this
bookkeeping issue.

Opening of Public Hearing
There was no public testimony.

Chair Hark closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Recommendation /

Motion by Commissioner Gooch, second by Commrssroner Klein, to approve the request fora
vacation of certain public drainage and utility easements within the plat of Arbor Pointe Common
Second Addition, for the property located south of Tractor Supply and-west of Cahill Avenue.

Motion carried (7/0). This item goes to the City Council on Augu_et.tz, 2013.

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS — VAWT'S - CA;:S"E,NO. 13-36ZA

Reading of Notice N o

Commissioner Simon read the pubhc hearing notlce to consider an ordinance amendment to Title
10 of the City Code (Zonmg Ordinance) to allow vertlcal axis turbines in the A, E-1, E-2, I-1, I-2 and
P zoning districts. No'notices were.mailed.

Presentation of Request : Lo

Heather Botten;, Associate Planner explalned the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that Council directed:staff to prepare a code amendment that would allow vertical axis wind
turbines as a permitted use in the A, E-1 -and E-2 zoning districts. Currently the City Code
conditionally allows wind power converters'in the A, E, I, and P districts. The code defines a wind
power converter as a mechanical device that harnesses energy from the wind. By this definition
vertical axis wrnd ‘turbines would be allowed as a conditional use in the districts mentioned.

s N

Commissioner Kle;n asked when the Council adopted that portion of the code.

Ms. Botten stated she was unsure, but that it had been in the code for at least 20 years. At this
point they are looking atjust vertical axis wind turbines to be a permitted use in the A, E-1 and E-2
districts, with the performance standards listed in the report. The standards are a collaboration of
what the zoning code currently allows, what the direction was from City Council, and additional
language from other wind ordinances. One of the performance standards would allow one vertical
axis wind turbine per lot on lots less than 15 acres. On lots greater than 15 acres additional
turbines would be allowed, provided they did not exceed a density of 15 acres per turbine. The
maximum height allowed in each of the districts would be 52.5 feet. Vance Grannis suggested the
company Intertech be added to the certified companies listed under the permitting section. Staff is
agreeable to adding that language provided it is approved by the Chief Building Official. Staff
recommends approval of the ordinance with the performance standards listed. Council directed
staff to look at an alternative energy ordinance that would deal with both wind and solar; this will be
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done late 2013 or early 2014. At this time only vertical axis wind turbines are being considered for
approval.

Chair Hark suggested the language be tightened up regarding the maximum height allowed on top
of a structure so as to make it clearer that the maximum height of a VAWT shall be 15 feet from the
roof to the top of the VAWT.

Commissioner Maggi asked if noise should be addressed in this ordinance.

Ms. Botten replied that some cities stipulate a maximum dba while others require that all VAWT’s
comply with MPCA requirements; the latter is being recommended in the proposed ordinance. She
stated the noise from a VAWT is likened to the sound of a refrigerator when standing 50 feet away
from it.

Commissioner Maggi asked if there was a reason only this particular type of wind turbine was
being addressed at this time. e

Ms. Botten replied specifically because Mr. Grannis._.,vyoyld like to have them on his property. At
this point the City is trying to move this along and then‘they will do-a more thorough review of all
wind and solar approvals at a later date. i, OF Ty

Commissioner Maggi asked if Mr. Grannis_agould request a Coﬁditipnal use permit for a VAWT.

Mr. Botten replied in the affirmative.

Commissioner Maggi asked if she understood lt corre:é;fli‘/ ﬂtha{t_thq,Qitj’/ was moving this particular
turbine option forward even though Mr. Grannis'could have a VAWT if a conditional use permit was
approved. | W

Ms. Botten replied inthe affirmative.

Chair Hark stated that vertiCalf'axis,tu':r.\tjlnes;;and the propeller type were completely different and
perhaps that was another reason they were being dealt with separately.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked if the. windmill type turbines were currently allowed in the E-2
district. o

Ms. Botten replied they were allowed by conditional use permit.

Commissioner ‘Kiéin.asked how many VAWT'’s were in Inver Grove Heights at this time.

Ms. Botten replied no-r'ie that she was aware of.

Commissioner Simon stated there used to be one off of 70" Street between Argenta and Robert.
Commissioner Gooch asked which other cities allow VAWT’s.

Ms. Botten replied that some cities allow them with their wind ordinances but the only ordinance
she was aware of in Minnesota that dealt specifically with vertical axis wind turbines was Cook

County.

Commissioner Gooch asked if there were any VAWT’s nearby where we might see one.
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Chair Hark replied there were several at 1010 N. Dale Street in St. Paul.
Commissioner Lissarrague asked what major city was located in Cook County.
Mr. Grannis replied Grand Marais.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated they should keep that in mind.

Commissioner Elsmore stated that many different people make vertical axis turbines so likely the
noise, size, energy, etc. would be different from turbine to turbine. She asked if this ordinance
would allow all vertical axis turbines, thereby removing the City’s ability to look at each one
individually and potentially disallow one because of excessive noise 'é’tc.

Ms. Botten replied that all VAWT’s would be allowed as long as they metthe performance
standards, with one of them being that they have to meet the MPCA noise-requirements.

Opening of Public Hearing §

Vance Grannis Jr., 9249 Barnes Avenue E, addressed some of the previous questiohs. He
advised that Councilman Madden stated at a meeting that he stood next to the VAWT's at 1010 N.
Dale and stated they made no noise. Mr. Grannis stated the only ordinance he was aware of was
in Cook County because other cities have not specifically addressed vertical axis turbines, and he
felt a conditional use permit (CUP) would be very costly and was not necessary for this type of
turbine. He stated it would likely cost $2,000 for the CUP with perhaps an additional $1,000 for a
title company to do an address search of property owners within 1,000 feet. He stated a CUP may
be necessary for the propeller driven turbines, however, because they were taller, noisier, could kill
birds, and had potential fire problems. He suggested the language be removed regarding the
City’s ability to deny a building permit in regard to inadequate certification or testing for operation in
a severe winter climate. He stated that language came from another ordinance and was related to
the propeller turbines which have a tendency to get ice buildup. He showed photos of the turbines
at 1010 N. Dale Street to demonstrate how small they could be and how they differed from the
propeller type. He then showed a site plan of the proposed nature center, buildings, and proposed
turbine location, stating they were all interconnected and the turbines were an important part of the
overall plan.

Commissioner Klein asked if the County would be building any of the proposed buildings.
Mr. Grannis replied they would not.
Chair Hark asked Mr. Grannis if.he had discussed the proposed turbines with his neighbors.

Mr. Grannis replied that most of them were aware of the proposal; however, he had not gone door-
to-door to discuss it. He stated the turbines would be hard to see from neighboring properties.

Commissioner Klein stated the terrain seemed to be fairly flat in the middle of Mr. Grannis’s
property which would eliminate wind obstruction.

Mr. Grannis agreed. He stated the other issue he had with the proposed ordinance was the
number of VAWT’s allowed. Although the standard of one per 15 acres would not affect him, he
did not see a problem with allowing more than one. He noted an error in the report, stating that a
150 acre parcel would be allowed 10 VAWT'’s rather than the 15 stated in the report. He added it
was his understanding that the VAWT’s could be clustered and that the ordinance was not
requiring that one VAWT be allowed on each specific 15 acres of his property.
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Commissioner Gooch questioned why Mr. Grannis would not utilize the existing ordinance and
apply for as many VAWT's as he would like through the conditional use permit process rather than
proposing an ordinance for the entire city.

Mr. Grannis replied because of the extra cost involved in a getting a CUP. He stated installing
VAWT’s was not a money-making proposition, but rather a matter of whether you favor altermative
energy sources.

Commissioner Gooch stated the information he received claimed it took 10 to 40 years to
recapture the investment, which is quite a long time.

Mr. Grannis agreed, stating adding an additional $3,000-$4,000 for the CUP process made it even
more burdensome.

Commissioner Gooch stated that did not seem like very much to him.,
Commissioner Maggi asked for clarification of the $3,00‘b’-§4,006 CUP fee.

Mr. Grannis replied that was the City application fee plus the cost: for a tltle company to do a
property search. s

Ms. Botten advised she was unsure of the exact appllcatlon fee:amount but stated City staff could
assist with the neighboring addresses to help reduce the cost.

Mr. Grannis stated he did not think a CUP should be requrred as anyone wantmg a VAWT would
have to pay the application fee, escrow, and tltle search ‘

Commissioner Gooch questloned whether the proposed ordlnance would work for Mr. Grannis as
the way he understood.it the VAWT’s could not be. clustered together, but rather only one would be
allowed on each 15 acres.

Mr. Grannis agreed that hé"Wduld nk‘é“’%fo‘ locate the VAWT's all very close to one another or where
the buildings were and that others would likely:want to do the same.

Ms. Botten clarified that the proposedordlnance would allow VAWT’s to be placed next to each
other, jUSt that the overall number allowed was based on lot size.

Mr. Grannls stated this ordrna’nce should not be written just for him; there were others in the city
that may want ~to«'i’nstall a VAWT and the additional permit fees would greatly increase the cost.

Ms. Botten advised' that she, had found the information regarding the application fee, and she
stated the fee for a single:family residential CUP would be $296.

Mr. Grannis said he had been told he would be considered commercial because it's a nature
center.

Commissioner Maggi asked what the smallest lot size allowed would be in the E-1, E-2, or A
districts.

Ms. Botten stated the minimum lot size requirement for E-2 was 1.75 acres, although there could
be some non-conforming lots in the city.

Commissioner Klein asked Mr. Grannis if he would run both AC and DC electricity.



Planning Commission Minutes Page 7
August 7, 2013

Mr. Grannis stated he would leave that up to the electrician.

Commissioner Elsmore asked how many CUP requests the City has received for VAWT's.
Ms. Botten replied none that she was aware of.

Chair Hark closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Chair Hark stated he supported the request. He advised that he stood next to the VAWT's at 1010
N. Dale and did not hear any noise. He stressed that the propeller turbines had some noise
associated with them and he wanted to make sure people were not getting those confused with the
vertical axis turbines. He advised some of the benefits of VAWT’s were that they did not make
noise, they required much less wind to operate, and they could be put in tight spaces. VAWT's
were less efficient, however, than the propeller types. Hestated a person would not invest in a
VAWT to get a return on electricity because the payback ‘was so minimal and therefore he
understood Mr. Grannis’s concerns about the cost of:'a CUP. Chair Hark stated it was smart for the
City to get ahead of the curve on this. He suggested: they have a, debate not on the merits of wind
power, but rather on what the appropriate density should be:.

Commissioner Maggi stated she was a big proponent of altet'ha i /e energy sources, but she
questioned why the City was looking at only one source of wind energy instead of evaluating all
wind opportunities at the same time. She wanted to make sure they were stepping back as a
Commission and doing their due diligence around the" rocess. -

Chair Hark stated Commissioner Maggi ralsed a valld pomt however on the other hand one could
argue that they should be dealt WIth separately aswvertlcal axis.and propeller turbines were quite
different.

Commissioner Maggi stated what she thought was |mportant about the CUP process was that the

neighbors were notified and given an opportunity to voice their opinion. She stated most residents
were likely in support of alternative energy sources; however, a wind turbine next door might be a

different discussion.

Chair Hark stated a public hearing notice was published for this request and yet no one came to
tonight’s meeting.

Commissioner Elsmore stated most people do not necessarily read the public notices.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked if a representative from Minnesota Wind Technology had been
invited to address the Council.

Ms. Botten replied they had not.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated it was his understanding that Grand Marais invited a
representative from Minnesota Wind Technology to address their questions. He was concerned
about the proposed density, stating if this were to go through as proposed there could be 42 — 52
foot wind turbines on his block alone. In addition, he was concerned about what would happen
when the VAWT’s were no longer in use, who would police them to ensure they were being used
on a yearly basis, and how would they be disposed of when becoming inoperable and who would
pay for that.
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Chair Hark advised most of those questions were addressed in Item G.
Commissioner Klein replied that did not necessarily guarantee that is what would happen.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated he felt they were moving too fast on VAWT’s. He recalled an
issue a few years back regarding outdoor wood boilers, stating that was not thought through
properly and it took years to correct. He stated his neighborhood had five acre parcels, but he
would not want a VAWT on his or his neighbors’ property. He stated he did not want the
countryside to look like southwestern Minnesota or [-35 through lowa.

Chair Hark asked what Commissioner Lissarrague thought was an aggréﬁ?iate density.

Commissioner Lissarrague replied in his opinion there should be&a,‘s cacre minimum with a 300
foot setback. He stated he did not have a problem with Mr. Grannis having several of these on his
property as long as they did not become a distraction to his neighbors. Although the ones at 1010
N. Dale were quiet, he was concerned there could be other units that were not. Although the noise
level of a lawnmower was acceptable for an hour or so, he would not want to hear'it 24/7.

Commissioner Elsmore expressed concern that since her short time on the Planning Commission
this was the second time Mr. Grannis had requested an ordinance amendment that was drafted
specific to the Grannis property. She stated if the City had been overrun with vertical axis CUP
requests it would make sense to do an ordinance, however, staff has stated there were no other
requests to their knowledge. She felt that writing an ordinance based on one citizen’s need
seemed inappropriate, and she had the same issue with the previous shooting range request. She
advised that the public should be made aware of this request and she felt it was unreasonable to
say that because residents did not read the public notice in the local newspaper that their voice did
not deserve to be heard. She hoped the City would find a way to help Mr. Grannis, perhaps by
allowing him to apply for the single-family residential CUP rather than commercial, but she did not
support the proposed ordinance.

Commissioner Klein stated he did not feel an ordinance was necessary, he had many questions
about who would service and repair the VAWT’s, what the cost would be, etc., and stated if there
were a lot of these in-the City it could be unattractive.

Commissioner Gooch stated Mr. Grannis would like to install vertical axis wind turbines and he
could do so by applying for a CUP. Mr. Grannis stated he was concerned about the cost. Staff
has informed us the cost for a residential CUP would be $296; therefore, cost should no longer be
an issue. Commissioner Gooch stated the way he hears it is that the intent for requesting VAWT’s
be a permitted use could be to circumvent notifying the neighbors as they may have an issue with
it. Until there are streams of people requesting similar turbines, Commissioner Gooch did not see
the purpose of a City ordinance and he suggested Mr. Grannis go through the CUP process using
the existing regulations.

Chair Hark stated he supported the ordinance request and did not believe there was anything
nefarious going on. He agreed that the three zoning districts identified were appropriate for
VAWT'’s and that the cost of a CUP was prohibitive. He also felt it unlikely there would be many
requests for them in the City.

Commissioner Simon stated rather than changing the ordinance she thinks the City should educate
the public first about the various wind turbines through the Insights newsletter, open houses, etc.
and then perhaps discuss some changes. She stated when she first heard about these she
envisioned the propeller type turbine and felt they would be noisy. She visited 1010 N. Dale;
however, and heard no noise. As it currently stands she would vote no because it was for one
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particular person and she believes the public needs to be more informed. She added that no one
in her neighborhood receives the City’s official newspaper, the Southwest Review, unless they
purchase a subscription.

Commissioner Elsmore thanked staff for their work on this request, stating no one was saying it
was a horrible idea, just that the ordinance may not be needed at this time.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Elsmore, second by Commissioner Maggi, to deny an ordinance
amendment to Title 10 of the City Code (Zoning Ordinance) to allow vertical axis turbines in the A,
E-1, and E-2 zoning districts based on there being no direct need and that the problem that was
put forth could be corrected based on how the City ordinances were currently written.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated if the City moved forward with things such as this he would
encourage City Council to invite representatives of the technologies involved to address them so
they and the public could ask questions. He stated they do not know enough about systems such

as this and without further information he anticipated pgﬁdblems.

Commissioner Klein encouraged Mr. Grannis to move‘forward and:install VAWT’s using the CUP
process. He stated perhaps the City could help with the cost by allowing him to be treated as
residential rather than commercial, and he advised this could be beneficial to the City as the public
could then see what they looked like and how they worked. ;

Chair Hark invited Mr. Grannis to give somé.ﬁ\fﬁ__ihéj’f(:o[n_ments.

Mr. Grannis clarified that he did not originally ask that this:be:something that applied only to him.
He stated some members of the Council did not favor alternative energy and were against doing
anything that was going to-be broader and they directed it to go in the way being proposed. He
stated he was done fighting for everybody else and if this was the only way he could get what he
wanted he would go along.with what was recommended, He stated he agreed with the
Commission that all types»eof'a!ternati,\/e‘ energy ought to be considered. He advised that if the City
would allow him to pay the feg for-a residential CUP<as opposed to a commercial that would make
a difference, v, h S

Commissioner Gooch stated the comment he had been hearing about people not being in favor of
this ordinance because they did not support alternative energy was an untrue statement. He
stated the'City Code already.allows this to happen, so this is not a vote against alternative energy
but rather a vote against a particular ordinance that changes the way the City approves these.

Motion passed (6/1-= Hark). u]?;his item goes to the City Council on August 26, 2013.
The meeting was adjourned by unanimous vote at 8:20 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Kim Fox
Recording Secretary



MEMO
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Heather Botten, Associate Planner
DATE: August 14, 2013

SUBJECT:  Flint Hills Resources Pine Bend, LLC — Case No. 13-41PR

Flint Hills Resources has submitted an application for a major site plan review to construct a three-
story office building along with other property improvements. This item has been tabled to allow
for additional review of traffic generation and future improvements of 117" Street.

This item is scheduled to be heard at the September 3, 2013 meeting.



PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: August 13, 2013 CASE NO: 13-39VAC
HEARING DATE: August 20, 2013

APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER: James Kamish

REQUEST:  Vacation and rededication of certain public drainage and utility easements
LOCATION: 4045 and 4046 60t Street

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  LDR, Low Density Residential

ZONING: R-1C, Single Family Residential

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

BACKGROUND

The applicant is proposing to move a lot line between two lots they own as they prepare to sell
one lot. There is a house on Lot 15 and Lot 14 is currently vacant. This process can be handled
administratively and staff will conduct this review for the applicant. The lots in question are part
of Dawn Way Ridge subdivision. The lots contain existing perimeter drainage and utility
easements that were dedicated with the plat. As part of moving the lot line, these existing
easements need to be vacated and new easements dedicated along the new lot boundary.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST

ANALYSIS

The applicant will be dividing Lot 14 into two parcels, A and B. Parcel A will be consolidated
with Lot 15 at the same time as the lot split. Parcel B will become its own lot for future building.

The perimeter easements between Lot 15 and Parcel A need to be vacated. These are standard
five foot easements either side of the line. There are no public utilities within these easements
and Engineering has indicated the easements are not needed for any other purpose. Engineering
has requested a new 10 foot wide drainage and utility easement be dedicated along the
boundary between Parcel A and B. This replicates the standard easement between lots that
would be dedicated with a plat.



Planning Report — Case No. 13-39VAC
Page 2

The applicant has provided a survey drawing showing the lot boundary changes and the
easements to be vacated and dedicated. Engineering is requesting that the 10 foot wide drainage
and utiloity easement between Parcel A and B be split 5 feet either side and not have all 10 feet
on Parcel A. Aside from that comment, the drawing and its details satisfy any other comments
from Planning or Engineering.

Engineering also notes that Parcel B will be subject to a Custom Grading Agreement and Storm
Water Management Agreement whenever it is developed.

ALTERNATIVES

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

A. Approval  If the Planning Commission finds the Vacation of the drainage and
utility easements and rededication, as shown on the attached exhibit, to be acceptable, the
Commission should recommend approval of the request with the following conditions:

1. The survey shall be modified to show a five foot wide drainage and utility easement on
both sides of the lot line between Parcels A and B.

2. Parcel B will be subject to a Custom Grading Agreement and Storm Water Management
Agreement whenever it is developed.

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

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the information in the preceding report, staff is recommending approval of the vacation
and rededication of the drainage and utility easements with the conditions listed.

Attachments: Plat of Dawn Way Ridge
Survey Drawing Showing easements to be vacated
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¢ DRAINAGE AND UTILITY EASEMENTS : \\
1 T0O BE VACATED H

A. Drainage and Utility to be V;

Proposed Description
(June 1, 2006)

Those drainage and uliity easements, being part of Lols 14 and 15, Block 1, DAWN
WAY RIDGE, according to the recorded plat thereof on file in the office of the Registrar of
Titles, Dakofa Counly, Minnesota, lying 5.00 feet on each side of the common Iot Jine
between sald Lots 14 and 15, lying easterly of a line which is 10.00 feet easterly of, and
parallel with, the west lines of said Lots 14 and 15 and lying southerly of a line which Is
10.00 feet southerly of, and parallel with, the following described line and its extensions:

Commencing at the most southerly comer of said Lot 14; thence North 12
degrees 20 minutes 23 seconds West, assumed bearing, alcng the west fine of
said Lot 14, a distance of 195.11 feet, to the point of beginning of the line to be
described; thence North 59 degrees 15 minutss 06 seconds East 128.01 feet, to
the southeasterly line of said Lot 14, and there terminating.

B. New Drainage and Utility Easement to be Granted to the City of Inver Grove Helghts,
for Public Use, South of and Adjacent to the North Line of New Parcel A

Proposed Description
(June 1, 2006)

An for drai and utility pury over, under and across that part of Lot 14,
Block 1, DAWN WAY RIDGE, according to the recorded plat thereof on file in the office of
the Registrar of Titles, Dakofa Counly, Minnesota, lying between two parallel lines being
10.00 feet apart, the northerly line of which is the following described line and iis
exlensions:

Commencing at the most southery comer of said Lot 14; thence North 12
degrees 20 minutes 23 seconds West, assumed bearing, along the west line of
said Lot 14, a distance of 195.11 fee, fo the point of beginning of the line to be
described; thence North 59 degrees .15 minutes 06 seconds East 128.01 feet, 1o
the southeasterly line of said Lot 14, and there terminating.

9979’ x.
E’Q/y_'\ @58}5 ;282 denotes NEW DRAINAGE AND UTILITY EASEMENT TO BE GRANTED

denotes DRAINAGE AND UTILITY EASEMENTS TO BE VACATED
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Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota
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