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Norwood Young America Special Planning Commission
Tuesday, October 20, 2015
Norwood Young America City Council Chambers, 310 Eim St. W.
7:00 p.m.
AGENDA

1. Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance

2. Adoption of Agenda
3. Approve Minutes of September 18 and 25, 2015 meetings
4. Public Hearings

5. Old Business
A. Driveway Standards Draft Ordinance
B. Accessory Dwelling Units
C. Resolution No. 2015-02, Amending Resolution No. 2015-01 Relating to findings of
CUP Audit by Norwood Young America Planning Commission
D. Goals Update — mention Nov. 23" Council meeting to give update

6. New Business
7. Commissioner's Reports

8. Adjourn

UPCOMING MEETINGS

November , 6:30 p.m. — EDC meeting — PC Rep. — Craig Heher

November 17", 5:30 p.m. — Parks & Rec. Comm. Meeting — PC Rep. — Karen Hallquist
November 9th, 6:30 p.m. — City Council Meeting — PC Rep. — Charlie Storms
November 17", 7:00 p.m. — next Planning Commission meeting

November 23", 6:30 p.m. — City Council Meeting PC Rep. — Charlie Storms



Norwood Young America

Planning Commission Minutes
August 18, 2015

Present: Commissioners Craig Heher, Karen Hallquist, JR Hoernemann, Bill Grundahl,
Mark Lagergren and Cassandra Kemp.

Absent: Jim Keller
Publie: Mayor Tina Diedrick. Dick Stolz. Ally Clark, Michael Clark, Josh Kroells, and

Laura Kroells.
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City Administrator Steve Helget and Consultant Cynthia Smith Strack, Municipal
Development Group.

1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by CH at 7:00 pm. All present stood for the Pledge of
Allegiance.

2. Oath of Office
Cassandra Kemp took an oath of office and was welcomed to the Planning Commission.

3. Adoption of Agenda

Motion — KH, seconded by CK, with all in favor to approve the agenda with the moving of action
on the Stolz variance up to discussion immediately following completion of all public hearings.
4. Approval of July 21, 2015 Minutes

Motion — ML to approve July 21, 2015 meeting minutes as presented. Second by BG. With all in
favor the minutes were approved.

5. Public Hearings.

A. Richard Stolz Variance: Accessory Structure Number and Aggregate Square Footage.

Chairperson Heher introduced the hearing topic and the process for the public hearing.
Heher opened the public hearing at 7:03 p.m.

Strack stated Stolz had applied for a variance to all three detached accessory structures
and greater than 1,600 square feet of detached accessory structures at 308 1 Street NE.

Strack noted three detached accessory structures totaling 1,844 sf already existed at the
site and held legal non-conforming status. The number of accessory structures was not
proposed to be increased, but rather continued. The Applicant proposed demolition of a
260 sf storage structure and construction of a new 24 X 24, 576 sf storage building.

Page 1 of 11



A public hearing was required in conjunction with the variance request. Hearing notices
had been posted and published and mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the
subject property.

Strack stated she had not received any comments prior to the hearing regarding the
variance. Helget noted he had two calls, both seeking information but not commenting on
the proposed variances.

ML inquired as to how three accessory structures came to exist at the subject property.
Property Owner Stolz, representing himself. stated he had assembled his lot over a period
of time. buying up several smaller parcels to create a large lot. Stolz opined he had a
large volume of property and, therefore, a larger volume of maintenance/care was
needed. He opined removal of trees past their useful life, brush, and lawncare
necessitated more equipment that a typical residential lot would require. He noted a
preference to house such equipment indoors as opposed to outside. He stated he had
nearly eight acres for which to care.

ML referenced the application materials and asked Stolz to confirm he envisioned
removing a and constructing the new structure on the same pad.

Stolz confirmed ML’s interpretation.

KH noted she had looked at the property. She inquired as to whether or not Stolz
intended to remove the hoop-shed style structure.

Stolz confirmed he intended to remove the hoop shed.
BG inquired as to whether or not the lot was split previously.

Stolz confirmed his lot used to have two dwellings and that he put several lots together.
He noted at one time as many as nine outbuilding existed in his recollection.

BG stated the hoop shed was at a lower elevation than other buildings. He inquired as to
whether or not Stolz had considered drainage.

Stolz noted he intended to raise the floor elevation of the new structure.

BG inquired as to a potential storm or sanitary sewer easement which appeared on the
certificate of survey in close proximity to the proposed structure.

Stolz opined there was no easement, but a main of some sort existed.

CH inquired as to whether or not the proposed structure would be similar to the one
pictured in the packet.
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Stolz confirmed the proposed structure would be similar to the one pictured in the packet.
JRH inquired as to whether or not the proposed shed would be placed on a concrete slab.
Stolz confirmed the shed would be placed on a concrete slab.

BG inquired as to whether or not Stolz had ever considered moving the location of the
proposed structure closer to the existing singe family garage.

Stolz noted he had considered other locations but thought the proposed location was most
functional.

ML inquired as to whether or not Stolz had considered one large structure versus two
smaller structures.

Stolz noted he preferred separating tools, equipment, and machinery as was his existing
practice.

CK inquired as to whether or not the replacement shed could be built on the adjacent
seven acres owned by Stolz.

Stolz stated he was not allowed to do so as a principal structure was not in existence on
that lot.

CK inquired as to whether or not Stolz would consider retaining the existing aggregate
square foolage.

Stolz noted he required more inside storage due to the volume of machinery,
maintenance, and equipment he used to care for his approximately 8.5 acres.

Tina Diedrick spoke in favor of granting the variance.

Motion BG to close the public hearing, second CK at 7:18 p.m. Motion carried.

B. Ordinance Amendment: Access Drive (Driveway) Standards.

Chairperson Heher introduced the hearing topic and opened the public hearing at 7:19
p.m.

Strack provided an overview of the proposed Ordinance noting:
* A proposed five (5) foot setback from side yards.

e [or residential uses, a maximum curb cut width of 24 feet, unless the subject lot is
greater than 150 feet in width at the front setback line, then up to 32 feet.
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« For multiple family, commercial, and industrial uses a maximum curb cut width of
forty (40) feet unless the City Engineer finds a wider width is needed for traffic
circulation purposes.

e A requirement for dust free hard surfacing for all driveways.

e Relief from parking lot surfacing requirements, under the proposed ordinance
asphalt may be employed in parking lots and surfacing in side and rear yards of
industrial zones may be compacted gravel.

e Following a discussion with City Administrator Helget we have added a standard
relating to setback from side vards for residential parking pads. City Administrator
Helget indicates this is consistent with what is currently recommended for parking
pads.

KH inquired as to whether or not the proposed language included surfacing of parking
pads. Strack stated the proposed language did not include any requirements for parking
pad surfacing.

Diedrick inquired as to what would happen to existing parking pads that didn"t meet the
proposed five foot setback requirement.

Strack noted such parking pads would be legal non-conforming parking pads, that is

‘grandfathered’. New parking pads would need to comply to a five foot setback from side
vards.

Diedrick stated she was concerned with driveway width standards. She stated she did not
prefer including a width standard in the proposed language. Rather she preferred allowing
the maximum impervious surface coverage standard per lot as a factor limiting the
volume of driveway allowed on any particular lot.

BG inquired as to whether or not the proposed 24 width was standard. Strack confirmed
the maximum width standard was common among communities similar in size to NYA
that had driveway width limitations in effect. She noted the Comprehensive Plan includes

maximum driveway width footages and the zoning ordinance by reference incorporates
those standards.

Diedrick stated she felt the driveway width standard was too restrictive.

CK stated she thought the proposed language would apply only to new subdivisions and
not existing lots. She opined the City was mostly developed at this time.

Diedrick stated an impervious surface maximum limit was applicable throughout the City
at this time.
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CK stated she did not support a driveway setback from side property lines.
Diedrick stated she did not have an issue with a driveway setback from side property
lines.

CK opined she can park two cars within a width of 24 feet. She also stated persons
wishing to exceed the driveway width limit could apply for a variance.

Diedrick stated she would like to get away from variances.

KH noted she didn’t think the Commission would receive many variance requests
relating to driveway widths.

Diedrick opined she didn’t think there was a problem with driveway widths in town at

this time. She further opined the maximum impervious surface coverage standard was
sufficient to limit driveway widths.

Josh Kroells spoke in agreement with Diedrick. He stated a 30 percent impervious
surface coverage limit was sufficient. He opined most residents have three car garages.
He opined additional restrictions would limit new development.

JRH commented on language relating to surfacing requirements “hard surfaced and just
free’. He stated compacted gravel with dust coating could achieve that definition. Strack
stated the intended language did not support compacted gravel and dust coating.

Motion. ML to close the public hearing, second by JRH. Hearing closed at 7:37 p.m.

C. Conditional Use Permit Audit: Formalize Findings.

Chairperson Heher introduced the hearing topic and opened the public hearing at 7:38
p.n.

Strack noted a total of 31 conditional use permits at separate addresses were examined.
Of those 14 were current and compliant. Several were no longer valid as they had
expired. were never established, or had been superseded. The following address had
CUP’s which had expired. Strack noted formal action was not required under the code
but recommended as a means of formalizing the closing of the two year audit process.

147 Elm Street East (beauty salon. use ceased for greater than one year)

520 Reform Street N (Rogomobiles has been superseded by CUP 2013-20 — Kwik Trip)
517 Casper Circle (commercial food preparation, use ceased for greater than one year)
600 Railroad Drive (assisted living facility, use ceased for greater than one year)

180 Industrial Boulevard (industrial outdoor storage. vacant for more than one year)
170 Industrial Boulevard (industrial outdoor storage. vacant for more than one year)

15 2™ Avenue SE (industrial outdoor storage. vacant for more than one vear)
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510 Central Avenue S (freestanding daycare facility in residential zone, use not
established)

321 Elm Street W (woodworking shop, vacant for more than one vear)

212 Central Avenue S (beauty salon. no longer operating)

320 Highway 212 W (outdoor dining Crossroads Restaurant, superseded by CUP 2013-
20 Kwik Trip)

118 Main Street East (screened outdoor area - not constructed within one year)

222 Reform Sireet South (bed and breakfast establishment, use never established)

Diedrick thanked the Commission for their work on the CUP audit. She noted a great deal
of work and detail was included in the process.

Motion. KH to close the public hearing, second by CK. Hearing closed at 7:40 p.m.

6. Old Business

A. Stolz Variance (moved up on the agenda from ‘new business’).

Chairperson Heher introduced the business portion of the meeting as it related to the
Stolz variance request.

Strack reviewed the variance request. She noted the variance worksheet included in the
packet and sample facts for/against the variance.

CH led the Commission through cach standard contained in the variance guideline
worksheet included in the packet.

Strack referenced proposed conditions for approval in the event the Commission looked
favorably on the variance. She suggested adding a requirement to secure a building
permit as a condition of variance approval. This would address the issue raised by BG
relating to a sewer main in the vicinity of the proposed shed.

CH stated he supported granting the variance as he agreed that the large volume of
acreage necessitated more machinery. equipment. and tools which should be stored
indoors versus outdoors. In addition he noted removal of the hoop shed and replacement
with stick built structure was an improvement.

CK also voiced support for the variance noting it was a positive investment.

ML voiced support for the variance stating it would clean up the property and only add a
small volume of square footage of building relative to the entire volume of property.

Motion ML, second KH to recommend the City Council approve the variance request
based on the aforementioned findings and those contained in the packet and with the
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conditions proposed in the staff memo plus building permit issuance requiremeni. Motion
carried 6.0,

B. Driveway Standards Draft Ordinance.

Chair Heher introduced the agenda item and stated that reviewing the need for a driveway
width standard seemed sensible.

CK inquired as to whether or not the Commission felt there was a need to have a width
standard or whether the existing 30% impervious surface coverage was sufficient.

Strack stated the Commission acting in its legislative capacity had broad discretion in
determining what standards 1o suggest or not suggest. She noted of cities with such
standards 24 10 32 was common. She noted the Comprehensive Plan contained driveway
width standards which were incorporated by reference in the zoning code.

BG stated he supported testimony by Josh Kroells regarding running up against
restrictions, however, he inquired as to whether or not some standards were needed.

CH asked Administrator Helget for input on which standard (driveway width vs. total
impervious surface coverage) was most easy to administrate/enforce.

Helget stated a certificate of survey is currently required for new construction along with
calculations regarding proposed impervious surface coverage. He opined most residents
prefer to have driveways which are the same width at the curb and the garage versus
tapered driveways.

ML inquired as to what happened if the proposed ordinance was not acted on by the
Commission and/or approved by the Council.

Strack stated existing standards would remain in effect. those which reference standards
contained in the Comprehensive Plan and those requiring concrete surfacing for all
multiple family, commercial, and industrial parking lots and access drives. No side yard
setback would be in place. Strack noted items relating to driveway widths could be
removed from the draft ordinance without requiring a new hearing.

CH supported removing the residential driveway maximum width requirement.

ML inquired as to whether or not driveway width for multiple family, commercial, and
industrial was an issue.

Strack noted flexibility in standard for review by the City Engineer relating to traffic
circulation necessitating additional width.
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BG inquired as to ‘*hard surface, dust free’ language as raised by JRH during the public
hearing.

JRH noted he could make gravel dust-free.

CH inquired as to consensus of Commission to drop reference to maximum driveway
width for residential uses and retain maximum driveway width for multiple family,
commercial, and industrial uses. The Commission agreed by consensus to do so.

ML asked about dust-free language.

CH suggested removal of “dust-free’ in favor of defining hard surfaced as being concrete,
asphalt, or brick/pavers,

ML inquired as to reference to dusi-free in proposed Section 1250.09. Consensus of the
Commission was to remove all references to ‘dust-free’ in favor of adding types of
acceptable surfaces.

Diedrick suggested the Commission review surfacing standards for driveways off of
alleys versus streets.

CH suggested postponing action on the Ordinance. JRH agreed.

Motion. CH motion, CK second to postpone action on draft driveway standards pending
additional review of individual zoning disirict impacis. Motion approved 6-0).

C. Conditional Use Permit Audit Findings.

Chair Heher introduced the agenda item. Strack noted the presence of a Resolution in the
packet.

ML inquired as to rezoning of parcel adjacent to grocery store and Kruse ministorage.
Strack noted the rezoning was not contingent on establishment of a principal use.
Therefore, if the Commission wished to rezone back to C-2 a hearing and petition would
be needed.

Helget inquired as to how residents were notified. Strack noted mailings sent in 2013 on
two separate occasions. Hearing notices contemplated for mailing.

Motion. Motion CH, Second ML to adopt Planning Commission Resolution 01-20135.
Motion carried 6:10.
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7. New Business.

A, Accessory Apartments - Discussion,

Chairperson Heher introduced the agenda topic.

Strack noted one of the Planning Commission’s goals for 2015 is to consider
implementation of standards providing for the establishment of accessory apartments
a.K.a. accessory dwelling units, granny flats, carriage houses.

Strack referenced packet attachments including: an excerpt from a publication by the
American Planning Association regarding ADU’s: City of Minnetonka guide to accessory
apartments; and, sample standards from a city in New Hampshire

Strack stated accessory dwelling units are of interest nationally today as they: provide for
changing family needs: children home from college, aging parents: allow an additional
revenue stream for older homeowners on fixed incomes or facing higher costs of living;
and, encourage a more efficient use of existing housing stock and public investment

Strack noted the noted she was seeking only general discussion and anticipated the
discussion would continue at future meetings. Strack suggested discussion begin with
consideration of what types of ADU’s the Commission felt may be appropriate in NYA:
that is internal units (e.g. basements. separate wing of house), attached units (e.g.
conversions of breezeways, additions), and/or detached units (e.g. guest houses, carriage
houses).

Richard Stolz addressed the Commission stating he was pleased the Commission was
addressing accessory dwellings. He opined pros and cons existed relating to all options.
He opined this was an important discussion to hold.

CH stated his research revealed the City of Minneapolis took five months to review
proposed standards relating to accessory dwelling units. Their process involved
exemplary outreach and input from community members.

Audience Member Clark opined government should not regulate family members and
what family members can live where. He opined regulation for accessory dwelling unit
regulations are not needed nor are regulations on who can live with you.

ML asked Strack to confirm the discussion was not about family members or familial
relationships, but rather the discussion proposed was about allowing flexibility in living
arrangements in support of changing demographics and lifestyles.

Strack confirmed discussion was not about family or familial relationships, the regulation
of which had been struck down by courts. The discussion was about whether independent

housekeeping units subordinate to principal dwelling units should be allowed. and if so,
under what circumstances.
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CK suggested starting with a survey of residents relating to ADUs.

CH noted surveys such as those the EDC had undertaken using Survey Monkey could be
useful provided enough people participated.

CK suggested a mailing a survey.
KH inquired as to whether or not something could be included with utility bills.

ML asked if the Commission’s goal was to get the community invested in a discussion.
The Commission agreed that was the goal.

Helget opined a message on utility bills could easily be done. He noted a mailing could
be done but the cost of a mailing should be weighed with potential response. He noted
surveys have been undertaken with less than moderate responses. He also addressed the
possibility of a newsletter. He noted in previous budgets a newsletter was not approved.

The Council would consider this vear as well. He noted bottom line was cost-benefit
ratio.

CH opined public comment prior to the development of proposed standards was essential.
He asked Commission Members to comment on how public input could be secured prior
to a public hearing.

CK suggested when people vote a survey could be taken.

Diedrick asked the Commission to identify stakeholders. She suggested seniors and
young adults may be stakeholders.

JRH inquired of Diedrick whether or not the quarterly newsletter could be distributed.
Diedrick noted that discussion would be part of the budget process.

ML supported including a newsletter in the 2016 budget.

CK stated it would be difficult to ascertain who stakeholders could be.

KH recommended the Commission table discussion on the topic to the next meeting in
order to allow Commissioner’s time to perform additional research and think about the

topic more.

Consensus of Commission to postpone further discussion until the next meeting.
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8. 2015 Goals and Objectives

Chairperson Heher introduced the agenda topic. Strack noted a paper report was not included in
the packet. She provided a verbal update.

CH inquired as to status of nuisance standard update. Helget noted City Attorney was reviewing
following public hearing.

9. Building Permit Report

The 2015 Building Permit Report was referenced/reviewed.

10. Commissioner's Reports

JRH noted The Haven project construction was in full swing, grand opening could be in April.

BG reported the City Council meeting was relatively short. Council Member Jim Keller’s
resignation was accepted and a street project was discussed.

KH noted the Parks Commission didn’t meet.

CH reported the EDC had inked a deal with the Minnesota Commercial Association of Realtors
to represent properties available within the City of NYA for marketing purposes.

SH noted to date five new home permits had been issued and in the previous week three more
permit applications were picked up.

KH inquired as to status of Masonic building. Helget noted numerous attempts to engage the
property owner had been made without success.

10. Adjourn

Mation — JRH. seconded by ML all in favor, the meeting was adjourned at 8:48 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Helget
Zoning Administrator
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Norwood Young America
Planning Commission Minutes

August 25, 2015
Present: Commissioners Craig Heher, JR Hoernemann, Mark Lagergren, and Cassandra
Kemp.
Absent: Bill Grundahl and Karen Hallquist
Public: Nick Rogosienski and Phil Rogosienski.

Staff:

City Administrator Steve Helget and Consultant Cynthia Smith Strack, Municipal
Development Group.

1. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by CH at 7:00 pm. All present stood for the Pledge of
Allegiance.

2. Adoption of Agenda
Motion — ML, seconded by CK, with all in favor to approve the agenda.

3. Public Hearing.

A. Conditional Use Permit for Accessory Outdoor Used Auto Sales/Display: 300
Industrial Blvd. Charles L. Dueber & Nick Rogosienski Applicants.

Chairperson Heher introduced the hearing topic and the process for the public hearing.
Heher opened the public hearing at 7:02 p.m.

Strack stated a conditional use permit application, narrative description, and sketch have
submitted for review by the City of Norwood Young America in conjunction with
proposed outdoor auto sales and display as an accessory use at 300 Industrial Boulevard.

A conditional use permit is required under §1230.11, Subd. 4 of the City Code which
provides for the proposed use in the B-1 Business Industrial District.

The Applicants (ie. Property Owner and Property Lessee) propose automobile
sales/display as an accessory use to an existing established principal warehouse use.

The Applicants represent:

¢ The principal use of the property is warehousing and the principal use will remain
warehousing.

e The proposed accessory use is outdoor sales/display of used automobiles.
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e The proposed accessory use shall not occupy any space within the existing
principal structure used for warehouse space. The proposed accessory use shall
occupy 1,800 sf of office space within the principal structure.

e Structural changes to the principal structure are not proposed.

e The used auto sales/display accessory use will occupy fifteen (15) parking spaced
for vehicle display and provide four (4) parking stalls for customer parking.

e The parking lot will be striped and each parking spot shall be a minimum of nine
(9) feet in width.

e The used auto sales business will maintain regular business hours Monday
through Saturday and be closed on Sunday.

A public hearing was required in conjunction with the CUP request. Hearing notices had
been posted and published and mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the subject

property.

Strack stated she had not received any comments prior to the hearing regarding the
variance. Helget noted he had not received any calls or written correspondence regarding
the request.

Rogosienski stated the used cars would be valued at $5-15,000. Most cars would be
imports. The operation would be similar his Rogomobiles operation which used to be
where Kwik Trip is located.

ML inquired as to planned signage for the use.

Rogosienski stated he had a free standing sign he may eventually install at the site. In the
meantime temporary signage would be established. Strack noted a sign permit would be
needed.

CK inquired as to whether or not the location was adequate for used auto sales/display.
She opined visibility may not be the best.

Rogosienski stated most used auto research is performed online and that only when a
direction has been determined do perspective buyers test-drive. He stated he was not
overly concerned about visibility at the proposed location.

CK inquired as to whether or not Rogomobiles would relocate in the future.

Rogosienski noted Rogomobiles works because it is low overhead, the proposed site
meets that standard. He noted he has no intention of relocating in the future at this time.
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CH inquired as to when Rogomobiles will open. Rogosienski replied as soon as possible.
City Council must approve CUP and then a Dealer’s License would be issued.

ML inquired as to whether or not the maximum amount of used cars for sale on the lot at
any one time would be 15. Strack confirmed that as proposed that would be the
maximum.

Motion. CK, Second JRH to close the public hearing. Hearing closed at 7:15 p.m.

4. Old Business

None.

5. New Business.

A. CUP Accessory Auto Sales/Display: 300 Industrial Boulevard.

Chairperson Heher introduced the agenda topic and reviewed each requirement for CUP
review.

Heher then reviewed proposed conditions of CUP issuance,

Administrator Helget inquired as to whether or not vehicles would be licensed.
Rogosienski stated the dealership needs to be licensed through the state. A requirement of
license application was approval of the local governing jurisdiction relating to land use.

Rogosienski stated the dealership license would be issued after the City approved the
CUP.

Helget asked about licenses/tabs for individual cars that were for sale. Rogosienski noted
cars for sale may or may not have license plates and/or current tabs. He noted the

dealership has to provide a record of vehicles on the lot to the state.

ML inquired about any potential changes to trees on the site. Rogosienski stated all trees
will remain. Some may be trimmed. He added visibility is good as the site is currently.

Heher asked if any further items for discussion existed.
Motion. CK motion, second ML fo recommend the City Council approve a conditional

use permil for Rogomobiles/Charles L. Dueber subject to the conditions included in the
staff memo. Motion carried 4:0.

6. Commissioner's Reports
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CH noted he attended the City Council meeting. The draft Ordinance relating to Home
Occupations was approved by the City Council. Strack added the Stolz variance request was
tabled in favor of waiting for at least three Council Members eligible to vote on the issue.

7. Adjourn

Motion — ML, seconded by CK all in favor, the meeting was adjourned at 7:27 p.m.

Respectfully submitted.

Steve Helget
Zoning Administrator
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Ten

Chairperson Heher
Members of the Planning Commission
Administrator Helget

From: Cynthia Smith Strack, Planning Consultant
Date: October 8, 2015

Re. Public Hearing: Access Drive Standards
BACKGROUND

The Fianntihng Commission held a public hearing on proposed driveway standards at their regular meeting on
August 187, The draft ordinance presented at the public hearing included:

A proposed five (5) foot setback from side yards.

For residential uses, a maximum curb cut width of 24 feet, unless the subject lot is greater than 150
feet in width at the front setback line, then up to 32 feet.

For multiple family, commercial, and industrial uses a maximum curb cut width of forty (40) feet
unless the City Engineer finds a wider width is needed for traffic circulation purposes.

A requirement for dust free hard surfacing for all driveways.

Relief from parking lot surfacing requirements, under the proposed ordinance asphalt may be
employed in parking lots and surfacing in side and rear yards of industrial zones may be compacted
gravel.

Following a discussion with City Administrator Helget we have added a standard relating to setback
from side yards for residential parking pads. City Administrator Helget indicates this is consistent with
what is currently recommended for parking pads.

During the public hearing discussion occurred regarding:

-

Residential curb cut maximum width standard. Discussion centered on whether a width standard was
needed or if regulations regarding maximum impervious surface coverage per lot would sufficient
curtail driveway width,

Whether or not 'dust free’ should be retained in surfacing standards. Some thought this was
confusing as gravel or dirt could potentially be made 'dust-free’ by applying dust coating material.
Whether or not driveway surfacing requirements (concrete, asphalt) should be required for driveways
accessed from public alleys versus public streets.

The impact a proposed five (5) foot setback for driveways from lot lines could negatively impact
residential base lots in the original townsites,

The PC postponed action of the proposed Ordinance to allow further research to be performed regarding lot
sizes in various zoning classifications and the potential impact of driveway setback on such lots. Research
regarding the volume of driveways extending from alleys versus public streets was also suggested.
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Attached please find a marked-up copy of proposed driveway standards reflecting changes requested based
on consensus at the August meeting. The marked-up copy also highlights areas where continued discussion
is requested.

In addition the following research is offered for Commissioner information:

« Base lots in the north and south original townsites are approximately 6,000 feet in area and 50 in
width, It would appear the typical lot width is adequate to accommodate a normal driveway width.

« Base lots in the original townsites are zoned either RC-1 Residential Neighborhood Commercial, R-3
medium density residential, or C-3 Downtown Commercial. Side yard setbacks in the RC-1 and R-3
District are five feet. Side yard setback in the C-3 District is zero unless abutting a residential use,
then it is five feet. Proposed driveway setback is consistent with structural setbacks within the
majority of smaller lots (i.e. base lots — 6,000 sf) in the original townsites.

» Several base lots within the original townsites feature garages accessed from public alleys versus
public streets. The driveways from alleys are a mix of surfaces including gravel, concrete, and
asphalt.

ACTION:
Discussion of the proposed ordinance is kindly requested.

Page 2|2



CITY OF NORWOOD YOUNG AMERICA
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1250.07 OF THE CITY CODE
RELATING TO ACCESS (DRIVEWAYS) AND SECTION 1250.09 OF THE
CITY CODE REGARDING CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF
PARKING LOTS.

I. THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NORWOOD YOUNG
AMERICA, MINNESOTA TO PROMOTE THE PUBLIC SAFETY,
HEALTH, AND WELFARE, HEREBY ORDAINS CHAPTER 12,
SECTION 1250.07 ACCESS SHALL BE AMENDED AS FOLLOWS:

A.

B.

Parking and loading space shall have adequate access from a public right of way.

Fhe-number-and-width-efaAccess drives shall be so located as to minimize traffic
and congestion and abnormal traffic huzurds, srd-tr-conformanee with aecess
mﬁmgambguﬁehn&eﬂubmheé—m—me{—emﬁfehamﬂan— No driveway shall be

closer than fifty (50) feet to any right of way line of a street intersection.

—

. Access drive widths shall not exceed forty (40) feet for multiple family,

commercial, or industrial uses. The established width for multiple family,
commercial, or industrial uses may be exceeded if the City Engineer finds traffic
circulation purposes warrant increased width.

Residential, commercial, and industrial driveways shall be
surfaced with materials such as concrete, as

. Residential parking pads shall be sethack a minimum of five (5) feet from side

property lines.



1L

Il.

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED CHAPTER 12, SECTION 1250.09
RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF
PARKING LOTS SHALL BE AMENDED AS FOLLOWS:

A. Construction and Maintenance. In all districts, parking areas, access drives, and
curb and gutter shall be [SEERSEE hard-surfaced with materials such as
concrete, asphalt, or brick/paver. with-conerete:, except that in industrial
districts parking areas in side and rear yards may be surfaced with compacted
gravel or red rock. Plans for surfacing and drainage of driveways and stalls for five
(5) or more vehicles shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and the final
plans shall be subject to the Engineer’s written approval.

EFFECTIVE DATE: THIS ORDINANCE IS EFFECTIVE UPON ITS
ADOPTION AND PUBLICATION AS PRESCRIBED BY LAW,

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Norwood Young America this__ day ol __
2015.

Tina Diedrick, Mayor

Attest:

Steve Helget, City Administrator



To: Chairperson Heher

Members of the Planning Commission

Administrator Helget
From: Cynthia Smith Strack, Municipal Development Group, Inc.
Date: October 8, 2015

Re: Discussion: Accessory Apartments, Granny Flats, Carriage Houses, etc.

BACKGROUND

One of the Planning Commission's goals for 2015 is to consider implementation of standards providing for
the establishment of accessory apartments a.k.a. accessory dwelling units, granny flats, carriage houses.
The Commission initiated discussion on the matter at its regular meeting on August 18"

The Commission specifically discussed the role of public input and specifically how and when to solicit public
input. The Commission agreed to continue discussion at their next regular meeting after individual members
had an opportunity to further reflect on the matter and perform independent research.

Attached please find the following:

1. An excerpt from a publication by the American Planning Association regarding ADU's
2. City of Minnetonka guide to accessory apartments
3. Sample standards from a city in New Hampshire

Accessory dwelling units are of interest nationally today as they:

« Provide for changing family needs: children home from college, aging parents

» Allow an additional revenue stream for older homeowners on fixed incomes or facing higher costs of
living

+ Encourage a more efficient use of existing housing stock and public investment

DISCUSSION REQUESTED
Continued general discussion is kindly requested at the October meeting prior to development of draft
standards. Specific points of discussion are as follows:

1. How should the public be engaged? At what time? If public input is to be solicited what form should it
take (surveys, listening sessions, focus groups, newletter information, newspaper information)? What
does the Commission hope to gain from solicitation of public input (e.g. whether or not residents are
interested allowing ADU's, whether or not they would be comfortable with an ADU next door, what
types of ADU's are compatible with residential environs)?

2. What types of accessory dwelling units are appropriate: internal units, attached units, and/or
detached units?

3. What types of residential uses are allowed to have an ADU: duplexes, attached townhomes,
apartments, twin homes, dwellings with less than X-number of square feet (e.g. 1,500), etc.

Page 1|2



4. Does either the principal or accessory dwelling unit need to be owner accupied?
5. Are separate ingress/egress points discouraged or desired?
6. Parking requirements?

7. Size restrictions for accessory structures (e.g. percentage of principal structure limit or maximum sq
footage limit).

B. Allowed by right or through issuance of a CUP?
9. Water/sewer service — separate lines or shared?

10. Retain integrity of residential appearance (e.g. prevent alterations of principal structure which is
uncharacteristic of conventional dwelling) (e.g. limit the number of ADU's per lot to one).

11. How to prevent from becoming a condominium arrangement?

ACTION
This item is for discussion purposes.

Page 2|2
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Accessory Dwelling Units

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are small, self-comtained living units that wpically have thesr own
kitchen, bedroomis), and bathroom space. Often called qranny iflats, elder cottage housing opportuni-
ties (ECHO), mother-daughter residences, or secondary dwelling units, ADUS are _,-;;.J-:-ne.ﬂ 5 that can
b focated within the walls of an existing or newdy constructed single-family home or can be an addi-
tion 1o an exsting home. They can also be freestanding cottages on the same lot as the principal
dwelling unit or a conversion of a garage or Larn

The benefits 10 the home owner and the ADU ofcupant are many, For the home owner, ADUs provide
the opportunity to offer an affordable and independent housing option to the owner's grown son of
daughier just starting our o 1o an elderly parent o two who might need a helping hand nearby, The
unit could also be leased o unrelated individuals or newly established families, which would provide
the dual Denefit of providing affordable housing 10 the ADU oocupant and supplemental reaital
inCcome 1o the owner. Supplernental income could offset the high cost of a home mortgage, utilities,
and real estate taxes. Finally, leasing an ADU to a young person or family can provide an elderly home
owner with a sense of security and an opportunity to exchange needed work around the house and
yard for a discount on rent,

Despite the benefits, some communities resist allowing ADUs, of allow them only after time-consuming
and costly review procedures and requirements, Publlic resistance 1o ADUS usually takes the form of a '
perceivad concern that they might transfoemn the character of the netahbothood, increase density, add
1o traffic, make parking on the street move difficult, increase school enraliment, and put additional pres-
sure on fire and police service, parks, or water and wastewater. However, communities that have allowed
ADUs find that these perceived fears are mostly unfounded or overstated when ADUSs are aciually builk

ADLEs are a particularly desirable option for many communities today considering the current econom-
i climate, changes in housahold size, increasing numbers of aging baby boomers, and the shorage of
affordable housing choices. They provide a low-impact way for a community 1o expand its range of
housing choices '

LOCALITIES AND STATES GET INTO THE ACT

Towns, cities, and counties acrass the country have done the right thing by proactively amending local
zoning ordinances 10 allow ADUs. This is typically done either as a matter of right or as a special or con-
ditional use. In either case, reasonable conditions may be imposed. Some states, Including Califarmia,
have enacted legislation that limits the ability of localities to zone out ADUs

In 2001 AARP retained APA'S Research Departrnent 1o write a guidance repot for citizens interested in
convincing local and state officials of the benefits of allowing ADUs and showing them how to doit.
Eniitied Accessory Dwelling Units: Made! State Act and Mode! Local Ordingnae, the monagraph provides
alternative statute and ordinance language useful 1o implementing all forms of ADUs

The Mogel Local Ordinance suggests recommendations Ior communities. Additionally, the imtent of the
ordinance describes the permitting process for eligibility and appoval, and further autlines standards
for ADU aporoval pertaining 1o lot size, occupancy, bullding standards, parking and traffic, pubdlic
health, and how to deal with noncenforming ADUs. The Modef State Acr provides findings and policies
encouraging the appeoval of ADUs and names local governments as the entities entitled to authorize
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adoption of an ADU statute. It specifies
the limits to which local governments
may prohibit ADUs and outlines
default permitting provisions if a locali-
Iy does not adopt an ADL ovdinance

[t details optional approaches for
adopting ADU ordinances, certifying
local ADU ordinances, gathering data
an ADU effarts, prepaning reports and
recommendations, and forming a
statewide board overseeing ADUs

WHAT ISSUES ARISE WHEN A
PROPOSED ADU ORDINANCE
IS CONSIDERED?

ADU grdinances offer a variery of ben-
efits to local communities burt the road
o implementation may not be an
casy process, While ADUs ate more
widehy accepted now than in years
past, skaptics sull remain and some still
oppose ADU zoning. The following
describes some issues or decision
points that communities must address
i ofder to successfully navigate the
perilous waters of pubdic acceptance
The approach that is right for your city
or town will be unigue, based on local
physical, political, sooal, and economic conditions

':.'I'?q-"-l" story ADL Mooy fallely]

By-right Permitting. Should permirs for ADUs be issued as a matter of right (with clear standards
built into the ordinance) or should they be allowed by discretion as a special or conditional use after
a public hearing?

Occupancy. Should ardinance language allow an ADAU only on the condition that the owner of the
proparty lives in one of the units?

Form of Ownership. Should the ardinance prohibit converting the ADU unit into a condominium?

Preexisting, nonconforming ADUs. How should the ordinance treat grandfathered ADUS? How
do you treat illegal apartments that want to apply for an ADU permit?

Unit Size: Should the ordinance limit the square footage of the ADU to assure thar the usit is truly
accessory 1o the principal dwelling on the praperty?

Adequacy of Water and Sewer Services. How do you guarantee theie is enough capacity in
sewer lines, pumng stations, anad treatment facilities (0 accommodate ADUS?

These are not easy issues. However, communities would do well 1o seriously consider 2 pting an
approach that: allows ADUs by right with clear wiritten conditions; does not require cwner occupan-
cy; pronibits condominium ownership on the basis that a condo could not be considerad accessory,
provides a simple procedure for legalizing preexisting or formerly illegal apartments provided the
unit is inspected: provides a generous size standard: and provides a water and sewer adequacy stan-
dard. |
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A Citizen’s Guide to

Accessory
Apartments

City of

minnetonka

WD QU COFTE AUy

An Accessory Apartment is defined in
the Zoning Ordinance as a self-
contained unit of housing located within
the confines of an existing single family
house and used as a separale
housekeeping unil. The ferm shall also
inciude instances in which one of the
units lacks complete kitchen or
bathroom facilities or in which there is
intermal physical access between the
units orin which the units share
comman space of faciliies. unfess the
persons residing in both porfions of the
building live as a single housekeeping
umit. (Section 300.02 4)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
REQUIREMENT

A Conditional Use Permit is required if
an accessory apartment is located in a
single-family home. Accessory
apartments are not allowed in a
multiple-family dwelling (i.e., town home
or apartment).

BENEFITS OF ACCESSORY
APARTMENTS

1. Provides for a more efficient
utilization of the existing single-
family-house stock in the city.

2. Allows for the enjoyment of the
benefits of rental income,
decreased housekeeping
responsibilities, or the
companionship of tenants by
persons residing in houses which
are loo large for their present
neads,

3. Provides housing, which allows
privacy and independence for clder
family members.

4. Preserves property values and
mainlains the character of existing
single-family neighborhoods,

5. Provides housing for live-in
employees, such as nannies.
ACCESSORY APARTMENTS MUST

MEET THE FOLLOWING

1.  Only permitted in single-family,
detached dwellings, and no more
than one apartment is to be created

in any dwelling,

Must be owner-occupied with the
owner residing in either unit on a
continuous basis (except for
lemporary absences throughout the
period during which the permit is
valid).

Adequate off-street parking is to be
provided for both units of housing;
and such parking istobeina
garage, carport, or on a paved area
specifically intended for that
purpose (but not within a required
turnaround).

May be created by the conversion
of living space within the house. But
may not be the conversion of
garage space unless space for a
two-car garage is available on the
lot without needing a variance.

Apartment must be no more that
35% of the gross living area of the
house or 950 square feet,
whichever is less. The gross living
area includes the accessory
apariment. The city council may
approve a larger area if it does not
substantially impact the surrounding
neighborhood,

Exterior changes to the house must
not substantially alter the single-
family character of the structure,

Mo apartment is to be created that
is not in compliance with all



applicable building, housing,
electrical, plumbing, heating, and
related codes of the city.

Permitted only where it is
demansirated that the accessory
unit will not have an undue adverse
impact on adjacent properties, and
where there will not be a substantial
alteration of the character of the
neighborhood.

Must meet all other provisions of
this ordinance relating to single-
family-dwelling units.

DEFINITION OF TERMS RELATED TO
ACCESSORY APARTMENTS

1.

Housekeeping Unit

- All persons residing within a
single-family house whose
relationship includes a substantial
amount of social interaction,
including the sharing of
housekeeping responsibilities or
expenses, or the taking of meals
together.

Living Space

- The area within a house, which is
suitable for human habitation,
including suitable finished
basement areas, but nol including
garages, service areas, and
unfinished portions of the building.

Owner

- The person who holds fee fitle or
is a bonafide purchaser under a
coniract-for-deed of the property.

Unit of Housing

- One or more rooms designed,
occupied, or intended for
occupancy as separate living
quarters; with cooking, sleeping,
and sanitary facilities separate from
those of another unit of housing;
and intended for the exclusive use
of a single housekeeping unit.

Temporary Absence

- Establishing residence outside of
the Twin Cities metropolitan area
for a period not to exceed 12
months, but during which peried the
subject property continues to be the
applicant's legal or principal
residence.

Other regulations, as listed in the
Minnetonka Zoning Ordinance, may
also apply.

City of Minnetonka
Planning Division
personnel can
be reached at:

952-939-8290
Monday through Friday
B:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.



ARTICLE IV-A
IN-LAW/ACCESSORY APARTMENTS

By Special Exception “in-law/accessory apartments” are allowed within, or as an addition to, existing residential
single family structures. Mobile home units and manufactured housing units less than sixteen (1600) square feet,
residential duplexes. townhouses or R-1, R-2, and/or R4 residential apartments/groups, all are excluded from
this section. In addition “In-law/accessory apartments™ are nol allowed within industrial, commercial and/or
business lype uses or buildings.

An “In-law/accessory apartment” special exception shall be granted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment, only
upon finding by this Board that it meets the provisions and conditions of this section.

A,

B.

The applicant, seeking an in-law/accessory apartment shall make application to the Zoning Board of
Adjustment.

The property must conform to the dimensional requirements of the single family minimum lot size
standard as established by Fremont Zoning Ordinance in 1971 (Lot size of one (1) acres minimum is

required), and the single family dwelling shall have been constructed and occupied for a period of a
minimum of one (| )year.

. The dwelling to which the in-law/accessory apartment is being created must be owner occupied and be

of greater than twelve hundred (1200} square feet of total existing living space.

The living area of the in-law/accessory apartment shall be a minimum of four hundred (400) square feet
and a maximum of eight hundred (80()) square feet. Size shall be determined by the total square footage
of the in-law/accessory apartment. The initial family unit may not be lessened by such dimensions so as
to create non-compliance with Article V Section 2.

No maore than two (2) bedrooms are permitted in the in-law/accessory apartment.

The owner shall provide evidence to the Building Official that septic facilities are adequate to service
the in-law/accessory apartment. Such evidence shall be in the form of certification by State of N.H.
licensed septic system designer. The Building Official shall indicate his/her approval in writing to the
Zoning Board of Adjustment as to proper certification having been received.

. The in-law/accessory apartment shall be designed such that the appearance of the building remains that

of the single family dwelling. Any new entrances shall be located on the side or rear of the building and
shall be at ground level.

. All in-law/accessory apartments shall have accessible entrances and shall conform to dwelling unit

Type-B construction, as specified in the International Residential Code (IRC),

The primary residence and the in-law/accessory apartment must share common water, septic, and
electric facilities.

In no case shall more than one (1) in-law/accessory apartment be permitted within the structure.
Dormitory-type facilities and living are expressly prohibited whether seasonal or otherwise.

In-law/accessory apartment shall not be constructed or established within any accessory use structure
(such as a garage). Only the primary residential structure may contain the in-law/accessory apartment.



L. Off-street parking must be available for a minimum of four (4) automobiles for the entire structure. In
no case shall an in-law apartment be permitted to have a separate driveway or separate garage to
accommodate its occupant(s),

M. All in-law/accessory apartments shall be provided with an interconnected smoke alarm system. All
smoke alarms shall be listed and installed in accordance with the provisions of the IRC and the
household fire warning provisions of NFPA 72,

N. The provisions of the International Residential Code (IRC) shall apply to all construction elements of
the in-law/accessory apartment. There shall be no occupancy of the in-law/accessory apartment until the
Building Official has issued an occupancy permit.

0. No in-law/accessory apartments shall be allowed within the Flood Plain as identified by the FIRM map
relating to Fremont, N.H.

Upon receiving approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals and prior to receiving a building permit, the
applicant shall demonstrate to the authorized official that the applicant has recorded the special exception
decision with Rockingham Registry, indexed under the name of the property owner. Any special exception
granted under this Section shall contain a provision which states as follows: *“Upon the cessation of occupancy
by an immediate family member, the owner hereby acknowledges and purchasers are put on notice, that the in-
law/apartment is Lo be used only by immediate family members and no others, and that no variances from this
provision shall be obtained permitting any other use”.

Variances to this special exception may nol be granted.
The following definitions shall pertain to this section:

In-law/accessory apartment — An apartment within a single family residence. An in-law apartment is defined
as ““a separate living space within a single family dwelling unit consisting of separate sleeping, cooking and
bathroom facilities and which is intended to be occupied by an in-law or in-laws or a member of a family unit
occupying the main part of the dwelling.” and meeting the following criteria:

In-law apartments may be occupied only by members of the family unit occupying the main part of the
dwelling or by in-laws of a member of said family unit. The applicant must satisfactorily demonstrate that
said apartment will be utilized only in this fashion. The occupancy or rental of an in-law apartment by
persons other than in-laws, as defined in this ordinance, is expressly prohibited.

R-1/R-2/R-4 — Residential occupancy groups as defined by the International Residential Code.
DWELLING UNIT, TYPE B. - A dwelling unit designed and constructed for accessibility in accordance with

ICC/ANSI A117.1, intended to be consistent with the technical requirements of fuir housing required by federal
law.
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MUNICIPAL

DEVELOPMENT GROUP, INC.

To: Chairperson Heher

Members of the Planning Commission

Administrator Helget
From: Cynthia Smith Strack, Municipal Development Group, Inc.
Date: October 9, 2015

Re: CUP Audit

BACKGROUND

At the regular meeting in August the PC held a public hearing on the findings of an audit of CUP permits. The
public hearing was not required but rather recommended as a means of formalizing findings.

Following the hearing the PC approved Resolution PC 2015-01 stating audit findings. Following approval it
was brought to staffs attention that a CUP issued for 321 Elm Street West (contractor operations,
woodworking) was active rather than inactive.

As such the Commission is asked to consider an amended Resolution. Resolution 2015-02 is attached and
offered for consideration.

ACTION:
Consideration of Resolution 2015-02 is kindly requested.

25562 Willow Lanc ® New Prague, MN 3607 1o (932) 758-7399 @ Fax: (952) 758-3711
stalfiemunivipeldevelopmentgroup.com o  www.municipaldevelopmentgroup.com



NORWOOD YOUNG AMERICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 2015-02

A RESOLUTION AMENDING AND RESTATING PLANNING
COMMISSION RESOLUTION 2015-01 RELATING TO FINDINGS OF A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AUDIT BY THE NORWOOD YOUNG
AMERICA PLANNING COMMISSION

WHEREAS, the City of Norwood Young America Planning Commission is created under Chapter Two
of the City Code; and

WHEREAS, Section 1210.06 of the Code assigns the Planning Commission a regular task of auditing
existing conditional use permits (CUP); and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission initiated a thorough audit of all known or suspected CUP’s in
2013; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission completed an audit of said known or suspected CUP’s and
developed findings regarding said CUP’s; and.,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the CUP audit findings at its regular
meeting August 18, 2015 following publication of the hearing notice in the official newspaper on August
6, 2015; and,

WHEREAS, following the public hearing the Planning Commission discussed the proposed findings.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of Norwood Young
America, Carver County, Minnesota, certifies the following Conditional Use Permits are null and void:

147 Elm Street East (beauty salon, use ceased for greater than one vear)

520 Reform Street N (Rogomobiles has been superseded by CUP 2013-20 — Kwik Trip)
517 Casper Circle (commercial food preparation, use ceased for greater than one year)

600 Railroad Drive (assisted living facility, use ceased for greater than one year)

180 Industrial Boulevard (industrial outdoor storage, vacant for more than one year)

170 Industrial Boulevard (industrial outdoor storage, vacant for more than one vear)

15 2™ Avenue SE (industrial outdoor storage, vacant for more than one year)

510 Central Avenue S (freestanding daycare facility in residential zone, use not established)
212 Central Avenue S (beauty salon. no longer operating)

320 Highway 212 W (outdoor dining Crossroads Restaurant, superseded by CUP 2013-20 Kwik Trip)
118 Main Street East (screened outdoor area - not constructed within one year)

222 Reform Street South (bed and breakfast establishment, use never established)

Adopted by the Planning Commission this 20" day of October 2015.



Craig Heher, Chairman

ATTEST:

Steve Helget, Zoning Administrator

(%]



To: Chairperson Heher

Members of the Planning Commission

Administrator Helget
From: Cynthia Smith Strack, Municipal Development Group, Inc.
Date: October 12, 2015

Re: 2015 Goals

The following are provided for Commission information and input:

1. 2015 Goals:
A. Update of zoning language related to home occupations = CC APPROVED.
B. Update of zoning language relating to accessory structures — COMPLETED.

C. Update of certain sections of the sign regulations, particularly those relating to volume of
directional signage and number of wall signs per building face.

D. Review offfamiliarization with the Official Zoning Map. INPUT REQUESTED

E. Review of the NYA Greenway Plan.
F. Establish dwelling unit minimum sizes - COMPLETED.

G. Provide for aging in place through the use of accessory apartments. CURRENTLY
DISCUSSING

H. Driveway standards. PUBLIC HEARING HELD, ACTION TABLED
I. Landscaping standards. COMPLETED

J.  Muisance Ordinance update. COMPLETED



