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NOTICE OF MEETING 
The City of Lake Elmo 

Planning Commission will conduct a meeting on   

Monday November 27, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

 

1. Pledge of Allegiance 

2. Approve Agenda  

3. Approve Minutes    

a. November 13, 2017                

4. Public Hearings 

a. None 

5. Business Items 

a. 2018 PLANNING DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN: Review of a work plan for 

the Planning Department for 2017. 

b. ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT.  Sign Regulations Discussion.  

c. ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT. Wind Power Ordinance. 

6. Updates 

a. City Council Updates –  11/21/17 Meeting 

a. Lake Elmo Sod Farm Interim Use Permit 

b. Wyndham Village Subdivision Sketch Plan Review & CPA 

Staff Updates 

c. Upcoming Meetings: 

 December 11, 2017 

d. MAC CEP Report-none 

e. Comprehensive Plan Update 

b. Commission Concerns                      

7. Adjourn 

 

***Note: Every effort will be made to accommodate person or persons that need special considerations to attend this 

meeting due to a health condition or disability. Please contact the Lake Elmo City Clerk if you are in need of special 

accommodations. 
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City of Lake Elmo 

Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes of November 13, 2017 

  
Chairman Kreimer called to order the meeting of the Lake Elmo Planning Commission at 
7:00 p.m.   
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Williams, Kriemer, Lundquist, Dodson, Emerson, Johnson 
Larson, Dorschner & Hartley    

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:    None  

STAFF PRESENT:  Planning Director Becker, City Planner Prchal and City Administrator 
Handt 

Approve Agenda:  

M/S/P: Dorschner/Lundquist, move to approve the agenda as presented, Vote: 7-0, 
motion carried unanimously.   
 
Approve Minutes:  October 23, 2017 
 
M/S/P: Hartley/Lundquist, move to approve the October 23, 2017 minutes as amended, 
Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.   
 
Public Hearing Item – Capital Improvement Plan 
 
Handt started her presentation regarding the 2018-2022 Capital Improvement Plan 
(CIP).  This is a multi-year capital expenditure plan for the City’s infrastructure.  This 
includes streets, parks, utility systems, vehicles, equipment and public buildings.  The 
Minnesota Land Planning Act requires the implementation of the plan portion of the 
Comprehensive Plan include a CIP for major infrastructure needs for a five year period.   
 
The 2018-2022 CIP includes 82 separate projects with a total estimated cost of 
approximately $49 million.  These projects include street work, new facilities (city hall 
and fire station), equipment, park and trail improvements and utility infrastructure.   
 
The plan identifies funding sources and project priority rankings.  Specifics for the 
different departments were identified.   
 
Williams asked how likely it would be to have funding for a priority 3.  Handt stated that 
there are not very many and it would depend how many projects would come up before 
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that.  Dorschner asked about the funding for parks and with how many we have, how 
we are going to maintain them long term.  Handt stated that it is a concern that the Park 
Commission tries to balance.  Kreimer asked how a park gets developed.  For instance, 
Inwood dedicated land to expand Stonegate Park.  At what point is that park completed.  
Handt stated that Inwood is before her time and she is not familiar with what if anything 
was planned.  She stated it could have been planned just as additional open park space.  
Handt stated that there have been a number of requests from new neighborhoods for 
parks and that is something that they will need to prioritize between now and 2020.   
 
Dodson asked about the storm water drainage.  He is wondering what the impact to the 
aquafer is and if we are keeping it in the City.  He is wondering if the infiltration is being 
improved.  Handt stated that the phase 2 and 3 improvements came out of a study that 
was done in 2015.  Dodson asked about the proposed wells and if the aquifer has 
enough water to support that.  Handt stated that is all regulated by the DNR.  At this 
time, Lake Elmo falls within the 5 miles of White Bear Lake and it is unknown if the City 
will be getting new well permits.     
 
Public Hearing opened at 7:26 pm 
 
No one spoke and there was no written communication 
 
Public Hearing closed at 7:26 pm 
 
Williams is concerned with the railroad crossing. It is scheduled for 2019 and a priority 3.  
He feels that it should be a higher priority.  He is fine with the timing, but to implement 
the plan in the Village, the railroad crossing needs to be a priority issue.   
 
M/S/P: Williams/Lundquist, move to include a finding that the Village Parkway railroad 
crossing and associated projects should be a priority two for 2019, Vote: 7-0, motion 
carried unanimously.  
 
Dorschner thinks it makes sense, but is concerned if the City can afford it without a 
development to support it.  Handt stated that a crossing can’t just be installed without 
giving people another access route.  That is why it is somewhat dependent on 
development to provide that alternate access.   
 
M/S/P: Dorschner/, move to recommend to the City Council that the 2018-2022 Capital 
Improvement Plan is consistent with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan with the 
recommended finding, Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.  
 
Public Hearing – Interim Use Permit – Lake Elmo Sod Farm 
 



3 
 

 Lake Elmo Planning Commission Minutes; 1-13-17 

Prchal started his presentation regarding the application for an Interim Use Permit (IUP) 
for Lake Elmo Sod Farm to continue operation of a seasonal sales lot to sell Christmas 
Trees that are grown off-site at the property located at 456 Manning Ave North.    
 
Becker stated that the applicant has requested that the IUP time frame be 10 years 
where the previous one was good for 5 years.   
 
Kreimer asked about the minimum buffer of 100 feet.  He is wondering how that could 
be affected if homes are built around them.  Becker stated that it shouldn’t be a 
problem as they are currently more than 100 feet away.   
 
 
Public Hearing opened at 7:45 pm 
 
No one spoke and there was no written communication 
 
Public Hearing closed at 7:45 pm 
 
Williams stated that the last sentence of finding number 4 should say “upon the 
termination of the interim use permit”. 
 
M/S/P: Williams/Dorschner, move to recommend approval of the proposed Interim Use 
Permit allowing PID #36.029.21.41.001 to operate, based on recommended findings and 
conditions of approval as amended, Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.  
 
Public Hearing – Preliminary Plat and Development Stage Planned Unit Development – 
Legacy at North Star 
 
Becker stated that the applicant for Legacy at North Star is revising the street layout for 
this application to provide a better street design.  The City will republish the public 
hearing and anticipates it will be for December 11, 2017.       
 
M/S/P: Lundquist/Hartley, move to table this item the Legacy at North Star Preliminary 
Plat and Development Stage Planned Unit Development at the request of the applicant, 
Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.  
 
Public Hearing – McLeod – Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Residential Sketch 
Plan 
 
Becker started her presentation regarding the Wyndham Village subdivision Sketch Plan 
Review and Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  This sketch plan includes 13 single family 
residential detached homes on a total site of 5.97 acres.  The applicant is also requesting 
a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to re-guide the proposed development area from 
Rural Single Family, .66-2. Units per acre to Urban Low Density 2.17 units per acre.  The 
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current home on the site will be moved to one of the lots and there will be 12 additional 
lots.  One thing to consider is that the southern border of the parcel is located within 
the greenbelt corridor.  This corridor is meant to serve as a transitional area between 
future sewered growth and the existing rural development.  The proposal shows a 
buffer of only about 40 feet, where it would appear it should be about 200 feet.  The 
current plan shows an encroachment of homes on the corridor.   
 
Access is provided from Lower 31st Street from the future Northport development.  
Access to the new proposed lot 8 is proposed to be provided by a 20 foot wide driveway 
easement off the cul-de-sac of Liberty Court.  The City Engineer is recommending this be 
changed to a 30 foot wide outlot to be owned by lot 8.  This change would impact the 
configuration of Lots 7 and 9.   
 
Public water and sanitary sewer would be extended through Northport.  The developer 
needs to work with VBWD and submit a stormwater management plan that is compliant 
with applicable requirements.  Stormwater systems need to be platted and fully 
enclosed in outlots and not encroach on private lots.  Liberty Court drainage must be 
captured and treated on site.   
 
Another consideration is that there is a Northern Natural Gas easement that runs along 
the western side of lots 9 through 13 and bisects lot 8.  There are heavy restrictions on 
what can be done in this area by Northern Natural Gas.  There is nothing in the code 
that requires a usable backyard, but consideration should be given to the fact that 
nothing can be built in the easement area with the consent of NSP and that should be 
disclosed to potential home buyers.   
 
The Planning Commission does not need to make a formal recommendation on the 
sketch plan, only the Comprehensive Plan Amendment application.   
 
Williams asked if the City would be required to maintain the access to lot 8.  Becker 
stated that it would be an outlot owned by lot 8.  Dodson asked what the maximum 
length of a cul-de-sac can be.  Becker stated that it is 660 feet and this cul-de-sac is less 
than that.  Johnson asked what the width of the NSP easement.  Becker stated that it is 
66 feet.   
 
Joe Bush, JP Bush Homes, developer on behalf on the McLeod’s.  After reviewing the 
staff comments, there are a number of comments that they will be working on for when 
it moves forward to the City Council.  Dorschner asked JP Bush if he is concerned about 
the NSP easement not allowing pools outbuildings and such on those lots.  JP Bush 
stated that they do not have any issues with what they consider ground flat items such 
as sandboxes, etc.   
 
Milo Horack with Landmark surveying, stated that his understanding of this district is 
that it is an 8000 square feet minimum with a 40% impervious lot coverage.  That would 
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give 3200 square feet of buildable area.  On lot 12 for instance the current building 
envelope is 3130 square feet plus the driveway.   
 
Dodson asked the developer how they intend to address the greenbelt area.  JP Bush 
stated that they intend to work with Pulte on screening along 30th street and they 
intend to use screening more than distance for the greenbelt buffer.   
 
Hartley asked if this development has been discussed with the City Engineer.  JP Bush 
stated that it has and they have received feedback that they will be addressing.           
 
Public Hearing opened at 8:10 pm 
 
No one spoke and there was no written communication 
 
Public Hearing closed at 8:10 pm 
 
M/S/P: Dorschner/Lundquist, move to recommend approval of the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to re-guide PID #13.029.21.43.0001 from Rural Single 
Family to Village Urban Low Density, based on the recommended findings and 
conditions of approval and amending condition #2b to state “Provides a sufficient 
Greenbelt Corridor as indicated in the Comprehensive Plan either by distance or 
extensive landscaping as indicated in the Comprehensive Plan and approved by the City, 
Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.  
 
Dodson agrees with the Comprehensive Plan amendment, but feels that they are trying 
to put too many lots in this area with the constraints of the NSP easement.  Dorschner 
stated that his motion was only for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment to get the 
property in line with surrounding property, but the sketch plan is something else.    
 
Hartley would like to see something in there about the engineers comments regarding 
the water problems.  Becker stated that there is no formal action at this time regarding 
the sketch plan.  Williams thinks that condition 2d might cover it.   
 
Kreimer feels that even with extensive landscaping, the greenbelt buffer is not 
sufficient.  He thinks it should be more like 200 feet and the greenbelt buffer for 
Northport is greater.  He has a problem with providing 5 lots that have no usable rear 
yard.  If this was the plan that came forward, he would not support it.   
 
JP Bush stated that they will be working through some of those issues.  They may have 
to lose a few lots to make it all work.   
 
Business Item – Draft Findings for Denial of Continental Properties Application 
 



6 
 

 Lake Elmo Planning Commission Minutes; 1-13-17 

Becker started her presentation regarding draft findings of fact for denial of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to re-guide a portion of PID #34.029.21.43.0003 from 
Urban Medium Density Residential to Urban High Density Residential and General 
Planned Unit Development Concept Plan for Continental Properties.  The City Council 
sent this item back to the Planning Commission to prepare draft findings for the denial.  
 
Becker wanted to point out that in talking with the applicant, the density for the 
development is actually a little lower than was previously thought.  The previously 
thought acreage of the parcel was 21.6 acres.  The applicant pointed out that was taking 
out for new right of way for Hudson Blvd, the new internal street, and 5th Street.  The 
way Met Council calculates net density is that they only take out for arterial streets.  The 
actual net site acreage is 27.49 acres.  This makes the density 10.91 units per acre.  The 
applicant has also proposed another amenity for the PUD of a contribution of money to 
a future signal light at Keats Ave and Hudson Blvd.  The applicant has not given a Specific 
amount that they would contribute.   
 
Another point to clear up is that there was a rumor going around that the 
Comprehensive Plan Consultant does not agree with the development.  The Consultant 
was not hired to review the development or comment on it.   
 
Gwyn Wheeler, development director with Continental Properties, would like to provide 
an updated overview of the project.  She would request that they make a motion to 
reconsider the proposal tonight based on the additional information from staff and the 
additional information that she will share.  Continental is very passionate about this new 
Springs development and feels that this is the perfect location for this development.   
 
Wheeler pointed out the architectural features of their buildings.  She pointed out that 
many of the allowed uses in MDR could have much less architectural features than they 
are offering.  The correct density is 10.91 units per acre.  This is 300 units within 15 
buildings.   There are 20 units per building with a mix of apartment types.  High Density 
Residential allows up to 15 units per acre.   
 
Wheeler stated that a comment from neighbors was about increased buffers.  They 
looked at opportunities to increase that buffer along 5th Street.  They have increased the 
buffer by building 6 by 28’ and by building 3 by 60’.  Continental is committing to 
doubling the number of trees from the number required and to put the majority of 
those along 5th Street frontage to enhance the screening.  The nearest building would be 
300 feet to the nearest Savona Single Family home.   
 
Wheeler showed some artistic renderings to show what it would look like from 5th 
Street.  The landscaping would be higher than the buildings with the whole first floor 
being screened.  Wheeler spoke about the impact on home values and they had a 3rd 
party analysis done to show that there was no measurable impact.    
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Wheeler stated that the Springs brings a significant amount of amenities to Lake Elmo.  
These include the N/S connection between Hudson and 5th Street, a pedestrian trail, 
contribution to Hudson turn lanes, enhances landscaping along 5th Street.  The Springs 
will bring tax base to the community without bringing any new public streets.   
 
Dorschner asked if they took into consideration for the 3rd party analysis the median 
price range in comparison to here.  The consultant stated that the price points they 
looked at were very similar to Savona around $500k.  Williams asked what the overall 
change in the market was in that time period.   
 
Adrian Cook, 736 Juniper Ave, when he purchased his home, he had a copy of the 
Comprehensive Plan and he did not know that it was subject to change.  The consultant 
was hired by the applicant, so it is suspect.  He does not feel the Springs is a good thing 
for Lake Elmo.   
 
Brian Durham, 347 Wener Way, New Market, on behalf of some of the homeowners.  
He is a residential specialist real estate broker and specializes in the South metro.  He 
questions the numbers presented by the contractor as they included 2010, which is 
when the market bottomed out.  In 2014-2015 there were some steep climbs due to 
new construction.   
 
Dorschner stated that he understands that supply and demand affects the market and 
he does not understand how rental property affects home sales.  Durham stated that 2 
big factors that affect people’s interest in a property are surrounding commercial and 
rental property.   
 
Glen Bryan, 618 Juniper Court, handed out police reports for the Eagan Springs, Apple 
Valley, Woodbury City walk, and Savona Neighborhood.  Would like the number of calls 
to development looked at.   
 
Robert Tufty, 6365 Jasmine Ave Grant, he feels that consigning this property along I94 to 
lower density to appease a few residents is not very responsible planning.  The 
apartments are higher value than even some of the other Springs developments.  He 
stated that they represent all citizens of Lake Elmo, not just the Savona residents.   
 
Tucker Pearce, 9811 7th Street, why are we talking about this again?  The whole process 
has been frustrating.  By sending this back, does this have the Planning Commission 
questioning the 7-0 vote?  Could this be why it was sent back to the Planning 
Commission?  He does not feel this development makes sense in this location.       
 
Stefany Lorang, 9918 7th Street N, she has previously lived next to apartments.  There 
were crime statistics shared with the Planning Commission that are alarming.  She did 
not move to Lake Elmo to experience this type of situation again.  She is disappointed 
with the whole process.  If findings of fact were necessary, why didn’t the staff remind 
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the Planning Commission that they were necessary?  The Comprehensive Plan is a 
document that people rely on to make big decisions such as moving here.  The answer 
to if not this, than what would be townhomes.  They are good neighbors in the Savona 
neighborhood.  The density calculation for this project has changed twice and does not 
inspire much confidence in the numbers they have provided.  The lack of transparency 
throughout this process is disturbing.   
 
Mike Brixius, 9594 Junco Rd, he is concerned about going from high density residential 
to single family homes.  A buffer of townhomes would be perfect.  He doesn’t feel this is 
necessarily a high end apartment complex.  On Zillow, he failed to find any homes within 
a 1 mile radius of the Apple Valley facility over $244K.  The homes in Savona are in the 
$500-$600K range.  The facts in the meetings continue to change and are suspect.   
 
Brody Grandas, 9557 Junco Rd, went to the site and recorded the noise from the 
freeway at the spot of the proposed pool.  Grandas played the tape of the noise for the 
Planning Commission.  His concern is that they will not be able to attract the type of 
tenants that they are looking for and rates will drop.  He is also concerned about the 
crime.  He doesn’t feel that the information all matches up.   
 
Dodson has findings that he would like to propose for the motion to deny.   The first one 
is that this land is guided urban medium density.  Dodson is wondering if the intent of 
guiding this property medium density was to provide a gradual transition from low 
density to high density/Commercial.    
 
Williams stated that he was on the I94 work group.  They looked at the whole City and 
determined what amount of sewered housing they needed to meet the Met Council 
requirement.  They wanted to minimize the amount of high density.  They tried to 
accommodate as much as they could with Low and Medium density.  That’s why 
between the commercial and low density, medium was used vs. high density.  There 
wasn’t a need for a lot of high density to satisfy the Met Council.  Since that time, the 
Met Council targets are lower than they were then, so it further reduces the need for 
high density.  There is still some land guided for high density residential further east.     
 
Kreimer stated that the idea was to graduate the density so that there was not such a 
significant change in density.   William stated that the comments that the 
Comprehensive Plan was done in haste and without good thought, is totally wrong.  The 
City had meetings and meetings and meetings about it.  The Comprehensive Plan was 
the result of many hours of deliberations.  The City is currently conducting the same 
meetings for the Comprehensive Plan update.  These are decisions that are not made in 
haste.   
 
Dodson would like to propose the finding that the land is guided as Urban Medium 
Density as a graduation between Urban Low Density and Urban High 
Density/Commercial.                         
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M/S/P: Dodson/Lundquist, move to add a finding of fact that the current guidance of 
Urban Medium Density is considered sufficient graduation from the Commercial to the 
Urban Low Density, Vote: 4-3, motion carried.  
 
Hartley stated that it is trying to get at a consensus of opinion.  Williams stated that 
findings of fact are not in state law, it just says findings.  Johnson is concerned about 
using the term finding of fact when it is actually an opinion.   
 
Dorschner stated that at the start of the last meeting, he thought this was a good 
product and a good fit, but he was moved by the people that spoke and the petition 
that was presented.  He is thinking it should have been tabled vs denied to get more 
information.  He did feel that it was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and a good 
transition.  He doesn’t feel it is too different from the transition to the North where 
there is small lots against acreage.  Dorschner took exception with the Mayors comment 
that the Planning Commission was shaken at the meeting.  Dorschner is inclined to 
move to reconsider as there seems to be unwarranted fear.  Dorschner stated that 
things change and he doesn’t see property values decreasing.   
  
Emerson feels that 5th Street Lane also provides a sufficient transition and buffer from 
Urban Low Density to Urban High Density.       
 
Larson feels that because this is rental property, there is a lot more concern than if 
there was ownership.   
 
Williams stated that there is no objective way to state if Medium Density or High 
Density is better.  The Planning Commission is the gate keeper of the guidance of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning.  It is there job to decide if a proposal meets the 
standards or if they should change the standards.  It comes down to what the City 
wants.   
 
Lundquist stated that the Planning Commission votes 7-0 for denial and she thinks the 
only thing that the Planning Commission should be looking at tonight are the facts that 
brought them to that decision.   
 
Dodson feels that the one thing that is different between past Comprehensive 
Amendments is that there is less pressure from the Met Council and there is significant 
opposition to this development.  The current Comprehensive Plan is the will of the 
people and with the significant opposition, that is reason for denial.   
 
M/S/P: Lundquist/Williams, move to add a second finding of fact that there is significant 
opposition to this project based on public comment and the petition with over 75 
signatures, Vote: 7-0, motion carried unanimously.  
 



10 
 

 Lake Elmo Planning Commission Minutes; 1-13-17 

M/S/P: Williams/Lundquist, move to add a third finding of fact that no benefit to the 
City has been proposed significant enough to justify changing the current 
Comprehensive Plan for this property, Vote: 4-3, motion carried.  
 
Dorschner is wondering why it would not be sufficient if the City gains tax benefit and if 
there is more residential units to ease the pressure in other areas and adding access on 
Hudson Blvd.   Williams stated that to him, that is not a sufficient reason because any 
proposal could offer the same access.  Williams stated that his opinion is that the City 
doesn’t need more market rate housing, but needs more affordable housing.  He feels 
that if a portion of this development came in as affordable, in his opinion that would be 
sufficient.   
 
Johnson stated that leaving the property vacant, would have a much greater negative 
impact on the Savona neighborhood than having this type of development.   
 
Hartley stated that there needs to be a respect of the private property rights for the 
landowner to realize the value of his property.  He doesn’t feel that the change in 
guidance is that big of a problem for the neighboring properties.  He feels that 
reconsidering the denial is the appropriate action.    
 
Lundquist stated that Continental has not purchased this property yet.  If continental 
purchased the whole piece of property vs. a portion and put the same development on 
it, they would fall within Urban Medium Density. They would be at 7 units per acre.   
 
Larson stated that Continental has really done their due diligence and they really want 
to be a part of this community.   
 
Dorschner is looking at what is in the best interest of the City.  He feels Lake Elmo needs 
an additional demographics of young people that might want to rent something like 
what Continental is offering.    
 
M/S/F: Dorschner/Hartley, move to reconsider the Continental project as this is the type 
of project is something needed in Lake Elmo, Vote: 3-4, motion fails. 
 
Dodson agrees with some of the points made, but feels that they need to be the gate 
keepers of the Comprehensive Plan.  Williams stated that the current guidance is the 
result of much deliberation.  The City is undergoing a current Comprehensive Plan 
revision with a lot of deliberation.  Williams feels it is advisable to wait for the results of 
those deliberations rather than changing the Comprehensive Plan at this time.  Williams 
stated that there are other areas of the City guided high density, although there is not 
sewer available.      
 
M/S/P: Williams/Dodson, move to add a fourth finding that other property is guided for 
Urban High Density along the I94 corridor, Vote: 6-1, motion carried. 
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Larson asked if Continental was interested in moving into the high density area not 
sewered, how long it would take to get the ball rolling to have sewer to the area.  Handt 
stated that the practice in the past has been to have development pay for that cost.  It is 
about 1500 feet from the interceptor along Hudson and to go north.  Handt is not sure 
how far that parcel is, but it could take some significant time for that parcel to be 
sewered.  Handt stated that the City does not build that infrastructure.  It is all 
developer built.   
 
City Council Updates – November 7, 2017 Meeting 

i) Zoning Map Amendment to Rezone City Parks – approved 
ii) CPA & ZTA for Density in OP Developments – tabled to December 5 
iii) Easton Village 2nd & 3rd Development Agreement Amend - Denied 

 
Staff Updates 

1. Upcoming Meetings 
a. November 27, 2017 
b. December 11, 2017 

2. MAC CEP Report  
3. Comprehensive Plan Update 

 
Commission Concerns  
 
Hartley stated that in the discussion in the Comprehensive Plan meeting it is clear that 
items that come to the Planning Commission should go to the Park Commission first.  
This is because they need to be involved in the Plat decisions in regards to Parks.  It 
would streamline things if it went to Park Commission first with a memo that goes to 
Planning Commission with their packet.  Handt stated that it isn’t always possible to 
bring to Park Commission before Planning Commission because of timing.  New 
developments always go to Parks before it is brought to City Council.   
 
Kreimer stated that we do have a lot of parks, but are they in the right places?  Has 
there been any talk about reallocating land to put them in the right place.     
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:35 pm  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Joan Ziertman 
Planning Program Assistant 


















































































































