TAKE HIMO PLANNING COMMISSION MEETLNG
APRTI, 13, 1981

Chairmen Michels called the meeting to order at T:li5 p.m.

ROLL CALL: TIumdguist, Gifford, Lyall, Crombie, Prince, Halden, and:Dreher (8:05)
Alpo, Administrator Whittaker,

MINUTRES s Tabled
ROSSOW HEARING: Chairmen Michels reconvened the Rossow hearing at T:L5 p.m,

Mr, and Mrs. Tim Dwyer signed the Rossow application to officially incélude
their property in the rezoning reguest.

Rossow sald residential use is proposed for the property south of the powey
line,

Robert Turentine, Rossow's attorney, reviewed the location and topography

of the preperty. Ille stated that the Roesow's have had no success in selling
their platted lots and subhiitted thet his clients feel there is no market
for residentilel lots along Fighwey 36. He contacted the City Planner and
gtated he is aware that this proposal is in conflict with the Comp Plam, but
he feels since this ares was discussed for commercial use during the development
the plan that this proposlal 1s reasonable and compatible with the over-all
land use for that area, Mr. Turentine also talked to Vie ‘Ward, Mset Council
Repregentative, who indicated thai the. Mel Councll would not object if the
ity would revise the use along Highway 36, Mr, Ward said this would take

a ravigion of the Comp Plan. Mr, Turentine said the Plannher had originally
suggeated this strlp be commercial; and countends that under the present
gzoning the 3 lots that front Highway 36 cannot be sold, are not suitable
for farming, and the only use is the one proposed.

Mr, Rossow proposes contrveting two pole type office buildings., The lot
sizes would remain the same, and Mr, Rossow sald the ponding area on the west
end of the property, deleted by Valley Branch om the original design plan,
could be reestablished and wonld adequately serve this proposal,

Chairmen Michels read the comments made by Mayor HEder on March 23, 1981,

. Mr. Rossow agsked what would be necesgsary, besides a rezoning request, to
initate reviw of this avea by the City Council, Prince noted that the Council
is not interested in changing the zoning along Highway 36, She stated that
there are several commercial areas within the City.where the Council wants
to encourage commercial development, Several members of the Commission share
this position., Prince also sited the Demontreville Highluhds area’along:’
Highway 36, where residential development has been succeasful,

LeRoy Rossow, Sr. said that five acre lots are not as saleable as 1 1/2 acre
lota such as in Demontreville Hishlandsy and tha + the amount of berm area
neceasary Lo gereen the highway, and malke the lots saleable, is prohibitive,
He said their lots south of the powerline have a natural berrier, but the lots
along Highway 36 are urmenageable. He does not feel this proposal is detri-~
mental to the City,.

i~

( Lyall asked aboul the pole building, now under constructlion, Mr. Rossow, BSr.,
sald only the poles are up, the buwilding is wwsesble, and feels it is
ridiculons to take this much of the building down to satisfy the City's
demandsa.,
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ROSSOW HEARTNG: Administrator Whittaker said the City Council has not initiated review
of this area primarily because they do not feel circumstances or attitudes
have changed, since the Comp Plan was ddopted, to justify reevaluation, The
36 corridor was discussed at length during the plars development, Lee
Rossow, Jr, sald that shortly-after théy -asked for subdivision approval
they came in and asked for this same type of rezoning. This was just
prior to Comp FPlan approvel. At that time, he said, he was told that the
36 corridor was going 1o be commercial and they were advised to wait: since
they had no definite planned uge., 'They followed this recommendation and

tabled the reguest until they hed a proposal and needed the property rezoned,
Now they have a proposal, need s rezoning, and feel the Council has had three
years to initiate a change in the Comp Plan. They feel nothing was done
hecause no one asked for a change.

The Administrator sald that at the time Tri-Star ceme in, the Comncil was
congldéring the present plan and, as the Planner told Mr, Turentine, considered
an alternmative showing commercial on Highway 36 in various areas that would
accomodate frontage roads, provide the necessary setbacks from the highway
and powexlirves, etc. After much consideration, they decided that this wae
not an appropriate place for commercial before 1990,

Iee Hossow, Jr, sald this proposal is for a small rural business.md: there: wonld
be minimum truck and cer traffic., He is a small electrical contractor, They
need facilities to store materials and work on their trucks, He feels their
property is very suitable for what they are proposing.

Gifford agrees with many of the applicants comments; and feels because of the
number of requests that have been received for.alternate uses in this area,
that the Plamming Commisgsion should recommend that the City Couneil actively
pursue a review of this area and consider an smendment to the Comp Plan.

The Commission discussed the land use across Highway 36, in Crant Township,
Whittaker stated that Grant Townghip has indicated that no additional come
mercial or husiness use is plammed slong the north gide of the Highway.

Crombie asked Mr, Rossow, Jr., why the pole building wae erected without a
permit. Mr. Rossow said that at the time they platted the property it was
zoned Ag, and they received information from the City that Ag buildings on
Ag land did not require a building permit., They also were told that there
would be no problems building the first structure on that land. Therefore,
they proceeded to bulld a pole type building, whith:  they considered an ag
building to be used for private storage. They still intend to use the
building for storage. Mr. Rossow stated that State Statute exempts agri-
cultural buildings and dwellings from buildng code and building vermit laws,
Crombie agreed this is ftrue if the use 1§ for Ag purposes. Mr, Rossow said
this is a gray area with the City taking an opposite pdint of view.

Crombie asked Mr, Dwyer, who purchased the home on the Tri-Star property,

if he bought the house for a primevy residence, Mr, Dwyer sald ves, Crombie
asked why, now, it is not suitable for a primary residence. IMr, Duyer said
it 8t111 is; but, he would also like to build a pole barn so he can do
mechanic and body work, Mr. Duyer said he bought there because he Lliked the
house and liked living in this area. He did note that is noisy in the front
of the house. MNrs, Dwyer said the main reason they bought was because they
thought that the property would inveitably be commercials and, they were
interested in starting their own small business,
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ROGZOW REZONING: Councillor Fraser restated comments made at a previous meeting relsting
to the restrictions end requirements imposed on developers of commercial
property ve the unreasonableness of the City to grant exceptions that
would not impose the same restitetions or requirements,

Crombie felt that had Tri-Star made a diligett” effort three vears ago to
finish their plat, complete their road, and put the lots on the market, .

the lots would have mold, He feels that because the economic picture for
lot sales has changed, that the developers are coming back at the City for

g more vigble use, Leroy Rossow, Sr, sald it was the economics that have
held them bhack, Crombie said the City camnot change its plan just because
there is no market for lots., Mr, Rossow, Sr. seid:the lo%s dlong Highivay
36 woild never sell, Crombie todk imsue with this, stating the lot with the
exlsting house gold, and “ - lots in Demontreville Highland, Indian Hills,
and other developments along 36 are selling. He feels there would be a
great inequity in requiring some commercial developers to follow the letter
of the law, while permitting others to construct subestandard (as relates to
commercial use) pole buildings for the same type of business, He feels

Iy doing this the City would lose control and end up the big loser, Crombie
asked Mr. Rossow why he doen't buy a parcel: inia commercial area, such as
Brooknién®Addition, for his business. Mr. Rossow sald he camnot afford to
do this. Crombie does not feel Mr, Rossow can expect the City to bail him
out financieally, by rezoning hisvproperty for a more economically desiresble
usej nor, is the City going to bail out Daytons or any other developer because
of economios,

¥r, Rossow, Jr. stated that his building meets the Minnesota Puilding Code,
Crombie asked I1f the building meets the Minnesots Building Code for use

asg e commercial building on comercially zoned property, IMr, Rossow said
it meets the buildng code and they have gone throught it with the Building
Ingpector, He also sald they have no plans to sell off any acreage to
other businesses, ‘ ‘

Cromble does not believe this property should be rezoned and said rural
residential ie o reasonable alternstive uge,

Tundguist guestioned if the present residence could remain in a commercial
zone, The Administrator reviewed the reguirements on this with the (ome
. migsion. :

'Gifford feels that the burden is on the City Council and it is their obligation
to review this area and decide what can be done.

Chairmen Michels closed the hedring at 8:27 p.m.

Adminigtrator Whittaker said the Council will view this as to what conditions
have changed since the Comp Plan was adopted in 1979, Because an application
for change is submitted, © " does not necessarily mean anything has changed.
He said the Counicil has discussed this question mumerable +times and has-
looked at the issues and alternatives.,

Gifford maintained that this area is not feasible for residential,
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Michels suggested two alternstives: 1., a recommendabion from the
Planning Commission for a review of the corridori-or, 2, a group
representation of property owners aleng Highway 36 requesting the
Council to review the Highway 36 area., He feels the second alternative
would be the most effective.

The Administrator suggested that the regidenits petition the Council
for such & review., The Commission agreed,

The Administrator ontlined the rational behind the present zoning:

1. From 1965 on, this area has always been Ag or rural residential in
nature,

2. lack of highways -

3. Lack of City streets to service commercial and the additional expense
to provide them.

L. Yo gewer or water.

5. Police patrol to this area is minimal. State Patrel handles some of
the area,

6. Tire protection

7. Aesthetics,

The general philosophy has been that development should be clustered next
to exinting development and should stage from that point so that services
can: he adegquately and economically provided. Alaso, the Council and the
Commiseion, generally agreed that It is not necessary to have commercial
use on every highwaye. '

Halden gueationed the desirabillty of going through a commercial ares to
Zet to e regidential area,

Lundquiét suggested Tri-3tar sbandon thelr present plat and replat the
area south of the powerline, leaving the area along Highway 36 permanently
open, Under the present zoning, they would have the same number of

lots,

Michels does not think .spot zoning is the answen -as services become af-...: -
economic problem:to the City: Mr, Turenting submitted that: sedvices for::
commercisl .or regidential would be the same.

The Commission generally feld that if the property were rezoned commerciasl
the Uity would lose control should the buildings or property be resold
and g more intenelve use put in,

Printe moved, seconded by Halden, to recommend that the City Counell deny
the request of Lee Rossow and Tim Duyer to rezone Tots.l & 2, Bleck 1 and
Lot 1 Block 2 to General Business. The Commiseion cited the following
reasong for denials o

l. 'The Commission does not feel there has been significant change in
conditions since the Comp Plan was adopbed in 1979,

2. The Commission opposes spot zoning,

3, Lack of Clty servioes 'to ‘thig aves to accomodate commercial.

L. Aesthetics,

Motion cerried 8w0,

Gifford moved, to recommend that the City Council actively review
the soning along the 36 Corridor for the benefit of the residents who
continue to request guch =zoning,
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Wnittaicer told the Commliasion that any recommendation for review of the
36 Corridor should clearly state thelreasons why, and should reflett-the
Commisaiong intentions.

Lundquist suggested changing the wording to reflact a review of the
permitted uses for the land between the powerline and Highway 36,

Michels felt that the Planning Commigslon had to resch an agreement on the
uge of the Corridor bhefore meking a recommendation to the Council. Hé ' Peels
that the entire corridorimigt be addréssédy and that the City should not
spot . gone anything, —Crombié-and -Iimdquist agreed, Prince feels the ares
ghould remain as it is presently zoneds; but, would consider s less intense
commercial nage for post 1990, as provided in the Comp Plan. Halden sympathizes
with the property owners and feels these residents should be heard, If
circumstances loviconditions have hanged since the Comp Plan was adopted,
then thé plan-should be’reviewed and a change considered. She svggested
that the residentson the peripherals ... should be.poled and breught into
the discussion, Dreher said the motion to deny ‘reflected his - ‘opinion,
Lyall agreed with Michelss but would like to consider review of the area,
again, Glfford withdrew her motion,

The-Adminisirator will place this topic.on a Puture agenda for discussion,

LAKE FELMO BUSINESS ASSCCIATION: Loura fraser briefed the Commission on the current position
of the Pusiness Association for the (ld Village dowmtown area. She said
theyvoted to address an over-zll plan, dut, to date,no plans have been developed

there is no strong desire or motiviation, even within the community, to

develop a plan or motiff for the area, Ms. Fraser reviewed the Associatiorls
thoughts about the entire business area in Lake Flmo; and outlined three
directions of development they feel are logical and likely,.

1, 'The area along the Chicago Northwestern tracks for light industry or
for buginesgs not affected by the rallroad.
2. The (Old Village area = buginess will be oriented to those uses that have
low parking needs rather thant those that require a great deal of parking
or high volumes of tralfic, They believe what is in the downtown area
toGay most likely will remain,
3¢ They feel eventually homes in the downtown ares will evolve into business
and they recommend that the City not encourage residential use that would
be troubled by or deter buminess later on,

The Business Association does not envision pursuing a plan at this time.
Ho one favors an "0ld Pown" motiff through the downtown area, Many favor
the arehitecture of the new bank huilding, o

The Business Assoc:ation opposed the landfill site for the new City Office
building, They favor sites with proximity to the Old Village., Gifford
agreod with this position,

Michels asked their position on the drainage problems in the downtown area.
Me. Fraser said there is a great deal of interest and that the Executive
Committee has set up a task force to address the drainage problem,

The Business Association meets at 12:00 P.M, the first Monday of each month
at the ¥White Eat Restaurant.
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IOWNTOWN AREA ~ Additional Discussion Itemg -~
Traffic on County 17 and Highway 5 - The Administrator was asked to check
if Mn/DOI or the County would consider stop lighte or an island at this
intersection, The Administrator reported that the County does not feel
there is a problem in this areas because ther have been no ascidents, Mn/DOT
refuses to lower the speed limit beyond the present LO MPH, The County
feels there are several other ingeections within the County that should be
stud ied before considering anything at the 17 end 5 intersection. Iake
Elmo Elementary is not a determining fector.

Prince had assgked about sidewalks along Leke FElmo Avenue from seuth of the
tracks up to Highway 5. The primery concern was for - the. children who
wallk to school, The Administrator reported that the cost for sidewalks
ig $6 to $10 per lineal foot,

‘Prince also asked 1if. there wes anv plan to previde sccess to Lake Flmo
Hardwood Iumber from County 15, so that thé largé limbar trueks dbrnot
have. to pass thirough the residential area. ©She said their large trucks
are very offensive to the neighborhood around them, The Administrator
said there are no plansg for a road to the sast from Lake Flmo Hardwood to
Count 150

Londfill - Rezgienal Park -~ Lyall asked about the possibility of the Regional
Perk being used as a landfill site, The Administrator reviewed the _
background of the situation and stated that the City opposes this site

for a landfill and opposes landfills in general, Thig position has been
gonveyed to all parties involved in the landfill guestion,.

PEPIN BUILDING: The Administrator reported that the Pepin Boilding at the corner of
Laverne and Highwy 5 has not been zoned General Business, He recommended
the Commission schedule a hearing to corrvect the zoning,

Michels moved, seconded by Cromble, to set a public hearing for reszoriing of
the Pepin Building on June 8, 1981, at T:L5 p.n, Motion carrvied 8-0,

TARTAN MEADOWS: The City Engineer reviewed the final plat. ALl the problems have been
corrected. Two curves on Leewerd Avenue have to be modified and shown on
the finsl plat before the Council can approve it, The temporary cul-de-sac
will be deeded to the Cityy but not indicated on the plat, 4 cash/land
donation will cover “the park donation,

Prince moved, seconded by Dreher, to recommend that the City Council approve
the finsl plat for Tartan Meadows, subject to the recommendation of the City
Engineer, per his April 13, 1981, letter, Motion carried 8-0,

ROBERT SCHOENECKER - SIMPLE I.OT DIVISICN:
The Commigsion reviewed the location mep., Mr. Schoenecker hes two odd
shaped parcels, He would like teo relocate the lot line and divide the
property into two equal parcels, Zach lot will be about 1,95 acres,
Both lots will have the required frontage on Highway 5. A perc test has
been done and Mn/DOT has approved the driveway access,

Halden moved, seconded by dreher, to recommend the City Council approve the
gimple lot subdivision for Robert Schoenecker, Discussion: Crombie asked
why simple lot divisions were not subject to Valley Branch review, Engineer
review, park donation, etc, Whittaker sald that the Ordirance does not
require public improvements or the process of review for simple lot divisiona.
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SCHOENIXKER: The Commission asked about how simple lot divisions differ from subdivisions
and how Valley Branch is involved in each, Whittsker said he will bring
this question to the Counell's attention,
Motion cerried 8«0, This will be on the next Ceuncil agendsa,

ADJOURN: 11:00 p.m.
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AGENDA
LAKE ELMO PLANNING COMMISSION
April 13, 1981

7:30 P. M, -----"----—- Meeting convenes
--Minutes
7:45 P. M., =--memceeee- Rezoning, Lee Rossow
8:00 P.M, —---------—- Lake Elmo Business Association

Downtown Planning

9:00 P.M. —------------ Final Plat, Tartan Meadows

9:30 P.M. -----meemee- Simple Lot Division
Robert Schoenecker

____________ Redefine AG
____________ 50th. Street, Oakdale

———————————— Schedule Hearing on
Conservancy Ordinance



