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MEMBERS PRESENT: Tracy Davis, Alice Thomas, Ivan Ims, Jim Herreid, and Joey Robison,

Richard Schulte

MEMBERS ABSENT: Steve Rholl

ALSO PRESENT: Jeff McMenemin, Rhonda Pownell, Community Development Director

1)

2)

3)
4)

a)

Jody Gunderson, Community Development Staff Brian P. O’Connell,
Recording Secretary Sandra Bremer and other interested persons

Call to Order and Approval of Agenda

Chair Davis called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

A motion was made by Thomas and seconded by Imm to approve the agenda of March 17,
2011, as amended to add an item 4d) Talk about Post June 2011. All in favor. Motion
carried.

Approval of Minutes:

A motion was made by Schulte and seconded by Herreid to approve the minutes of the
Regular Planning Commission meeting of March 3, 2011, as amended on page 1, Item 4a)
2" paragraph, change to read “...would an “event condition” for terminating an interim
use would be and...” Allin favor. Motion carried.

Unfinished Business Action Items: None

New Business Action Items
Discuss Business Park Master Plan as Requested by City Council

Chair Davis asked for a recap of the February 8 Council Work Session. Staff gave an overview
of the direction from the Council which was they wanted proposed language to address the issues
raised by the Planning Commission in their memo to the Council.

McMenemin reviewed some background on the discussion that was held regarding the concerns
raised by the Commission and the Council. He noted this plan was based on the Comprehensive
Plan and the Economic Development Plan.

Chair Davis noted that one concern was regarding the retail and housing components. The need
is to develop regulations to ensure if these components do develop, they develop in the way that
was envisioned and does not go off in a different direction.

One concern raised was the proposed phasing of the projects. It was felt that there are regulations
that could be put in place to control the phasing issues.

It was felt that it would be pretty easy to address the solutions presented by HKGi and the blanks
just need to be filled in for the controls that could be put in place.
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A concern was raised about the housing component being done too soon. It was noted that the
phasing was based on the infrastructure that is in place. This can also be controlled as to when it
is developed. The majority of the members felt that the phasing of the residential was more a
concern than the location of the proposed residential area on the map.

McMenemim noted that certain types of retail would be a useful amenity to industrial, such as
fuel stations, and could draw people to the industrial park. It would take a certain amount of fill
in of jobs before true work force housing would come in.

There was discussion of the proposed absorption strategies. There was discussion of how the
phasing would work and where the current market would start building in this area and what is
desired by the City versus where potential developers would like to build in this plan.

There was discussion of methods that could be used to list what retail uses were desirable and
which were not and how they can be regulated in the LDC. It was noted that discussion of civic
uses being allowed or not allowed in this business park needed to be discussed and better defined.

It was pointed out that the housing demand should be tied to the types of salaries and positions
that are in the business park. It was felt that there would be a range of salaries and positions
available in this type of park. It was noted that the current trend is for higher salaries to be
interested in multi-stack housing.

It was felt that in strategy 1 that options b) and ¢) would be usable but a) would not be.

It was noted that a real strategy is to simply not rezone a piece of property from AG until the City
is ready for that particular area to be developed or how it is developed; but, it does take
regulations to back this strategy. These regulations need to be inserted into the LDC and it will
have to be decided what would go in the Business Park Master Plan, if any. Some members felt
there needed to be some regulations in both the LDC and the Plan.

It was noted that before any housing is done in this area, the vacant homes in town because of the
housing crisis need to be filled to a certain ratio.

It was agreed that McMenamin would put together a list of retail uses that would be desirable in
this business park for the Commission to review.

It was agreed that strategy 1b, 1c, 2, 3, and 4 would be of interest to the Commission to pursue to
be incorporated into the regulations.

It was noted that this plan is only allowing single family attached and multiunit housing and not
allowing single family housing.

It was felt it would be hard to look at options to increase or reduce certain land uses until it has
been determined what type of retail uses are going to be allowed in the business park.

It was noted that McMenemin would draft some language regarding the proposed issues and the
Commission would review this before it is presented to the Council at a work session.
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b)

The question was raised whether there is a rationale for putting restrictions on development in the
business park and not do this in the downtown area. There has been some objection to the current
language in the draft LDC regarding the design standards for the downtown.

Develop Responses to Comments Related to the LDC from Public Hearing of March 3, 2011

Staff presented a list of uses that the colleges currently use in buildings in the proposed R1-B and
what would be the impact from the draft LDC language.

There was discussion regarding the proposed regulations that state in the PTA district all
buildings would need a conditional use permit versus what the current LDC states that only those
buildings over 50 feet require a conditional use permit. The colleges would prefer the current
language instead of the conditional use permits for all buildings being required. It was agreed
that the members felt the proposed LDC language should remain and the rationale be explained to
the colleges. It was felt that a lot of buildings could be constructed less than 50 feet that would
not be desirable to the residential neighbors across the street which is why the language was
changed in the new draft.

It was suggested that the CD-S column be removed from Table 2.7-1 as it is not relevant because
the colleges can do most things in the PTA area and the footnote in the table states that. Staff felt
that if this is removed, someone will ask what can be done in this district. It was felt that the
column should be there but make the footnote larger and more explicit. It was felt that the
definition in the proposed LDC for colleges did not have to be changed. It was felt that the
colleges had more flexibility without adding a “P” to the table for certain uses and use the
footnote as the explanation.

There was discussion regarding why single family homes would not be allowed in the IDA or
PTA of the CD-S district. There was concern that allowing one, two and three family dwellings
would allow the colleges to spread easier into existing residential areas along the perimeter of the
PTA zone since the College could then assert that one, two and three family residences are
permitted in the CD-S zone and provide a basis for a rezoning of areas zoned residential. It was
noted that the way to prevent this is to not rezone existing residential homes owned by the college
into the CD-S district.

The issue of college owned homes in the proposed R1-B district. It was noted that a clarification
needs to be made that any home that has been converted into an office will become non-
conforming in the draft LDC, there is nothing stopping them from converting them back to a
single family home as long as it conforms to the district. Under the proposed LDC colleges will
not be able to convert a single family home into an office use for the college in the R1-B district.
The members agreed that if the colleges lost this right to have an office use in a residential district
that was indeed the intent of the proposed LDC. The proposed LDC would allow any reuse of
these current college related office uses only to be converted back to one, two or three family
residences.
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d)

5)

b)

c)

The issue of the Arts Union building was discussed. It was felt that this building could be
identified as a “PE” in the use table. This would allow the college to use this building as it is and
make changes or additions to the building. It was noted that this building has been issued a
conditional use permit to make the changes that are being constructed because they are already
started. Once the project that is underway is done it would become non-conforming if it is not
designated as a “PE.” The “PE” removes the status of non-conforming from the building and
would allow it to be rebuilt. It was noted that another approach might be to add the uses that are
proposed to be in the Arts Union building as permitted uses in the table which would allow the
uses in the Arts Union building to be a permitted use in the proposed zone. It was also suggested
that an adaptive reuse provision for uses in the Arts Union building be looked at in the future. It
was decided that staff would work with the City Attorney to determine how to best provide for
the Arts Union as a “PE” in the area to be zoned R1-B and also to make a distinction between the
Arts Union as a “PE” and not have this same provision be applicable to existing office uses in
areas to be zoned R1-B.

It was agreed that gazebos, decks, etc, should be allowed in the CD-S district in the accessory use
table.

The issue was raised of an industrial uses indoors regarding adding to allow “any storage of bulk
liquids incidental to a principle use be subject to regulations.”

It was a decision of the Commission to allow for the design standards of the downtown to be
allowed west of the highway.

It was noted that the Planning Commission would like to schedule a work session on March 24,
2011, to continue this discussion.

In response to a meeting request from the Chamber, it was agreed that if the Council feels a
meeting is necessary, they should be the ones meeting with the Chamber.

Discuss Strategy to Review Remaining Unfinished Items of LDC
This item was moved to the work session scheduled for March 24, 2011.
Discuss what happens after June 2011

This item was moved to the March 24, 2011, work session.

Reports and Updates

Comments from Planning Commission Chair: None

Comments from Planning Commission Liaisons: None

Comments and Updates from Staff
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Staff noted that the lead planner from Dakota County called and they have a committee structure
that is advisory to the County Board and have received a request and met and will be forwarding
their recommendation to the County Board to approve an easement to protect the property just
north of the City as agricultural. If the City has any idea of doing something different with this
property, they would not be able to do that because of the County action. This was for
information only.

6) Adjournment

A motion was made by Herried and seconded by Schulte to adjourn the meeting. All in
favor. Motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:31 p.m.

Submitted by:

Sandra Bremer
Recording Secretary
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Tracy Davis, Ivan Ims, Jim Herreid, Joey Robison, and Richard Schulte

MEMBERS ABSENT: Steve Rholl and Alice Thomas
ALSO PRESENT: Community Development Director Jody Gunderson, Community
Development Staff Brian P. O’Connell, and other interested persons

1) Call to Order and Approval of Agenda
Chair Davis called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
A motion was made by Imm and seconded by Herreid to approve the agenda of March 24,
2011. All'in favor. Motion carried.

3) Unfinished Business Action Items: None

4) New Business Action Items

a) Review and Discuss Responses to Comments Related to the LDC From Public Hearing of

March 3, 2011

Staff reviewed the staff report and indicated what changes to the LDC were made as a result of
the comments.

It was noted that Schulte had contacted the Chamber and noted the response that he got from the
Chamber. He was told they have established a task force and that task force will be meeting on
March 31, 2011, to discuss their comments in order to be more detailed. The Chamber feels they
were asked to focus on the commercial section. The Chamber would like to meet with the
Planning Commission following this meeting of the task force. If the Planning Commission feels
it is not appropriate for the Chamber to meet with the Planning Commission, the Chamber would
like their comments brought forth to the City Council at the next public hearing. The Chamber
feels the Planning Commission does not understand the consequences of the language proposed
in the LDC. The Commission members felt another meeting would be appropriate with the
Planning Commission as long as ground rules are established for the meeting.

There was discussion regarding the timeline and that before a meeting is scheduled, it would be
good to know what came out of this task force meeting.

The members agreed that the Analysis in the Staff report accurately reflected the opinion of the
Planning Commission. Staff noted that Thomas raised a concern that if the Colleges believe that
this approach is isolated to the college transition zone maybe a paragraph that the LDC has
similar transition zones in other districts should be added. Staff noted that the transition zone
from commercial to residential is similar but not the same because the residential areas are
permitted in this transition zone whereas in the PTA the uses are conditional. It was noted that
the members did not feel the colleges were concerned about being treated differently than other
transition zones.

It was noted that the letter to St. Olaf and Carleton Colleges should include an explanation on
why it was decided to not include all college owned property in the R1-B in the CD-S.
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b)

It was suggested that a letter be drafted to the colleges and that it be reviewed by the Planning
Commission members. A similar letter would be drafted to the Chamber.

A motion was made by Imm and seconded by Schulte to direct the Chair to write letters to
both St. Olaf and Carleton Colleges responding to their comments from the public hearing.
All in favor. Motion carried.

Schulte felt that one more effort to meet with the Chamber would be appropriate to try to work
out the issues that are raised by their task force. He would like to have a meeting that would
address the commercial aspects of the LDC. All members at this meeting should be allowed to
talk. The Chamber should be able to raise their issues and then the Planning Commission should
be allowed to explain their rationale for the language. This meeting needs to focus on the word
changes that would alleviate their concerns that everyone would be in agreement with.

It was noted that before a meeting is held with the Chamber, the Commission needs to have the
Chamber’s response to review. It was agreed that if a meeting is scheduled, it would be a joint
meeting and would be co-chaired. It was suggested that a facilitator be used for the meeting.

Staff reviewed the information that would be presented to the Council for review at their April 12
meeting.

A motion made by Schulte and seconded by Imm to draft a letter to respond to the
Chamber of Commerce letter of March 17 that they would like to have more detailed
information about their concerns with the LDC and then possibly meet with the Chamber
regarding these concerns. All in favor. Motion carried.

Discuss Strategy to Review Remaining Unfinished Items of LDC

Staff presented a suggested order for review of the items left to be completed.

Discuss Strategy for After June 2011

There was discussion about what will happen after June 2011. It was noted that regarding
development projects, the City will continue to retain planning help but the applicant will be
paying the entire costs of review. When it comes to zoning board of appeals matters, it will be in
response to an applicant wanting a variance. These types of applications have been done by City
staff in the past without the use of consultants for single and two-family. In regards to larger non-
residential variances, they will be handled by planning consultants and the applicant will be
paying the costs of this review.

There was discussion on what types of reviews the Planning Commission is required to do and
those they are not required to be done by the Planning Commission but have done in the past,
example: review of plats. It was noted that if the Planning Commission is required to do certain
reviews, they would require staff time.
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5)

It was suggested that some or all of the tasks outlined could be assigned to a subcommittee that
would have three members tackle an issue and then report back to the full Commission. No
action can be taken at a subcommittee meeting. Several subcommittees could be set up to deal
with specific items which means that several items could be in review at the same time by
different subcommittees.

It was noted that the secretarial support for taking minutes is not anticipated to change for the
Planning Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals because of the need for accurate records to be
relayed to the City Council to make the final decision based on the recommendation from the
Planning Commission or to meet State Statutes requirements.

There was discussion about the role of the new Community Development Director in relationship
to the Planning Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals meetings. It is not expected that this
position will attend every Planning Commission meeting unless there is a specific need for staff
support.

It was noted that the Planning Commission may have to lean more on the City Council and the
City Council will have to take a stronger role to guide the Planning Commission.

It was suggested that Staff put together a step by step process for when an applicant comes in the
door to apply for an application. Staff noted that these are administrative processes that do not
affect the process of the Planning Commission review.

There was discussion of the Planning Commission holding a retreat to have a full discussion
regarding these issues. It was agreed that they would hold a retreat on April 2 or April 9 to
discuss their strategy regarding staff support and the issues going to Council on April 12.

The members felt that the Chamber’s response needs to be in the City’s office by April 5 in order
for them to be considered on the April 7 meeting. It was felt that after the comments from the
Chamber are received and reviewed, it can be decided if a meeting is needed or not.
Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.

Submitted by:

Sandra Bremer
Recording Secretary
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Northfield Planning Commission Retreat DRAFT
Saturday, 2 April 2011

Present: Davis, Herreid, Imm, Rholl, Robison, Schulte, Thomas
Also present: None

Chair Davis called the meeting to order at 8:10 a.m.

A motion was made by Schulte and seconded by Imm to approve the agenda. Commission
agreed to re-order the agenda items, putting agenda item #3 ahead of #2. Agenda approved with
all in favor.

The Commission reviewed previous memos from the Mayor and City staff and discussed the
Commission’s requirements for staff support. Comments and ideas were exchanged, and a memo
was drafted which will be finalized at the 4/7 Planning Commission meeting, then sent to the
Mayor and City Council.

The Commission reviewed its 2011 goals and adjusted the timelines per the attached draft for
Agenda Item #2 (attached). This draft is to be finalized at the 4/7 Planning Commission meeting
and forwarded to the City Council for review and feedback.

The Commission discussed the items in the draft Land Development Code which have not yet
received thorough Commission review. In light of the anticipated departure of Brian O’Connell
in July, the order of priority was reevaluated to make the best use of available resources
especially during the 2" quarter of 2011. The new review order produced for Agenda Item #3
(attached) is to be finalized at the 4/7 Planning Commission meeting and forwarded to the City
Council.

The Commission discussed a variety of strategies to enhance and improve communication
among and between the Planning Commission and the Mayor and City Council, City
Administrator and other City staff, and other boards and commissions. A memo with suggestions
and recommendations was drafted and is to be finalized at the 4/7 Planning Commission
meeting.

The Commission discussed policy and process regarding recommendations to the City Council
on current or urgent issues, e.g. the possible PUD amendment for The Crossing, or the potential
closure of the downtown post office. The discussion item primarily served as an opportunity for
members to exchange questions and points of view. There were some questions about what
course of action would be most appropriate if the Commission believes errors of process or
information occurred. (The batteries on the audio recorder ran out in the middle of this last item.)

The meeting was adjourned at 11:58 a.m.
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Selected excerpts from the Business Park Master Plan are attached to this staff report to assist the
Commission in framing the request for advice from the HRA.

RECOMMENDATION:

SUBMITTED BY: Brian P. O’Connell, Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission memorandum November 23, 2011
2. Excerpts from Business Park Master Plan
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