AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
CITY OF SHOREVIEW

DATE: DECEMBER 13, 2016

TIME: 7:00 PM

PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL
LOCATION: 4600 NORTH VICTORIA

1. CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
November 15, 2016

3. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS
MEETING DATE: November 21, 2016 and December 5, 2016
Brief Description of Meeting process- Chair John Doan

4. NEW BUSINESS

A. SITE AND BUILDING PLAN REVIEW*
FILE NO: 2646-16-45
APPLICANT: Station 19 Architects
LOCATION: 3495 North Victoria Street

5. MISCELLANEOUS
A. BUILDING HEIGHT-Text Amendment
B. BEEKEEPING- Text Amendment
C. CHAIR/VICE CHAIR APPOINTMENTS

City Council Meeting Assignments for December 19, 2016, January 3, 2016
And January 17, 2016 are, Planning Commissioners Mc Cool, Peterson, and Thompson.

6. ADJOURNMENT

*These agenda items require City Council review or action. The Planning Commission will
hold a hearing, obtain public comment, discuss the application and forward the application to
City Council. The City Council will consider these items at their regular meetings which are
held on the 1% or 3" Monday of each month. For confirmation when an item is scheduled at
City Council, please check the City’s website at www.shoreviewmn.gov or contact the Planning
Department at 651-490-4682 or 651-490-4680



http://www.shoreviewmn.gov/

SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
November 15, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

Vice Chair Brian McCool called the November 15, 2016 Shoreview Planning Commission
meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners were present: Vice Chair McCool; Commissioners, Ferrington,
Peterson, Solomonson, Thompson and Wolfe.

Chair Doan was absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to
approve the November 15, 2016 Planning Commission meeting agenda as
submitted.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to
approve the October 25, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes as
submitted.

VOTE: Ayes - 5 Nays - 0 Abstain - 1 (Ferrington)

REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle

The following applications were approved by the City Council as recommended by the Planning
Commission:

= Special Purpose Fence, 224 Janice Street
- Comprehensive Sign Plan - Topline Advertising/Target Corporation
= Comprehensive Sign Plan, Time Properties LLC, 3999 Rice Street

The Council supported the Concept PUD presented by Greco for redevelopment of the property
at 1005 Gramsie Road.



NEW BUSINESS

VARIANCE

FILE NO: 2644-16-43

APPLICANT: DELORES MITTELMARK
LOCATION: 266 LION LANE

Presentation by Economic Development and Planning Associate Niki Hill

The application is to reduce the 10-foot minimum rear setback for an accessory structure. The
setback would be reduced to 3 feet. The new accessory structure would be a 160 square foot
shed that on an existing concrete foundation.

The applicant states that while the existing shed is 10 feet from the rear property line, it is half on
and half off the existing concrete slab, which makes it difficult to comply with tie-down
requirements. The existing shed is in an awkward position in the yard. Placement of the shed is
limited because the east side of the property is an unimproved road right-of-way where structures
are prohibited.

Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with City land use and housing policies. Placing the
shed in the proposed location is a reasonable use of the property. Practical difficulty is present.
Unique circumstances include the concrete slab constructed by a previous owner for a previous
shed. Using the concrete slab for the new shed would have the least impact to existing
vegetation and would allow installation of an access ramp. There is a fence between the
structure and rear lot line and also a row of trees just inside the lot line of the adjoining neighbor
that provides screening. No homes are close to the rear lot line and there would be no visual
impact.

Notices were sent to property owners within 150 feet. Adjacent neighbors have provided letters
of support for putting the new shed on the concrete slab where a shed was located for a previous
owner. Two additional comments of support have been received. Staff is recommending
approval with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Solomonson asked if the previous structure was legal. Ms. Hill stated that a
permit was not issued for the previous structure. The home was built in 1956, and it is not
known what rear setback requirements were at that time.

Ms. Mittlemark, Applicant, 266 Lion Lane, stated that the first shed on the slab was a small
aluminum shed that collapsed under snow.

Vice Chair McCool asked how long the existing shed has been on the slab that you can see on
the picture. Ms. Mittlemark stated that she received approval for it last September.



Commissioner Peterson expressed support for the proposal because of the unique circumstances
of needing to tie down the structure and the screening provided.

Commissioner Solomonson questioned the right to rebuild on the concrete pad since the previous
structure was totally torn down. The positive is that the structure will not impact any adjacent
structures, but support of the neighbors should not be a reason for approval.

Commissioner Ferrington agreed with Commissioner Peterson in of the variance but noted
Commissioner Solomonson’s concern. Her view is that with the safety issue and the walkway
next to the property means one less property that could be impacted.

Commissioner Thompson expressed support because the application meets the requirement of
unique circumstances.

Vice Chair McCool echoed Commissioner Solomonson’s statements. If the request for a new
concrete pad in this location, he would not support it. If nothing is allowed on the pad, the pad
will continue to exist in its location with nothing on it. Reusing the slab instead of disturbance of
turf makes sense. The encroachment is for a small structure. While not a basis for a decision,
neighbors do support the proposal.

Commissioner Wolfe expressed his support because if the slab is left without a structure, it will
look unfinished.

MOTION: by Commissioner Thompson, seconded by Commissioner Solomonson to
approve the variance request submitted by Delores Mittelmark, 266 Lion Lane, to
reduce the required 10 foot rear setback to 3 feet for an accessory structure and
adopt Resolution 16-106, subject to the following conditions:

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the
Variance application. Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City
Planner, will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.

2. This approval will expire after one year if the structure is not relocated.

3. The structure shall be used for the personal storage of household and lawn equipment.

4. The structure shall not be used in any way for commercial purposes.

This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.

This motion is based on the following findings:

1. The variance request to locate the shed in the proposed location closer to the rear lot line
represents a reasonable use of the property. City Code permits detached structures as an
accessory use. By establishing these provisions, the City deems that a detached structure
represents a reasonable use of the property provided Code standards are met.

2. The variance request stems from the uniqueness of the existing cement foundation
location that was not created by the property owner. The concrete slab was constructed
by a previous owner, and the previous shed was located on the pad at least a decade ago
(as verified for aerial photographs), well before the applicant purchased the property a



few years ago. Locating the new shed on the existing cement foundation would have the
least amount of impact to the existing vegetation on the lot and would allow the
homeowner to install a ramp for access.

3. The shed location will not alter the essential character of the existing neighborhood. The
proposed shed location is the same location as the previous shed that collapsed under the
weight of the snow. Additionally, there is a fence between the structure and the rear yard
which assists with screening along with a row of trees inside the neighboring property
line. There are no homes within close proximity to the proposed shed location, and no
additional visual impact caused by the structure being closer to the property line. The
applicant has also provided letters from adjacent neighbors indicating their support on
moving the structure back to the concrete pad location where the previous shed was
located.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

STANDARD VARIANCE-MINOR SUBDIVISION*

FILE NO: 2642-16-41
APPLICANT: POLICOFF / LOEWEN
LOCATION: 4380/ 4376 REILAND LANE

Presentation by Economic Development and Planning Associate Niki Hill

The application requests a lot line adjustment between 4380 Reiland Lane and 4376 Reiland
Lane that would transfer one-half of Lot 4, owned by the Policoffs, to the Loewens who own the
other half of Lot 4. Both properties are riparian lots on Snail Lake. A variance is needed for the
Loewen property because it does not meet the required 100 feet of width.

Both properties are located in the R1 Detached Residential and Shoreland Overlay Districts.
Drainage and utility easements are required along property lines and over infrastructure,
watercourses and wetlands, drainage ways and/or flood ways.

The applicant states the Policoffs would reserve the 191 square foot area that covers the existing
driveway to continue their access from Reiland Lane to their home which sits on Lots 5 and 6.
The request does not create any new lots. The subdivision will be combined with the existing
portion of Lot 4 owned by the Loewens and be used as yard area. The unique circumstance is
the substandard condition of Parcel A which does not meet the minimum 100-foot lot width
requirement or the required 15,000 square feet of lot area. Combining Lots A and B results in a
lot area of 19,334 square feet, which reduces the nonconformity of the property and brings it
closer to Code compliance. The lot width would remain substandard at 89 feet. No development
or change in use of the subdivided property is proposed. There will be no impact on the
character of the neighborhood. Setbacks of existing structures are not impacted. Municipal
sanitary sewer and well water service are provided to both parcels and will not change.

Staff finds that practical difficulty is present. The property at 4376 is a substandard riparian lot
with frontage of 42 feet at the property line. Combining the two proposed parcels would double
the width to approximately 89 feet. The existing homes and driveway accesses will not change.



Adjacent property owners were notified of the application. No comments have been received.
Staff finds that the proposal complies with the Development Code standards and recommends
approval with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Solomonson asked the distance from the Policoff driveway to the new property
line and whether there is a buffer. Ms. Hill referred to the Certificate of Survey shows the
property line does not directly follow the driveway.

Vice Chair asked if an additional 10 feet were discussed so that no variance would be needed for
lot width. Further, would the land be used for a garage or other structure?

Mr. Keith Loewen, 4376 Reiland Lane, Applicant, stated that there was no discussion of an
additional 10 feet to the subdivision. The land has been set aside to for preservation and is
restricted. There are no plans for any structure.

Vice Chair McCool and Commissioners agreed that this is a straight forward application. It
makes sense to add width and area to a small substandard lot.

Variance

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to
approve the variance request submitted by Keith and Kendal Loewen for their
property at 4376 Reiland Lane, to waive the 100 foot width requirement and adopt
Resolution No. 16-105 subject to the following conditions:

1. This approval is subject to approval of the Minor Subdivision application by the City
Council.

2. This approval will expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with
Ramsey County.

3. The approval is subject to a 5 day appeal period.

This motion is based on the following findings:

1. The applicant is proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner. The current
homes and access with stay the same with the land exchange. No new development is
proposed.

2. Unique circumstances are present due to the existing lot configurations. The property at
4736 Reiland Land is a substandard riparian lot that has a current frontage of 42 feet at
the front property line. With Lot 4 being split into the separate parcels currently,
combining the two parts would double the amount of average width to approximately 89
feet as measured from the front, building setback and OWH lines. This will also nearly
double square footage for the property at 4376 Reiland Lane.



3. The character of the neighborhood will not be altered at all. The existing homes and
access to them will not be changed with the minor subdivision nor will any new lots be
created.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

Minor Subdivision

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to
recommend approval to the City Council of the Minor Subdivision request
submitted by lvan and Joan Policoff for their property at 4380 Reiland Lane,
subject to the following conditions:

=

The minor subdivision shall be in accordance with the plans submitted.

2. Public drainage and utility easements with a width of 5-feet on each side of the new
common property line shall be conveyed to the City. The applicant shall be responsible
for providing legal descriptions for all required easements. The easements shall be
conveyed before the City will endorse deeds for recording.

3. The applicant shall enter into a Subdivision Agreement with the City. This agreement
shall be executed before the City will endorse deeds for recording.

4. Resulting Parcel B shall be combined with the existing property at 4376 Reiland Lane
(Parcel A), creating a single lot.

5. Approval of the Minor Subdivision is contingent upon the approval of a variance
permitting waiving the 100 foot width requirement for 4376 Reiland Lane.

6. This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with

Ramsey County.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

SITE AND BUILDING PLAN REVIEW - Withdrawn

FILE NO: 2640-16-39
APPLICANT: VENTURES 2000
LOCATION: 1030 COUNTY ROAD E

This item was withdrawn from consideration at this meeting.

MISCELLANEQOUS

Commissioners Wolfe and Thompson will respectively attend the November 21, 2016 and
December 5, 2016 City Council meetings.

Vice Chair McCool noted that the Commission met in workshop session at 6:00 p.m.
immediately prior to this regular meeting.



ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Solomonson to adjourn
the meeting at 7:36 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

ATTEST:

Kathleen Castle
City Planner

















































































TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Niki Hill, AICP, Economic Development and Planning Associate
DATE: December 9, 2016

SUBJECT: Text Amendments — Building Height

INTRODUCTION

In both September and April, the Planning Commission discussed potential revisions to the
maximum building heights permitted for multi-family residential, commercial, business and
industrial properties. Commission members generally have supported height increases but have
expressed concern regarding the impact taller buildings may have on adjoining low-density
residential land uses. Visual impact from the public right-of-way has also been identified as a
concern.

The following memo summarizes the current development code of areas where ordinance
changes are proposed as well as the proposed revisions.

CURRENT DEVELOPMENT CODE

Multiple Dwelling Residential Area Setbacks

Per section 205.084 (C)(2) the setback for the front, side and rear yards of Multiple Dwelling
Residential District (R3) is 30 feet. Zero lot line developments shall be permitted.

Building Height

Current development code has a maximum building height of 35 feet in all Business
205.040(C)(1), Commercial 205.040(C)(1), Industrial 205.050(D)(3), and Multi-Family districts
205.084 (C)(3). Maximum building height may be exceeded if for every additional foot of
height there is an additional foot of setback on all sides and does not exceed the firefighting
capabilities of the Fire Department.

PROPOSED REVISIONS

Multiple Dwelling Residential Area

The staff is proposing changes to the code to address the visual impact of multi-family
residential on adjoining low-density residential land uses, while allowing taller heights that



reflect the current trends.. The following section summarizes the proposed revisions in the
districts:

The Development Code does not require a minimum setback between a high density residential
use and low or medium density residential land uses. Residential land uses, regardless of density
or type, are considered compatible with one another.

A tiering system is being proposed when multi-family residential is adjacent to single family
detached or single family attached residential land uses. This is area, also known as the
transition zone, is in addition to the minimum structure setback required. The transition area will
mitigate the visual impact and activity of the structure on the adjoining residential land uses.
Transition zones are not proposed for the other zoning districts since these districts require
structures to have a greater setback from adjoining residential land uses

The height transition area is an area that extends beyond the minimum structure setback. The
width of the transition area is defined and within this area, the height of the structure is permitted
to increase incrementally until the maximum building height is reached. The following is the
proposed code changes for the R3 District.

205.084 Multiple Dwelling Residential District (R3)

(C) Required Conditions. In addition to the conditions of Section 205.080(D)
(Residential Overview), the following specifications apply for the Multiple Dwelling
Residential District:

(1) Lot size. Minimum zoned area of 5 acres unless being rezoned from Urban
Underdeveloped; minimum lot size of 25,000 square feet per building, and a
minimum width of 175 feet.

(2) Setback and Height:

Minimum Width of Transition | Maximum Height Permitted | Maximum
Structure Area when adjacent | in Transition Area Building Height
Setback to R1/ R2 Zones Permitted
30 10° 35’ at the minimum structure | 40’
setback then a 1” increase in 50’ adjacent to
height for every 2’ in arterial roadways
additional structure setback




Business and Industrial Districts

The staff is proposing that the existing criteria permitting taller building heights be removed on
Business and Industrial Districts as the proposed text would increase heights in all zoning
districts. This would include eliminating the standard requiring an additional foot of setback for
every additional foot of height and reference to the firefighting capabilities of the City. Staff is
recommending a table that includes both the proposed building heights permitted and the
existing required structure setbacks.

Part of the reasoning the 35 foot maximum height was put in place was to ensure that the height
of the buildings did not exceed the fire-fighting capabilities of the City. The proposed changes
outlined below would increase the allowable height to 45, 55’ and 65’ feet depending on the
district and whether or not it is adjacent to the Interstate Highways. The increases come in
response to the repeated requests by developers to go higher than the permitted height as well as
the increased firefighting capabilities of Lake Johanna Fire Department. The following is the
proposed code changes for section 205.040 Business Districts Overview and section 205.050
Industrial Districts

205.040 Business Districts Overview.

(C)Required Conditions. In addition to the standards of Section 203-206, the
following specifications shall apply to all Business Districts:

&5 Maximum Building Height.

sides:
Maximum Structure Setback Structure
Building Height | Adjacent to Street Setback
Permitted Adjacent to
Residential Uses
C1A, Limited 35’ 40’ — Minor Arterial 50’
Retail Service 30" — Collector
C1, Retail 45’ 40’ — Minor Arterial 50’
Service 50’ — adjacentto | 30" — Collector
1694 or 135W
C2, General 45’ 40’ — Minor Arterial 50’
Commercial 50’ —adjacentto | 30" — Collector
1694 or 135W
OFC, Office 55’ 40’ — Minor Arterial 50’
65’ adjacent to 30" — Collector
1694 or 135W
BPK. Business 55’ 40’ — Minor Arterial 75’
Park 65’ adjacent to 30" — Collector
1694 or 135W




205.050 Industrial District (1)

(D)  Required Conditions.

(1) Lot Size. No minimum lot size; minimum lot width of 100 feet.

(2) Building Setbacks.—Frontyard-shal-be-50-feet:rearyard-shall-be-20-feetside
vara-shal-be-10

Table (2) (a)

Maximum Structure Setback Structure
Building Height | Adjacent to Street Setback
Permitted Adjacent to
Residential Uses
I, Industrial | 55’ 50” — Front 75°*

65’ adjacent to 30’ — Sideyard adjacent
1694 or 135W to a street

20" - Rear

10’ - Sideyard




(b) A landscaped 75-foot-setback is required as a buffer between industrial
structures, truck and equipment parking, or outdoor storage facilities and
property designated for residential use. Employee and visitor parking areas
shall be set back at least 20 feet from dedicated rights-of-way and property
planned for residential use. Required setbacks to property planned for
residential use shall be heavily landscaped and include earthen berms.

RECOMMENDATION

The Staff believes the proposed changes related to Multi-Family setbacks and building height of
Business and Industrial Districts add greater flexibility these districts while keeping the spirit and
intent of the original code . The changes also better clarifies the requirements and adds a cap to
the total allowable square footages for all property sizes. Staff is recommending the Planning
Commission Review the proposed draft text amendment and add their comments. Staff will be
looking to come back with a forma public hearing to consider the text amendment in January.

Attachments
1) Map 5-2, Functional Road Classifications
2) Zoning Map
3) Transition Zone Elevation
4) Examples of Buffer Zones on Area Complexes
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Shoreview Senior Living

Legend

City Halls

Schools

Hospitals

Fire Stations

Police Stations
Recreational Centers
Parcel Points

Parcel Boundaries
Airports

200.0

NAD_1983_HARN_Adj_MN_Ramsey_Feet
© Ramsey County Enterprise GIS Division

100.00

200.0 Feet ) ) ) s
This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and

is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be
accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.
THIS MAP IS NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

Notes

30 Foot Buffer Area = Blue
10 Foot Transition Area = Red



















Model Beekeeping Ordinance February 22, 2007

Section 6. Inspection.

A designated City official shall have the right to inspect any apiary for the purpose of
ensuring compliance with this ordinance between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. once annually upon
prior notice to the owner of the apiary property, and more often upon complaint without
prior notice.

Section 7. Presumed Colony/Hive Value.

For the purpose of enforcing City ordinances against destruction of property, each
colony/hive shall be presumed to have a value of $275.

Section 8. Compliance.

8.1  Upon receipt of credible information that any colony located within the
City is not being kept in compliance with this ordinance, [the designated
City official] shall cause an investigation to be conducted. If the
investigation shows that a violation may exist and will continue, [the
designated City official] shall cause a written notice of hearing to be
issued to the beekeeper, which notice shall set forth:

a. The date, the time and the place that the hearing will be held, which
date shall be not less than 30 days’ from the date of the notice;

b. The violation alleged;

c. That the beekeeper may appear in person or through counsel, present
evidence, cross examine witnesses and request a court reporter, and

d. That if [the designated City official] finds that they have been kept in
violation of this ordinance, and if the violation is not remediated
within the time allowed, the bees may be ordered removed and/or
destroyed. :

Notices shall be given by certified US Mail return receipt requested or

personal delivery. However, if the beekeeper cannot be located, then

notice may be given by publication in a legal newspaper for the county in

which the apiary property is located, at least seven days before the

hearing.

8.2 The hearing shall be conducted by [the designated City official]. The
burden shall be on the City to demonstrate by a preponderance of evidence
that the colony or colonies have been kept in violation of this ordinance.
If [the designated City official] finds a violation, then he/she may order
that the bees be removed from the City or such other action as may
address the violation, and that the apiary lot be disqualified for permitting
under this ordinance for a period of 2 yeats from the date of the order, the
apiary lot ownership changes, in which case the prohibition shall
terminate. If the order has not been complied with within 20 days of the
order, the City may remove or destroy the bees and charge the beekeeper
with the cost thereof. Upon destruction of bees by the City, all equipment
shall be returned by the City to the beekeeper, with expenses of

Page 4 of 5




Model Beekeeping Ordinance February 22, 2007

4.5

Section 5

5.1

52

5.3

54

hive structure not to exceed one standard 9-5/8 inch depth 10-frame hive
body with no supers.

Each beekeeper shall maintain his beekeeping equipment in good
condition, including keeping the hives painted if they have been painted
but are peeling or flaking, and securing unused equipment from weather,
potential theft or vandalism and occupancy by swarms. It shall not be a
defense to this ordinance that a beekeeper’s unused equipment attracted a
swarm and that the beekeeper is not intentionally keeping bees.

Colony Density.

Except as otherwise provided in this ordinance, in each instance where a
colony is kept less than 25 feet from a property line of the lot upon which
the apiary is located, as measured from the nearest point on the hive to the
property line, the beekeeper shall establish and maintain a flyway barrier
at least 6 feet in height. The flyway barrier may consist of a wall, fence,
dense vegetation or a combination there of, such that bees will fly over
rather than through the material to reach the colony. If a flyway barrier of
dense vegetation is used, the initial planting may be 4 feet in height, so
long as the vegetation normally reaches 6 feet in height or higher. The
flyway barrier must continue parallel to the apiary lot line for 10 feet in
either direction from the hive, or contain the hive or hives in an enclosure
at least 6 feet in height. A flyway barrier is not required if the property
adjoining the apiary lot line (1) is undeveloped, or (2) is zoned
agricultural, industrial or is outside of the City limits, or (3) is a wildlife
management area or naturalistic park land with no horse or foot trails
located within 25 feet of the apiary lot line.

No person is permitted to keep more than the following numbers of
colonies on any lot within the City, based upon the size or configuration of

the apiary lot:

a. One half acre or smaller lot 2 colonies

b. Larger than 1/2 acre but smaller than 3/4 acre lot 4 colonies

c. Larger than 3/4 acre lot but smaller than 1 acre lot 6 colonies

d. One acre but smaller than 5 acres ' 8 colonies

e. Larger than 5 acres no restriction

Regardless of lot size, so long as all lots within a radius of at least 200 feet
from any hive, measured from any point on the front of the hive, remain
undeveloped, there shall be no limit to the number of colonies. No
grandfathering rights shall accrue under this subsection.

If the beekeeper serves the community by removing a swarm or swarms of
honey bees from locations where they are not desired, the beekeeper shall
not be considered in violation the portion of this ordinance limiting the
number of colonies if he temporarily houses the swarm on the apiary lot in
compliance with the standards of practice set out in this ordinance for no
more than 30 days from the date acquired.
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ATTACHMENT A

(March 18, 2016)
Community | License/Per | Fee Zoning Location Setback Colony Density Neighborhood Notification
mit Reguirements
required
Model Flyway barrier Y5 acre or less: 2
Ordinance required if within | %% acre to % acre: 4
25° of lot line % acre to 1 acre: 6
1 acreto 5 acres: §
Over 5 acres: no
restriction
No limit if undeveloped
land within 200-foot
radius of hive
Minneapolis | Annual $100 Residential Flyway barrier Y acre or less: 2 Yes — Written consent 80%
Permit Initial and non- required if within | ¥4 acre to % acre: 4 of property owners within
residential 25 of lot line %4 acre to 1 acre: 6 100 feet of property and
$50 1 acre to 5 acres: 8 signatures of 100% of
Renewal Exception for Over 5 acres: 10 occupants adjoining the-
rooftop hives restriction property
No limit if undeveloped
land within 200-foot Exception for rooftop hives
radius of hive
Bloomington Residential | Not permitted | 100° —residential
Non- in front yard lot line
residential* 150° — adjoining
dwelling unit on
neighboring lot
Stillwvater Permit Single- Flyway barrier ¥ acre or less: 2 Yes —within 150-feet
family required if within | % acre to % acre: 4 property lines — 10 day
residential 25 of lot line- %, acre to 1 acre: 6 comment period
properties 1 acreto 5 acres: 8
with one Over 5 acres: no
exception restriction
for two-
family
properties .
Edina Annual $20 Residential | Not permitted | 10° —lot line Y acre or less: 2 Yes — within 200 feet
Registration in front yard 20’ — adjacent ¥, acre to % acre: 4
dwelling wnit ¥ acre to 1 acre: 6
20’ — public 1 acre to 5 acres: §
sidewalk Over 5 acres: 1o
restriction
If undeveloped land within
. 200-foot radius of hive: 12
Eden Prairie | Annual None Not permitted | 10° - lot line Y acre or less: 2 Yes - within 200 feet— 30
Registration in front yard— | 10°~ dwelling unit | %% acre to % acre: 4 day comment period
less than 10 Flyway barrier . % acre to 1 acre: 6
acres required if within | 1 acre to 5 acres: 8
25° of lot line Over 5 acres: no
resttiction
No Iimit if undeveloped
land within 200-foot
] radius of hive
Mounds License — Single- Rearyardonly | 10’—Iotlineand |4
View Public Family — hives must dwelling on
Hearing — face fowards subject property
City Council lot interior 25° —trail or
walkway
‘White Bear | License—5 | $30 Single- Not permitted | 10° —Iot line 4 ) ‘Written: consent from
Lake years Family in the front 25’ — dwelling unit property owners within 100
Two-Family | yard on adjoining lot feet

Flyway barrier
required if within
20’ of lot line

*Bloomington’s ordinance has different standard for non-residential properties




Model Beekeeping Ordinance : February 22, 2007

transportation to be paid by the beekeeper. The City’s destruction of the
bees shall be by a method that will not damage or contaminate the
equipment, include wax foundation.

8.3  The decision of the hearing officer may be appealed by the beekeeper as -
provided in the City’s rules and procedures. If no provision for appeal
exists, then the beekeeper may file a notice of appeal with the City
secretary within 15 days of the date the order is placed in US Mail to the
beekeeper, or 10 days if the decision is announced at the hearing by [the
designated City official]. An appeal shall not stay [the designated City
official]’s decision, and the beekeeper shall be required to comply with
such order pending the outcome of the appeal. "

84 . No hearing and no order shall be required for the destruction of honey
bees not residing in a hive.structure that is intended for beekeeping.

Section 9. Savings Clause.

Tn the event any part of this ordinance or its application to any person or propexty is held
to be unenforceable for any reason, the unenforceability thereof will not affect the
enforceability and application of the remainder of this ordinance, which will remain in
full force and effect. ‘

Section 10.  Effective Date.

This ordinance shall become effective on ,20

Page 5 of 5




	12-13-16 Agenda
	PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

	11-15-16 Minutes
	2646-16-45 Site and Build plan Odilia Catholic Schools
	Building Height Report 12-9-2016
	Building Height Memo 12-13-2016
	Functional Road Classification
	Zoning Map Updates 12-28
	Transitoin Zone Height Examples
	Applewood Pointe Buffer Area
	Elevage Development Buffer Area
	Miland Terrace Buffer Example
	Shoreview Senior Living Buffer Zone

	Bee Keeping Report 12-7-2016

