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Meeting Minutes 
New Prague Planning Commission 

Wednesday, August 24, 2005 
 
 
 
1.  Call Meeting to Order 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. by Planning Commission Vice Chairperson Pat 
Remfert with the following members present: Kay Wilcox, Bob Gilman, Pat Remfert, and 
Michael LaDuke.  Absent was Grant Gengel. 
 
City Staff Present:  Renee Christianson - City Planner and Ken Ondich – City Planner. 
 
2.  Approval of July 27, 2005 Meeting Minutes and August 3, 2005 Special Meeting Minutes 
 
It was moved by Wilcox, seconded by Gilman to accept the July 27, 2005 meeting minutes and 
August 3, 2005 special meeting minutes as submitted.  Motion carried (4-0).    
 
3.  MnDOT Study on TH 19 - Update 
     Mark Scheidel, MnDOT (District 7) Transportation Planner 
 
Planner Christianson stated that the committee involved in the TH 19 study felt that an August 
presentation by Chris Hiniker from SEH would be a little premature.  She presented a 
PowerPoint presentation regarding the historical traffic volumes for TH 19, CSAH 2, and CSAH 
29.   
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked that the City Council be invited to the September Planning 
Commission Meeting to look at the presentation for the TH 19 study so that it would not have to 
be duplicated. 
 
Mark Scheidel, Transportation Planner from the District 7 MnDOT Office, said that projecting 
traffic on TH 19 is difficult because there are many routes parallel to TH 19.  He stated that 
initially MnDOT thought that a 4 lane design would be appropriate but that a 2 lane divided 
design was being looked at as well. 
 
Planner Christianson stated that Brian Sorenson from Scott County would be present at the 
meeting next month to answer questions about Scott County Roads. 
 
Commissioner Gilman asked for some information about round-a-bouts for next month. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked about looking into getting origin and destination traffic counts if 
possible. 
 
Mr. Scheidel stated that such counts would be interesting to see. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked about putting signs on TH 19 for directions to City Parks. 
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Mr. Scheidel stated that Marc Flygare or Brad Bruegger would be the ones to contact about 
signs. 
 
4.  Request for Variance #V4-2005 – 313 2nd Street NW 
     Laurie Rasmussen, Applicant 
 
Planner Ondich presented the staff report.  He explained that there was previously a home 
located on the lot which was destroyed by fire.  He provided background information on the 
previous home on the lot and the size of the lot.  He provided information about the proposed 
house to be built on the lot.  He noted that to have the front door face the street, as proposed by 
the applicant, the home would be 1’ from the west property line and if the front door would face 
the west it would not need a variance to fit on the lot.  He noted that the applicant had contacted 
the railroad to purchase land adjacent to her lot but had not secured any land at this time.  He 
read through the criteria points for granting variances and noted for each criteria point the 
specific relation to the proposed home.  He noted that alternate configurations of the proposed 
house would fit on the lot without a variance and that other new home style could also be found 
to fit on the lot without a variance.  He stated that staff recommended denial of the variance 
based on four findings in the staff report. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:23 PM and with no comments received the public hearing 
was closed at 7:24 PM. 
 
Commissioner LaDuke stated that he believes there are alternative home designs that could fit on 
the lot. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she respectfully disagrees with staff’s recommendation and 
that she is okay with the variance request.  She stated that she felt that rotating the home was not 
a good idea.  She added that allowing the variance would not be detrimental to the area. 
 
Commissioner Gilman stated that he wouldn’t want the front door facing the railroad because of 
the noise from when trains go by.  He added that he could never see anything being built to the 
west of the lot on the railroad land so he did not have a problem with the variance. 
 
Commissioner Remfert stated that he agrees with staff's recommendation for denial of the 
variance.  He stated that he hears from people that the Planning Commission is too lenient and 
vary from the rules too often. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked if there are house styles that could fit on the lot. 
 
Planner Ondich stated that homes of 41’ in width would fit on the lot without needing a variance. 
 
Planner Christianson stated that a Habitat for Humanity Home had been designed at 40’ or less 
that was a nice home. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she had changed her vote and would now deny the variance 
request. 
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It was moved by LaDuke, seconded by Wilcox to recommend denial of the variance request 
making the following findings: 
 
Criteria B - The literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district under the terms of 
this ordinance. 
 
Finding A - The literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would not deprive the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district under the terms of 
this ordinance.  The applicants have a 41’ wide area in which to build a new single family home 
whether it is the house style proposed placed on the lot differently or an entirely new home style. 
 
Criteria D - That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied by this ordinance to owners of other lands, structures or buildings in the 
same district. 
 
Finding B - Granting the variance requested will confer on the applicant a special privilege that 
is denied by this ordinance to owners of other lands, structures or buildings in the same district.  
Side yard setback reduction would not be viable elsewhere in this area as the lots and houses are 
typically very close together and a reduction would cause a safety concern. 
 
Criteria E - That the variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the 
hardship.  Economic conditions alone shall not be considered a hardship. 
 
Finding C - The variance requested is not the minimum variance which would alleviate the 
hardship.  Economic conditions alone shall not be considered a hardship.  The applicants can put 
the house on the lot in a different configuration to meet setbacks and also could find a different 
house style that could fit on the lot without variance. 
 
Criteria F - The variance would not be materially detrimental to the purpose of this ordinance, 
to other property in the same zone, and will not adversely affect the neighborhood. 
 
Finding D - The variance would be materially detrimental to the purpose of this ordinance, to 
other property in the same zone, and will adversely affect the neighborhood because there are 
alternate solutions that do not require a variance which will provide the applicant reasonable use 
of the property. 
 
And noting that: 
 
1.  Alternate configurations exist that would allow the applicant to build the proposed single 
family home placed on the lot differently or a different house style on the lot without needing a 
variance. 
 
Motion carried:      Ayes   3      Nays   1 (Gilman) 
 
5.  Request for Variance #V5-2005 – 1110 Village Street SE 
     Arden and Darlene Hull, applicants 
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Planner Ondich presented the staff report.  He explained that the applicants would like to 
construct a screen porch on the back of their townhome.  He stated that the applicants were given 
permission by the townhome association to construct a screen porch to the current edge of their 
concrete patio.  He added that the Hull’s applied for the permit with the City which was denied  
because ¾ season porches must be a minimum of 30’ from a rear property line while uncovered 
decks and porches are allowed at a minimum of 20’ from rear property lines.  He noted that the 
proposed screen porch was 17’ from the rear property line.  He stated that of the 6 townhome 
units in the immediate vicinity that this was the only townhome that didn’t have enough rear yard 
space to construct a screen porch.  He read through the criteria points for granting variances and 
noted for each criteria point the specific relation to the proposed screen porch.  He noted that if 
another building were constructed to the south of the Hull’s, that two of those units would likely 
need a variance to construct a screen porch.  He noted that having some units within a building 
with the ability to have screen porch places an undue hardship on those units that can’t within the 
same building.  He stated that staff recommends approval of the variance based on the findings 
in the staff report. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:40 PM and with no comments received the public hearing 
was closed at 7:41 PM. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she was opposed to the variance.  She suggested that a letter go 
to the developer to have them plan better.  She stated that she is sensitive to the needs of the 
applicant, but doesn’t feel that we should grant variances in new areas. 
 
Commissioner Gilman stated that this was a luxury and not a hardship to have a screen porch.  
He noted that they could probably build a screen porch off the side of their home. 
 
It was moved by Wilcox, seconded by Gilman to recommend denial of the variance request 
making the following finding: 

 
Criteria C: That the special conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant. 
 
Finding A: Special circumstances exist as a result of the actions of the applicants because of the 
proposed screen porch.  There is not a hardship in that the applicant has use of an existing patio 
and that the building of a screen porch makes any hardship self created. 
 
Criteria D:  Granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied by the ordinance to owners of lands, structures or buildings in the same 
district. 
 
Finding B:  Granting the variance would confer onto the applicant a special privilege that would 
be denied to owners of other lands, structures and buildings in the same district, in that other 
property owners are required to maintain a 30’ rear yard setback for placement of a home or 
porch. 
 
Motion carried:      Ayes   4      Nays   0 
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6.  Public Hearing for Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
     a.  Parking requirements for strip malls 
 
Planner Ondich presented the staff report.  He noted that currently the zoning ordinance does not 
have a parking requirement for strip malls/shopping centers or fitness centers.  Currently each 
use within a strip mall must verify that parking is available before they can occupy a building.  
He noted that it would be increasingly difficult in the future to monitor and calculate required 
parking for individual users of strip malls.  He noted that staff contacted 21 cities in the area 
regarding their parking requirements for strip malls and fitness centers and that 18 cities replied.  
He noted that some cities have options to provide for joint parking or shared parking where day 
and night uses are allowed to share a portion of parking and that the issue was described in an 
attached staff report to be discussed separate from the strip mall and fitness center parking.  He 
noted that 8 of the 18 respondents had no strip mall requirement and that the second most 
common answer was to require 1 space per 200 square feet.  As for fitness centers he noted that 7 
of the 18 did not have any fitness center requirement and 3 of the 18 require 1 space per 200 
square of non court area.  He noted that staff is proposing to require 1 space per 200 square feet 
for strip malls/shopping centers under 100,000 sq. ft. and 1 space per 200 square feet for fitness 
centers. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:50 PM. 
 
Marv Deutsch, 28414 141st Avenue, stated that he conducted his own research of parking 
requirements in the area and he found 1 space per 200 square feet to be a common number as 
well.  He said that setting this standard would help the City and developer plan buildings and 
parking lots upfront without any guess work.  He noted that they are doing a strip mall project in 
Lakeville and that their requirement for parking is also 1 space per 200 square feet.   
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:54 PM. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked staff if they had calculated the existing parking at the Queen of 
Peace Fitness Center.   
 
Planner Ondich stated that staff had not. 
 
Commissioner Gilman stated that he agrees with the ordinance amendments and that it would 
make parking lot design and reviews easier. 
 
Commissioner LaDuke stated that he agreed with the amendments and that it would make review 
easier for staff. 
 
Mr. Deutsch stated that they have a development in New Brighton where they need to provide 1 
space per 225 square feet.  He also commented about possible overflow of parking onto the street 
at peak use hours, which should provide some comfort level.   
 
It was moved by LaDuke, seconded by Wilcox to recommend that the City Council adopt the 
zoning ordinance amendment as proposed in the staff report at 1 space per 200 sq. ft. of floor 
area for strip malls/shopping centers under 100,000 sq. ft. and also for fitness centers. 
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Motion carried:      Ayes   4      Nays   0 
 
Planner Ondich also presented a staff report introducing the idea of shared or joint parking 
provisions.  He noted that an inquiry had been made to staff regarding such a provision and that 
staff had researched the idea further and had received responses from 15 area cities regarding 
their shared or joint parking provisions.  Research showed that some cities allow for a reduction 
in the number of required parking spaces if a shared parking lot is used and when the building 
uses do not conflict with each other, determining day uses and night uses.  
 
Commissioner LaDuke stated that he would be worried about the future change of use in shared 
parking situations if reducing the parking. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked what the purpose of shared parking would be. 
 
Mr. Deutsch indicated that shared parking eliminates the issues with uses having specified 
parking spaces for their use.  He added that it provides for a more efficient use of land space and 
the availability of overflow parking for uses at their peak times.  He stated that he is definitely 
seeking a provision for a reduction in the parking if it is shared, and noted that empty parking 
lots are not desirable. 
 
Commissioner Gilman stated that a shared parking reduction can provide for more green space 
on a lot. 
 
Jim Connelly, owner of the Classic Grille and Bar, stated that their restaurant is a big peak 
parking user.  He stated that they have a computer system that tracks their peak times of use.  He 
stated that parking issues in the area would be self policing because tenants will check into the 
parking situation to make a good business decision and would not likely locate there if it seemed 
that parking would be a problem.  He stated that their restaurant ramp up time is from 5:30 PM to 
6:00 PM.  He stated that they have 163 chairs and that even at their busiest time they still have a 
couple of empty parking spaces.  He stated that people in his restaurant come and go often.  He 
stated that an overlap of parking makes good sense. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked if the parking reduction would be based on the uses.   
 
Mr. Deutsch asked if his parking lot would be reviewed under the new parking ordinance. 
 
Planner Christianson asked the Planning Commission if they thought the strip mall should fall 
under the new ordinance or the old ordinance.  She noted that the conditional use permit 
specifies that each new user must verify that parking will be available for use before they can 
occupy the building.   
 
Mr. Deutsch stated that the higher number of uses in a strip mall or shared parking lot, the more 
the parking could be reduced.  He suggested that if there are 3 to 4 users that a 5% reduction 
could be used, that 4 to 7 users could have an 8%  reduction, that 8 to10 users could have a 10% 
reduction and finally 10  to 15 users could have a 15% reduction in the required parking.   
 
Commissioner Wilcox asked how many parking spots the restaurant has. 
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Mr. Deutsch stated that they have 70 parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Connelly stated that probably wouldn’t spill over into the strip malls parking area, but that 
they could during their peak use time of between 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM.   
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she was concerned with uses years from now. 
 
Mr. Deutsch stated that they could never know uses in years ahead. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she is worried about discounting the parking spaces. 
 
Commissioner LaDuke stated that shared parking provisions would just be giving staff more 
work to do.  He noted that he just sees more building being built on a site rather than the rest of 
the area becoming green space.   
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she likes shared parking, but not the reduction. 
 
Planner Christianson stated that she believes it is advantageous to have shared parking. 
 
Commissioner Remfert stated that shared parking makes it less intrusive to customers so that 
they can park anywhere in a lot that they want to.   
 
Planner Christianson stated that she believes the City should encourage shared parking and 
encourage a reduction in spaces to preserve more green space on commercial lots in lieu of 
parking spaces. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that it is easier to calculate a reduction in parking spaces when you 
know the exact uses and the exact times.  She noted that she is sensitive to the area because of 
the houses surrounding it.  She said that new owners and tenants in the future could be problems 
for the parking area. 
 
It was a consensus of the Planning Commission that there was not support at this time for shared 
parking reductions and that the issue could be reviewed in a year or so. 
 
     b.  Move-in house regulations 
 
Planner Ondich presented the staff report.  He noted that staff is requesting the zoning ordinance 
language pertaining to the review of move-in houses be amended.  Currently a review of moved 
in structures is required by the Planning Commission and City Council, but the proposal is to 
require a conditional use permit for moved in homes only, and that modular homes should not 
have to go through the conditional use permit process.  He noted that staff had received a few 
requests to move homes onto lots this year and that two of them were new homes.  He stated that 
at the July 27th meeting it was noted that the City Attorney and staff recommended that new 
modular homes be excluded from review requirements and conditional use permit requirements 
because they are equal structures to those built on site and reviewed by the same building code 
which do not have a review requirement.  He noted that the suggestion to make the $5,000 
deposit revocable after one year automatically was not a viable option, but that a stipulation 
could be made in the ordinance that if the home is not completed after 1 year the $5,000 could be 
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used to correct a health, safety, general welfare problem with the site.  He noted that the used 
homes would be reviewed through a conditional use permit process and that sheds would not be 
included in the review.  He reviewed the proposed changes to the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 9:04 PM and with no comments received the public hearing 
was closed at 9:05 PM. 
 
Commissioner LaDuke stated that all moved in structures whether new or used should be 
reviewed under the conditional use permit process. 
 
Commissioner Wilcox stated that she agrees with Commissioner LaDuke.  She further suggested 
that the vote be deferred until the full commission is in attendance at next month’s meeting. 
 
It was moved by Wilcox, seconded by LaDuke to defer the vote on the ordinance amendment 
until next month when the full commission is in attendance.   
 
Motion carried:      Ayes   4      Nays   0 
 
7.  Zoning of Tikalsky Acres 
     Randy Kubes, applicant 
 
Planner Ondich presented the presented the staff report for establishing the zoning for Tikalsky 
Acres.  He noted that the development process began late in 2004 and that the Final Plat was 
approved on August 1, 2005 by the City Council.  He noted that the entire platted area was 
guided in the City’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan as RL Low Density Residential which would be 
appropriately zoned permanently as RL-90 Single Family Residential and that staff supported the 
zoning. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 9:10 PM and with no comments received the public hearing 
was closed at 9:11 PM.   
 
It was moved by LaDuke, seconded by Wilcox to recommend that the zoning for Tikalsky Acres 
be established as RL-90 Single Family Residential as proposed. 
 
Motion carried: Ayes 4 Nays 0   
 
8.  Miscellaneous 
      
Attached to the packet were an article from the Pioneer Press about a proposed development in 
Lakeville and another article from the Pioneer Press about laws in cities that prevent boulevard 
trees from being planted. 
 
A copy of a StarTribune article about a mini downtown in Richfield was attached as well as a 
StarTribune article and League of Minnesota Cities memo regarding the recent court ruling that 
denied a permit for a new waste water treatment facility after the MPCA approved the permit. 
 
The Planning Commissioner’s Journal Summer issue was included for the Planning Commission.  
The issue will be included quarterly in the packets. 



 
9.  Adjournment 
 
A motion was made to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 p.m. by Commissioner LaDuke, seconded by 
Commissioner Wilcox, which passed unanimously. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Kenneth D. Ondich 
City Planner 
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