
Planning Commission  
AGENDA 

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 8th, 2022 

(IN PERSON AND VIA WEBEX) 
BLOOMINGTON CIVIC PLAZA – CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

1800 WEST OLD SHAKOPEE RD. 
BLOOMINGTON, MN 55431 

6:00 PM 
 

 
To watch or listen to the meeting or to provide testimony:  
  

1. Attend in person 
2. Watch BTV (Comcast channels 859 or 14)  
3. Watch online at blm.mn/btv-live or the City's YouTube Channel: blm.mn/youtube  
4. Participate via phone (testimony for public hearings only): 1-415-655-0001, Access Code: 2453 912 9005 (The City 

recommends using a cell phone to eliminate long distance charges.) 
5. Participate via computer (testimony for public hearings only): Link: 

https://logis.webex.com/logis/onstage/g.php?MTID=e1544c7a7aebac131164c1acd8a28ab7e 
Event number: 2453 912 9005; Event password:  plan 
Note that no testimony is taken on study items. 

 
To aide in the smooth running of the meeting, the City recommends pre-registration for remote testimony for public hearing items:  
e-mail Planning@BloomingtonMN.gov or call 952-563-8920 any time prior to 4:30 p.m. on the date of the meeting to register and 
receive instruction.  
 
 
ITEM 1   PL2022-220 
(public hearing)  Groome Properties IV LLC (owner) 
   Automotive Related Services (user) 
 Conditional Use Permit for minor and major auto repair in a vacant service station located at 1700 East Old Shakopee 

Road. 
 
ITEM 2   PL2022-221 
(public hearing)  City of Bloomington 

A) Ordinance updating City Code requirements for single-family residential and two-family residential lots and 
dwellings, and 

B) Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to adjust the density ranges of the residential land use categories within the 
City's Comprehensive Plan. 

 
ITEM 3 City of Bloomington 
(study item) Consider approval of draft November 3rd, 2022 Planning Commission meeting synopsis 
 
ITEM 4   City of Bloomington 
(study item)  Planning Commission Policy and Issues Update 

 
 
 
BloomingtonMN.gov: A yearly meeting schedule, agendas, and the official minutes once approved are available. If you require a 
reasonable accommodation, please call 952-563-8733 (MN Relay 711) as soon as possible, but no later than 9:00 a.m. one business 
day before the meeting day. 
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Planning Commission Item

 
Originator 
Planning

Item 
1.1 Conditional use permit for minor and major auto repair 

Agenda Section 
Item 1

Date 
December 8, 2022

Requested Action:

 

Note the Planning Commission has final approval authority on this Conditional Use Permit application unless an
appeal to the City Council is received by 4:30 p.m. on December 13th.

Staff recommends approval through the following motion:

In Case #PL2022-220 having been able to make the required findings, I move to approve a conditional use permit
for minor and major repair in a vacant service station located at 1700 East Old Shakopee Road, subject to the
conditions and Code requirements attached to the staff report.

Description:

 
The applicant requests a conditional use permit for minor and major auto repair located at 1700 East Old
Shakopee Road.
 

Attachments:

 
Staff Report
Conditions
Resolution
Project Description
Plans
DRC Minutes
DRC Comment Summary
Affidavit of Publication
Notification Map
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680731/Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680732/Conditions.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680743/Resolution_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680596/Detailed_Project_Description.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680598/1700_E_OSR_Plans_submitted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1681050/Pre-Application_DRC_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1681052/Comment_Summary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680767/AP_Planning_11_24_2022_Case_File_PL2022-220.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1680597/Notification_Map.pdf


CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA 

CASE PL2022-220 
 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

PAGE 1 of 5 

 

 
Report to the Planning Commission 
Planning Division/Engineering Division 

12/08/2022 
 

 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION  

 

Applicant: Groom Properties IV LLC (owner) 

Eric Aaron (user) 

 

Location: 

 

1700 E. Old Shakopee Road 

 

Request: Conditional Use Permit for Minor and Major Auto Repair  

 

Existing Land Use and Zoning: Vacant service station; zoned B-2 General Commercial 

  

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: North and East – Retail; zoned General Commercial (B-2) 

West – Residential; zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1) 

South–  Retail; zoned General Commercial (B-2) and 

Residential; zoned Multiple-Family Residential (R-4) 

 

Comprehensive Plan Designation: General Business 

 

 

CHRONOLOGY 

 

  Planning Commission 12/08/2022 – Public Hearing scheduled 

 

 

DEADLINE FOR AGENCY ACTION 

 

Application Date: 11/02/2022  

60 Days: 01/01/2023 

Extension Letter Mailed: No 

120 Days: 03/02/2023 

Applicable Deadline: 01/01/2023  

Newspaper Notification: Confirmed – (11/24/22 Sun Current – 10 day notice) 

Direct Mail Notification: Confirmed – (500 buffer – 10 day notice) 

 

STAFF CONTACT 

 

Derly Navarro 

Phone: (952) 563-8961  E-mail: dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov 

 

 

 

 

3



CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA 

CASE PL2022-220 
 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

PAGE 2 of 5 

 

 
Report to the Planning Commission 
Planning Division/Engineering Division 

12/08/2022 
 

 

PROPOSAL 

 

The applicant proposes a 4-bay auto repair/detailing business in a vacant service station. Two bays 

would be used for auto detailing, one for minor repairs and one for both major and minor repairs. In 

addition, there would be minor changes to the existing site, including a security fence in the back 

and a security camera system. While not part of the application, the applicant intends to restore the 

fuel service and small convenience store, which are permitted uses in the B-2 zoning district.  

 

 

PROPERTY HISTORY 

 

On December 28, 1987, the City Council approved a revised final site plan and building plan for a 

service bay addition and revised pump island for the service station (Case 7326A-87), a variance to 

reduce the side yard setback from 10 feet to 4 feet for the service station addition (Case 7320B-87); 

and a variance to reduce the required yard between the parking and a street from 20 feet to 10 feet 

along 17th Avenue (Case 7326C-87). The existing site is a nonconforming service station that the 

previous owner vacated before September 2021.   

 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

The subject property is zoned B-2 and designated General Business on the Comprehensive Plan.  

Minor and major auto repairs, without auto body repairs, are allowed as conditional uses in the B-2 

Zoning District. The applicant intends to restore the existing fuel service and convenience store, 

which are permitted uses in the B-2 zoning district.  The property to the west is Zoned R-1, Single 

Family Residential, and Designated Low-Density Residential on the Comprehensive Plan.  

Therefore, the review must provide adequate conditions to limit the impact on the adjacent single-

family homes. 

 

An approved landscaping plan from 1987 identifies three trees and 21 shrubs around the parking 

areas and a three-foot high screen fence along 17th Avenue and the corner along East Old Shakopee 

Road. It appears that some of the plant material exists and has survived.  Although the required 

three-foot screen fence along 17th Avenue has been removed.  The applicant must verify full 

compliance with the approved landscaping plan, including the screen fence, or provide a new plan 

with material counts on the approved plan.  

 

There is a history of landscaping not being maintained and obstructing the 17th Avenue driveway. 

The 15 ft clear view triangle, formed at either side of the driveway approach onto 17th Avenue, must 

remain clear and unobstructed with no plantings over three feet in height allowed in this area.  

 

As the property has been vacant for over one year, the applicant must upgrade the parking lot 

lighting and security lighting as required in Section 21.201.07 and provide indoor trash and 

recycling as required in Section 21.301.17.  The applicant still needs to submit a photometric plan 
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA 

CASE PL2022-220 
 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

PAGE 3 of 5 

 

 
Report to the Planning Commission 
Planning Division/Engineering Division 

12/08/2022 
 

 

for review and identify the trash storage and collection area, including used tires, on the plan.  A 

condition requiring a review of revised plans for compliance has been added. 

 

The existing site has 18 exterior parking spaces, which exceeds the required 12 parking spaces for 

the proposed use.  Table 1 below identifies the parking requirements.  

 

TABLE 1:  City Code Required Parking Analysis 

 

Use Code requirement Amount Required 

C-Store  1 space per 200 square feet of gross 

floor area, with no more than 0.5 of 

the required spaces located at fuel 

pumps 

238 square feet 1.19 

Office  1 space per 285 square feet of gross 

floor area 

130 square feet 0.47 

Auto repair major 

bay  

Three spaces per service bay One bay 3.00 

Auto repair minor 

bay  

Two spaces per service bay Three bays 6.00 

Area outside bays  One space per 300 square feet of 
gross floor area, excluding service 
bays 

305 square feet 1.01 

 

Parking Required 11.67 

Parking Provided 18 

 

The applicant proposes a security fence enclosing 14 spaces at the back of the site and along 17th 

Avenue.  One parking space would be removed from the overall parking to accommodate the fence. 

The secured area will decrease potential issues generally associated with vehicles parked outside 

awaiting repair.   

 

Staff would not support the placement of the security fence as proposed.  The placement would 

result in only four spaces being immediately available for customer and employee parking.  In 

addition, auto repair storage areas typically result in an industrial character, which is not appropriate 

given the single-family homes along 17th Avenue.  If the fence was placed at a setback equal to the 

existing building, that would provide up to 9 spaces for vehicles waiting for repair and 9 spaces for 

customer and employee parking.  Staff recommends a condition limiting the fenced storage area to 

the north side of the building. 

 

The existing fuel tanks have been decommissioned for quite some time.  The Fire Marshal requires 

documentation that the underground storage tanks/pumps and flammable waste trap/separators are 

tested and in working order.  If gasoline sales is eliminated, the tanks must be removed in 

accordance with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) requirements.  The waste traps 

must be verified before any auto repair activities are initiated, and the pumps must be addressed by 

June 1, 2023. 
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
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Report to the Planning Commission 
Planning Division/Engineering Division 

12/08/2022 
 

 

Traffic Analysis:   

 

No significant impacts have been identified to the adjacent traffic patterns due to this change in use. 

 

Fire Preventions and Public Safety 

 

The access and circulation design must meet or exceed the minimum standards for fire prevention 

and be maintained in accordance with the approved plan, including a surface to provide all-weather 

driving capabilities. Apparatus access roads must be asphalt or concrete and support a minimum of 

80,000 pounds. 

  

The applicant proposes adequate water supply with a hydrant within 50 feet of the fire department 

connection and within 150 feet of any exterior wall. The Utilities and Fire Prevention Divisions will 

approve hydrants. Maintenance of the existing flammable waste trap is required for auto repair use.  

 

 

FINDINGS 

 

Required Conditional Use Permit Findings - Section 21.501.04 (e) (1) 

 
Required Finding Finding Outcome/Discussion 

(1) The proposed use is not in conflict 

with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Finding Made – The subject property is guided General 

Business, which is intended for general business activities. The 

proposed auto repair/detailing is not in conflict with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  

(2) The proposed use is not in conflict 

with any adopted District Plan for 

the area. 

Finding Made - The area is not subject to an adopted District 

Plan. 

(3) The proposed use is not in conflict 

with City Code provisions. 

Finding Made - Subject to compliance with the recommended 

conditions, the use is not in conflict with City Code. 

(4) The proposed use will not create an 

excessive burden on parks, schools, 

streets, and other public facilities 

and utilities which serve or are 

proposed to serve the planned 

development. 

Finding Made – An arterial roadway serves the subject property 

with adequate capacity. The proposed use is not anticipated to 

create any excessive burden on parks, schools, streets and other 

public facilities and utilities which serve or are anticipated to 

serve the development. The nature, scale, and intensity of the 

proposed use are consistent and compatible with those of the 

general commercial.  

(5) The proposed use will not be 

injurious to the surrounding 

neighborhood or otherwise harm 

the public health, safety and 

welfare. 

Finding Made - The proposed use is allowed with a conditional 

use permit. It is not anticipated to be injurious to the surrounding 

neighborhood or otherwise harm the public health, safety and 

welfare.  
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA 

CASE PL2022-220 
 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
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Report to the Planning Commission 
Planning Division/Engineering Division 

12/08/2022 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

Note the Planning Commission has final approval authority on this Final Site and Building 

Plans application unless an appeal to the City Council is received by 4:30 p.m. on December 

13th. 

 

Staff recommends approval using the following motion: 

 

In Case #PL2022-220, having been able to make the required findings, I move to approve a 

conditional use permit for minor and major vehicle repair at 1700 East Old Shakopee Road, subject 

to the conditions and Code requirements attached to the staff report. 
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  

 

Case PL202200220  

 

Project Description: Conditional Use Permit for minor and major auto repair in a vacant service 

station 

 

Address: 1700 E OLD SHAKOPEE RD 

 

The following conditions of approval are arranged according to when they must be satisfied.  In addition 

to conditions of approval, the use and improvements must also comply with all applicable local, state, 

and federal codes.  Codes to which the applicant should pay particular attention are included below. 

 

1. Prior to Permit  The use is limited to one major auto service bay and three minor repair/auto 

detail bays unless approved by the Planning Manager. 

2. Prior to Permit  Parking lot and site security lighting plans must be provided to satisfy the 

requirements of City Code Section 21.301.07. 

3. Prior to Permit  The screening and landscaping as shown on the 1988 approved plan must be 

restored or a new plan with modifications be approved prior to modifications.  

4. Prior to Permit  The secured area must not extend closer to 17th Avenue than the wall plane 

of the building.  No long-term storage or vehicles or storages and damaged 

vehicles is allowed. 

5. Prior to Permit  Area for all trash and recyclable materials inside the principal building must 

be identified on the plan and meet City Code requirements (Sec. 21.301.17). 

No exterior dumpsters or storage allowed. 

6. Ongoing  Signs must be in compliance with the requirements of Chapter 19, Article X 

of the City Code and Uniform Design Plan. Any changes or additional 

signage required a review and a separate permit.  

7. Ongoing   The clear view triangle required by City Code Section 17.31 must be 

provided.  

8. Ongoing  Signs in windows facing public or private streets or pedestrian corridors must 

not exceed 25% of the total window area and no more than 25% of linear 

eye-level window width. 

9. Ongoing  Exterior materials must meet the requirements of City Code Section 19.63.08.  

Any unpainted surface (stone) is not allowed to be painted.  Previously 

painted areas require review and approval to repaint. 

10. Ongoing  Fences must the standards of City Code Section 21.301.08. 

11. Ongoing  Fuel pumps and canopy must be removed if the fuel sales and C-Store are not 

restored by June 1, 2023 

12. Ongoing  Prior to operation of underground storage tanks and pumps, provide 

documentation for Fire Marshal review and receive Fire Marshal approval 

that the flammable waste trap and separators have been tested and are in 

working order.   
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2022-_____ 

 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR MINOR AND 

MAJOR AUTO REPAIR  AT 1700 E. OLD SHAKOPEE ROAD, BLOOMINGTON, MN 55425 

 

WHEREAS, the Bloomington Planning Commission of the City of Bloomington, 

Minnsesota (“Planning Commission”) is empowered under State Law and the Bloomington City 

Code to act upon certain types of conditional use permits; and 

 

WHEREAS, an application for a Conditional Use Permit for a minor and major auto repair 

use in a vacant service station was filed on behalf of Eric Aaron and Groome Properties IV LLC, 

(together, the “Applicant”), owner of the premises located at 1700 East Old Shakopee Road 

(hereinafter the “Property”), and legally described as: 

 

Lot 1, Block 1, DOCHERTY ADDITION, according to the recorded plat thereof, Hennepin  

            County, Minnesota 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed said request at duly called public 

meeting on  December 8, 2022 and has considered the report of City staff, all information provided 

in the agenda materials, any comments of persons speaking regarding the proposed Conditional Use 

Permit, and the requirements in Bloomington City Code. 

 

WHEREAS, City Code Section 21.201.04(e) – Conditional Use Permits may only be 

permitted when: 

Required Finding Finding Outcome/Discussion 

(1) The proposed use is not in 

conflict with the Comprehensive 

Plan. 

Finding Made – The subject property is guided General 

Business, which is intended for general business activities. 

The proposed auto repair/detailing is not in conflict with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  

(2) The proposed use is not in 

conflict with any adopted 

District Plan for the area. 

Finding Made - The area is not subject to an adopted 

District Plan. 

(3) The proposed use is not in 

conflict with City Code 

provisions. 

Finding Made - Subject to compliance with the 

recommended conditions, the use is not in conflict with 

City Code. 

(4) The proposed use will not create 

an excessive burden on parks, 

schools, streets, and other public 

Finding Made – An arterial roadway serves the subject 

property with adequate capacity. The proposed use is not 

anticipated to create any excessive burden on parks, 
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Page 2 

facilities and utilities which 

serve or are proposed to serve 

the planned development. 

schools, streets and other public facilities and utilities 

which serve or are anticipated to serve the development. 

The nature, scale, and intensity of the proposed use are 

consistent and compatible with those of the general 

commercial.  

(5) The proposed use will not be 

injurious to the surrounding 

neighborhood or otherwise harm 

the public health, safety and 

welfare. 

Finding Made - The proposed use is allowed with a 

conditional use permit. It is not anticipated to be injurious 

to the surrounding neighborhood or otherwise harm the 

public health, safety and welfare.  

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF BLOOMINGTON IN REGULAR MEETING ASSEMBLED:  

 

A. That the affirmative findings of the City Staff are adopted by the Planning Commission;  

B. That the conditional use permit shall expire if not used or applied in accordance with the 

provisions of City Code Section 21.501.04(g); 

C. That the conditional use permit may be suspended or revoked in accordance with the 

provisions of City Code Section 21.501.04(h); 

D. That the requested conditional use permit is approved, subject to the following conditions 

of approval:  

 

1. Prior to Permit  The use is limited to one major auto service bay and three minor 

repair/auto detail bays unless approved by the Planning Manager. 

2. Prior to Permit  Parking lot and site security lighting plans must be provided to 

satisfy the requirements of City Code Section 21.301.07. 

3. Prior to Permit  The screening and landscaping as shown on the 1988 approved plan 

must be restored or a new plan with modifications be approved 

prior to modifications.  

4. Prior to Permit  The secured area must not extend closer to 17th Avenue than the 

wall plane of the building.  No long-term storage or vehicles or 

storages and damaged vehicles is allowed. 

5. Prior to Permit  Area for all trash and recyclable materials inside the principal 

building must be identified on the plan and meet City Code 

requirements (Sec. 21.301.17). No exterior dumpsters or storage 

allowed. 

6. Ongoing  Signs must be in compliance with the requirements of Chapter 19, 

Article X of the City Code and Uniform Design Plan. Any changes 

or additional signage required a review and a separate permit.  

7. Ongoing   The clear view triangle required by City Code Section 17.31 must 

be provided.  

8. Ongoing  Signs in windows facing public or private streets or pedestrian 

corridors must not exceed 25% of the total window area and no 

more than 25% of linear eye-level window width. 

9. Ongoing  Exterior materials must meet the requirements of City Code Section 

19.63.08.  Any unpainted surface (stone) is not allowed to be 
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Page 3 

painted.  Previously painted areas require review and approval to 

repaint. 

10. Ongoing  Fences must the standards of City Code Section 21.301.08. 

11. Ongoing  Fuel pumps and canopy must be removed if the fuel sales and C-

Store are not restored by June 1, 2023 

12. Ongoing  Prior to operation of underground storage tanks and pumps, provide 

documentation for Fire Marshal review and receive Fire Marshal 

approval that the flammable waste trap and separators have been 

tested and are in working order.   
 

 

Passed and adopted this 8th day of December, 2022. 

 

The three day period to appeal the Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council expired on 

December 13, 2022. 

 

 An appeal was not received and the conditional use permit is now in effect. 

 

 An appeal was received and the final decision on the conditional use permit will therefore be 

made by the Bloomington City Council. 

 

 

 _______________________________                       ____________ 

 Planning Commission Chair   Date 

 

 ATTEST: 

 

 _______________________________                       ____________ 

 Planning Commission Secretary  Date 
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 Development Review Committee 

Approved Minutes 

Pre-Application, PL202200196  
Meeting Date: October 25, 2022 

McLeod Conference Room 

Bloomington Civic Plaza 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road 

 

Staff Present: 
Brian Hansen (Eng., Chair) 952-563-4543 

Laura McCarthy (Fire Prev) 952-563-8965 
Pete Miller (Fire) 952-563-8967 

Duke Johnson (Bldg & Insp) 952-563-8959 

Tim Kampa (Utilities) 952-563-8776 

Jordan Vennes (Utilities) 952-563-4533 

Renae Clark (Park & Rec) (952) 563-8890 
Kate Ebert (Public Health) 952-563-4962 

Jason Heitzinger (Assessing) 952-563-4512 

Mike Thissen (Env. Health)  952-563-8981 
Londell Pease (Planning) 952-563-8926 

Glen Markegard (Planning) 952-563-8923 

Derly Navarro (Planning) 952-563-8961 

Maureen O’Brien (Legal) 952-563-8781 

Kevin Toskey (Legal) 952-563-4889 
Emily Hestbech (Planning) 952-563-4507 

 

  

  
 

Project Information: 
 

Project Auto repair in a vacant service station 

 

Site Address 1700 E Old Shakopee Road 
 

Plat Name: Docherty Addition 

 

Project Description Three minor auto repair bays and one major auto repair bay in a vacant service station 

 

Application Type Conditional Use Permit 
 

Staff Contact Derly Navarro - dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov – (952) 563-8961 

 

Applicant Contact Eric Aaron - goodbiz@gmx.com – (612) 401-9842 

 
Post Application DRC No 

 

 
NOTE: To view all documents and minutes related to this review, please go to www.blm.mn/plcase 

and enter “PL202200196” into the search box. 

 

Guests Present: 

Name Email 

Eric Aaron goodbiz@gmx.com  
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PL2022-196  Page 2 of 3 
 

INTRODUCTION – Derly Navarro (Planning): 
The applicant proposes an auto repair/detailing business in a vacant service station.  Two bays would 
be used for auto detailing, one for minor repair and one for both major and minor auto repair.  In 
addition, there would be minor changes to the existing site, including a security fence in the back and a 

security camera system.  While not part of the application, the applicant intends to restore the fuel 
service and small C-store, which are permitted uses. 
 

Discussion/Comments: 

 
PLEASE NOTE:  Below is not a complete list of comments.  Please read the 
comment summary and review plan mark-ups for a complete list of comments. 

 

 Renae Clark (Park and Recreation): 
o No comment. 

 

 Jason Heitzinger (Assessing): 

o No comment. 

 

 Mike Thissen (Environmental Health): 

o Make sure there is an area for used tires. 

o Make sure there is an area for snow piles. 

o A hazardous waste generator license with Hennepin County is required. 

o For a food license work with Erik Solie, Environmental Health 
o Make sure the sediment traps for the bays are operational. 

 

 Duke Johnson (Building and Inspection):  

o No comment. 

 

 Laura McCarthy (Fire Prevention): 

o The service station has been used for auto repair in the past, therefore it is not considered a 

change of use, however the items such as drains and flammable waste traps need to be 

functional and code compliant.  If other business practices changes the occupancy classification, 

the space will be required to be sprinklered.   

o The building is not listed as being sprinklered so minimalindoor tire storage is allowed.  
o If tire storage is needed, meet with Environmental Health and Fire. 

o Fire is concerned about emergency vehicle access with the addition of the fenced area.  

 Londell Pease (Planning): 

o Commented in response to Laura McCarthy that there is no connection—the properties are 

separated by a curb. 
 

 Laura McCarthy (Fire Prevention):  

o Consistent with that information a fence would still create a dead-end but only to the applicant’s 

space. 

o Tanks—applicant did request a hold on removing tanks from MPCA. If not using the tanks 
there is a requirement that they must be removed. MPCA allows extensions but the fire code 

does not. The fire code says after a year they have to be removed if they’re not being used. 

 

 Erik Norling (Police): 

o No comment. 
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 Brian Hansen (Engineering): 
o The driveway onto 17th Avenue has landscaping that has caused clear view triangle issues where 

vehicles can’t see opposing traffic. This driveway must maintain a clear view triangle on both 

corners which could mean trimming the trees or trimming down the landscaping. 

 

 Tim Kampa (Utilities): 
o Comments are dependent on whether a fire service is needed in the building—it sounds like 

they are not, so disregard comments. 

 

 Kate Ebert (Public Health): 

o No comment. 
 

 Kevin Toskey (Legal): 

o No comment. 

 

 Derly Navarro (Planning): 
o Please refer to the comment summary and plans for all the comments.  

o All trash and recycling must be in the building.  No outdoor storage is allowed. 

o Any changes to the building exterior or signage require a separate permit. 

o The next application deadline is November 2, 2022.  For a complete application, please provide 

the following: 

 An application form signed by the owner or a letter from the owner allowing an 
application to be submitted. 

 A to-scale site plan updated for all parking and related changes shown 

 A to-scale floor plan showing all uses with a parking analysis. 

 A letter describing changes and operational characteristics. 

 A $220 fee 
 

 Eric Aaron (Applicant):  

o I plan to have tire storage outside in a tire cage to be picked up by recyclers. 

 

 Londell Pease (Planning):  
o The city doesn’t allow outside storage of waste per city code, it would have to be a building 

addition. 

18



 

Comment Summary 

 
 

 
Application #: PL2022-196 
 

Address: 1700 E Old Shakopee Road 
 

Request: Conditional Use Permit for minor and major auto repair in a vacant service station 
 

Meeting: Pre-Application DRC - October 25, 2022 

 

 

NOTE:  All comments are not listed below.   

Please review all plans for additional or repeated comments. 
 

Building Department Contact: Duke Johnson at djohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-8959 

 

1) Separate permit required for parking lot modifications. 

2) If floor drains are present or installed new - must be flammable waste traps. 

3) Must meet 2020 MN State Building Code and 2020 MN Accessibility Code. 

4) Building plans must be signed by a MN licensed architect. 

5) SAC review by MET council will be required. 

6) Provide a detailed code analysis with the plans. 

7) Up to 20% of budget must be applied to accessibility upgrades per MN Accessibility Code. 
 

 

Fire Department Contact: Laura McCarthy at lmccarthy@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-8965 

 

1) Maintain emergency vehicle access and circulation throughout the property.  The fence is a concern. 

2) Ensure flammable waste trap is functional and code compliant.  

3) Fuel tanks to be removed if they will not be used and have not been used in the past year.  

4) Building will require a full fire inspection prior to occupancy.  
 

 

Water Resources Contact: Brian Hansen at bhanson@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-4543 

 

1) Any excavation work will require an erosion control permit.  If disturbed area is greater than 5,000 SF, a 

stormwater management plan is required. 
 

 

Traffic Contact: Brian Hansen at bhanson@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-4543 

 

1) Call out customer parking spaces vs parking spaces for vehicles awaiting repair. 

2) List the number of parking spaces required by city code and the number of spaces provided on site. 

3) Provide dimensions for parking and drive aisle (City Code requirements 21.301.06). 

4) Provide dimensions for parking stalls (City Code requirements 21.301.06). 

5) All construction and post-construction parking and storage of equipment and materials must be on-site.  

Use of public streets for private construction parking, loading/unloading, and storage will not be allowed. 

6) Illustrate on plan the clear view triangle (15' from property corner to driveway approaches) is not 

obstructed by landscaping or signage. There has been a history of concerns with landscaping obstructing 

the 17th Avenue driveway. 
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Utility Contact: Brian Hansen at bhanson@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-4543 

 

1) All unused water services must be properly abandoned at the main.  All unused sanitary sewer services 

must be properly abandoned at the property line. 

2) Provide civil plans for the project.  Plan sheets may include grading, drainage, utility, erosion control, 

traffic control, civil site, etc. 

3) Several comments are only needed if Bloomington Fire wants a fire service and another hydrant installed.    

4) Utility and mechanical contractors must coordinate the installation of all water and sewer service pipes 

into the building to accommodate city inspection and testing. 

5) Provide a minimum of 8-feet and a maximum of 10-feet of cover over all water lines, valves, services, etc. 

6) Use Zinc Coated Class 52 DIP water main for pipe 12-inches in diameter and smaller.  A minimum 8 mil 

V-Bio polywrap is required on all DIP. 

7) Taps of live water mains are done by City forces and paid for and coordinated with the Contractor. 

8) Combination fire and domestic services must terminate with a thread on flange or an MJ to flange adapter. 

9) A minimum 10-foot horizontal and 18-inch vertical separation is required between watermain and sewers. 

10) All components of the water system, up to the water meter or fire service equipment must utilize 

protective internal coatings meeting current ANSI/AWWA standards for cement mortar lining or special 

coatings.  The use of unlined or uncoated pipe is not allowed. 
 

 

Planning Contact: Derly Navarro at dnavarro@bloomingtonmn.gov, (952) 563-8926 

 

1) The conditional use permit for auto repair is required as the service station remained vacant for more than 

365 consecutive days.  The fuel sales and C-Store are permitted uses.  If the fuel service and C-Store are 

not restored, the pumps and the canopy must be removed. 

2) Interior trash/ recycling must be provided (City Code Section 21.301.17).  No exterior dumpsters allowed. 

3) Any changes to or additional signage required a review and a separate permit. 

4) List the number of parking spaces required by city code and the number of spaces provided on the site 

plan.  Staff estimates 15 parking spaces are required for three minor and one major service bays.    

5) Fences must not exceed 6 feet in height between the building and the street and must be no more than 50 

percent opaque.  Fences not between the building and the street are allowed to be up to 10 feet in height 

and fully opaque.  Anything over 7 feet requires a building permit. Fences must be constructed of wood, 

metal, bricks, masonry, plastic, or other materials designed for permanent outdoor fencing. Wood fences 

must be constructed of cedar, redwood, or other decay-resistant wood.  Chain link fencing of less than 12 

gauge in diameter is prohibited (for example, where 13 gauge is finer and not permitted, and 11 gauge is 

thicker and permitted).  Fences must not be constructed from razor wire, snow fencing, plywood, or 

materials originally intended for other purposes.  Above-ground electric fencing is not permitted. 

6) Any changes to 1988 approved landscaping plan must be reviewed and approved prior to modifications. 

7) Exterior materials must meet Section 19.63.08.  Any unpainted surface (stone) is not allowed to be 

painted.  Previously painted areas require review and approval. 

8) For windows facing public or private streets or pedestrian corridors, no more than 25% of the total 

window area and no more than 25% of linear eye-level window width may be obscured by signs, film 

coverings, product displays, or similar covering.  Blinds, curtains, and similar temporary coverings for 

privacy or sunlight control are permitted.  Maximum window sign area is 25 percent. 

9) The next application deadline is November 2, 2022, at 2:00 PM.  The application fee would be $220 and 

must accompany the property owner's approval to submit the application, plans and a narrative describing 

the operations or changes proposed.  Contact staff for more detail. 
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Planning Commission Item

 
Originator 
Community Development

Item 
2.1 City Code Amendment - Single and Two-Family Residential
Standards and Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment

Agenda Section 
Item 2

Date 
December 8, 2022

Requested Action:

 

Staff recommends approval of the ordinance and Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment through the following
motions:

 

In Case #PL2022-221, I move to recommend approval of the ordinance updating City Code requirements for
single-family residential and two-family residential lots and dwellings, thereby amending Chapters 19, 21 and 22
of the City Code as attached to the staff report.

 

In Case #PL2022-221, I move to recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment attached to
the staff report.

Description:

 
City Code Amendment updating zoning and platting standards for single and two-family residential dwellings and
lots, and a related Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment revising the descriptions and density ranges of the
residential and industrial land use categories in the Land Use Element.

Attachments:

 
Staff Report
Ordinance
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment
Affected Jurisdiction Responses
Engagement Story Map and Survey Results
Planning Commission/HRA and City Council Minutes
Affidavit of Publication
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON MINNESOTA
CASE #PL2022-221

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
PAGE 1 of 14

Report to the Planning Commission
Planning Division/Engineering Division

12/08/2022

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: City of Bloomington

Location: Citywide

Request: 1) City Code Amendment updating zoning and platting 
standards related to single and two-family homes

2) Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to revise land use 
category descriptions and density ranges to ensure 
consistency with the updated zoning standards

CHRONOLOGY

Planning Commission and HRA Board: 10/28/2021 – Study Item

Planning Commission and HRA Board: 01/06/2022 – Study Item

City Council: 02/14/2022 – Study Item

Planning Commission 12/08/2022 – Public Hearing scheduled

City Council (anticipated) 01/09/2022 – Public Hearing anticipated

DEADLINE FOR AGENCY ACTION

Applicable Deadline: Agency Action Deadline Waived by Applicant
Newspaper Notification: Confirmed (11/17/2022 Sun Current – 10-day notice)
Direct Mail Notification: Not required

STAFF CONTACT

Michael Palermo, Economic Development Analyst
Phone: 952-563-8924  
E-mail: MPalermo@Bloomingtonmn.gov

PROPOSAL

The proposed City Code update will amend zoning and platting standards related to single and two-
family homes. The objectives of the proposed amendment are to streamline the approval process for 
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single-family residential lots, encourage infill development, and allow for a wider range of single 
and two-family homes in order to add opportunities for affordable home ownership. Text 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element are also proposed to ensure 
consistency with the proposed City Code changes and other stated redevelopment goals. 

 
BACKGROUND

While single-family residential is one of the predominant land uses in Bloomington, there is very 
little vacant land available to develop new single-family or two-family homes under the current 
zoning standards. As the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area has evolved over the decades, increasing 
housing demand has led to more variety in housing types and more flexibility regarding 
development standards for single and two-family homes.  To address the City Council’s strategic 
priority to expand housing choices, staff examined Bloomington’s current development standards 
and identified potential amendments to better achieve these four overarching goals:

1) Encourage more housing options 
2) Increase affordability
3) Address racial equity by identifying potentially discriminatory policies
4) Encourage healthy and sustainable communities

While these goals are discussed separately in this report, it is important to understand that they are 
interrelated. 

 
WHY UPDATE OUR STANDARDS

Bloomington experienced most of its single-family home development during the 1950s and 1960s 
when the rambler was the sought-after home style. Bloomington’s Code and housing standards were 
born out of this era of growth and development. While the Code has continually been amended over 
time, it has not evolved sufficiently enough to meet new market pressures that exist in the present 
housing market. The type of single-family homes in demand regionally and nationally have changed 
with shifts in demographics and consumer preferences. While market demand for specific types of 
single-family homes fluctuates with each generation, total demand for homes in the Twin Cities 
continues to grow.  To accommodate the range of housing needs of an increasingly diverse local 
and regional population, the Code and development standards therein need to be amended to 
address the following challenges: 

Land Scarcity 

Bloomington is largely built out. With little vacant land for new subdivisions, opportunities for new 
housing development will involve reuse of existing land in new ways. To increase the supply of 
single-family housing, the standards of the R-1 Single-Family Residential Zoning District should be 
amended in several ways to reduce barriers and create more opportunities for infill development. 
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Shifting Market Demand

Design preferences for single-family detached and attached housing have evolved dramatically over 
the last 50 years. As demographics and socio economics (age, household size, income, etc.) in the 
region shift, so do the housing types that are in demand. Developers understand the shifting market 
demand and work to provide a range of housing that meets a variety of needs and preferences. 

Demand has increased for multigenerational living, active seniors looking to downsize to single 
floor living, millennials looking for larger homes, accessory dwelling units, etc. New housing 
opportunities continue to emerge in Bloomington, as mixed use, higher density and transit-
supportive nodes have developed. While these locational amenities are important, providing 
flexibility in the Zoning Code to allow a range of housing types in a greater number of locations 
throughout Bloomington is also important to retaining residents, attracting infill development, and 
meeting new housing demand. 

Affordability

The lack of available land and housing type options reduces housing affordability. Housing 
affordability can also be impacted by lending policies, interest rates, material costs, labor costs, 
regional supply and demand dynamics, and land costs; all of which the City has little influence 
over. The City can foster affordability by   increasing housing supply, lowering costs, and allowing 
more density, which can lower the price of housing per unit. By providing more flexible 
development requirements, the Code can accommodate what has been dubbed the “missing middle” 
housing or encourage “gentle density” to increase the supply and per unit affordability.

Affordability is an issue at the local, regional, state, and national levels.  Housing production 
dropped considerably during the mid-2000s recession. While production levels recovered by the end 
of 2017, as shown in Figure 1, not enough housing units have been created regionally to make up 
for the drop in supply and growth in regional population.1 

Finding ways to rebuild increased supply is important to not only support the regional demand for 
housing but to ensure Bloomington’s stock remains affordable by reducing regional price pressure 
on the local market. 

1 https://www.startribune.com/no-wonder-its-hard-to-find-a-new-home-the-twin-cities-has-the-worst-housing-
shortage-in-the-nation/600098521/?refresh=true 
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Figure 1: Housing Production and Household Growth

Equity

Promoting equitable housing means Bloomington is inviting, accessible, and provides a range of 
housing choices to meet different needs, desires, and incomes. However, significant disparities in 
homeownership persist stemming from long-time development and lending policies that denied the 
BIPOC community access to homeownership opportunities. An Urban Institute study found that 
having parents with stable homeownership greatly influenced the children’s likelihood to own in the 
future.2 Today, lack of generational wealth is one of the primary challenges to home ownership.  In 
Bloomington, BIPOC residents own at a rate of 35% compared to 75% for white non-Hispanic 
residents.3 Addressing affordability is one strategy to increase ownership among the BIPOC 
community in Bloomington.

It should also be acknowledged that different households have different needs. Larger households 
require larger homes and likely more off-street parking, whereas single individual or two-person 
households may be satisfied with a smaller home and single stall garage. 

Health 

Safe and stable housing, often associated with single- and two-family homeownership, leads to 
positive health outcomes4. A healthy living environment includes both the physical home and the 
environment where the home is located. Local, state, and federal codes define minimum standards 
to ensure all homes are structurally safe and free of toxins.  Locational factors such as access to 
multimodal transportation, healthy food, quality health care, employment opportunities, and good s

2 https://www.urban.org/research/publication/intergenerational-homeownership/view/full_report 
3 US Census Bureau 2019 American Community Survey – 5-year Estimates 
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=tenure%20bloomington,%20minnesota&tid=ACSST5Y2019.S2502 
4 https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/hpb20180313.396577/full/ 
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chools can positively impact social determinants of health. While the City can directly influence 
healthy habits through parks and safe walking environments, it can also indirectly influence health 
outcomes through density and other standards that influence housing production.  

Environmental Sustainability

Environmental sustainability in the single-family residential context can be approached by a site-
specific improvement or from a larger systems approach. Some examples of site-specific 
improvements include natural landscaping, on-site compositing, rain barrels or gardens, and solar 
panels.  The City also partners with organizations, such as Xcel Energy and CenterPoint Energy’s 
Home Energy Squad, to do energy audits and help encourage energy efficient improvements. 
However, the State Building Code sets minimum energy standards and local zoning codes cannot 
have standards with higher requirements. For this reason, the City has taken the approach of 
removing barriers and encouraging site improvement.

The Zoning Code can influence larger environmental systems by encouraging compact design 
(higher density), which may support the provision of more active transportation modes, such as 
walking, transit, and bicycling.  Encouraging land use densities and patterns that support active 
transportation can reduce car dependence, which not only reduces greenhouse gas emissions, but 
improves air quality and encourages active lifestyles improving health outcomes. However, 
environmental sustainability can add costs, such as solar panels and on-site storm water 
management, which can be detrimental to achieving other goals such as affordability. The City will 
continue to look at ways of addressing building site-specific design issues while working toward 
larger system improvements.   

R-1 ZONING DISTRICT OVERVIEW 

Bloomington’s primary single-family zoning district is the R-1 Zoning District, which is by far the 
most prevalent zoning district by land area. The R-1 Zoning District is primarily applied to land 
guided Low Density Residential in the Comprehensive Plan. The Low Density Residential (LDR) 
guide plan designation has a maximum density of five units per acre. In some instances, where 
density exceeds five units an acre, the R-1 zoning district applies to land guided Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) (5-10 dwelling units per acre).

Most of the development standards for this zoning district are located in Chapter 21 Article III 
Division A: General Standards. There are additional performance standards located in §21.302.07 
that address less common requirements for pools and sport courts. 

The R-1 zoning district also permits two-family homes, which have more defined performance 
standards located in § 21.302.04. Major components that differ between the standards for single-
family and two-family requirements are outlined in Table 1.
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Table 1: Single and Two-Family Dwelling Standards

Standard Single-Family Two-Family
Minimum Lot Size 11,000 sq. ft. / 15,000 sq. ft. for 

Corner Lot
15,000 sq. ft. / 18,000 sq. ft. 
for Corner Lot

Minimum Lot Width 80 Feet or 80% of median lot width 
within 500 feet, whichever is 
greater/120 Feet for Corner Lot 

100 Feet or 80% of median lot 
width within 500 feet, 
whichever is greater/120 Feet 
for Corner Lot

Minimum Front Yard 
setback

30 Feet (or prevailing setback up to 
65 feet if abutting home built 
before 1974)

50 Feet (or prevailing setback 
up to 65 feet if abutting home 
built before 1974)

Minimum Floor Area 1,040 sq. ft. 960 sq. ft.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

The proposed amendments were prepared by a multi-disciplinary, internal work group with 
representatives from the Planning, Environmental Health, Assessing, Public Health, Engineering, 
Housing and Redevelopment Authority, and Building and Inspection Divisions. Input from the 
Planning Commission, Housing and Redevelopment Authority Board, City Council, multiple 
outreach events, one-on-one discussion with realtors and developers, and discussion gathered from 
the Project’s Let’s Talk Bloomington page directed the proposed amendments.  The most 
predominant changes to the single and two-family residential zoning standards are:   

 Updates to definitions and basic standards in Chapter 19 to align with Chapter 21
 Minimum lot size and median lot width requirements
 Minimum floor area requirements
 Stormwater requirements
 Front setback requirements 
 On-site parking requirements
 Two-family home grouping approval process 
 Elimination of prevailing setback in the R-1 Zoning District 
 Platting requirements

Bloomington’s Comprehensive Plan Forward 2040 also needs to be updated to accommodate the 
proposed changes to minimum lot size for single and two-family homes and fulfill the City’s goals 
for infill development. 

Chapter 19 Updates

Proposed amendments to Chapter 19 include:
 Align two-family home definition with the structure standards 
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 Update how many principal buildings are permitted on a single residential lot

In Chapter 19 there are two proposed updates to better align with standards in Chapter 21. First, the 
definition of Two-Family Dwellings in Chapter 19 is missing the minimum 10-foot common wall 
that is required by performance standards Chapter 21 (see Sec. 21.302.04(c)(13)). Second, §19.04 
limits lots to one principal building per lot. There are presently scenarios that can result in more 
than one principal building per lot. The requirement that buildings must be located on a lot will be 
retained. 

Chapter 21 Updates

Updates to Chapter 21 of the City Code include the following: 

§ 21.301.01 Development Intensity and Site Characteristics
Proposed Amendments

 Reduce Minimum Lot Size from 11,000 to 7,800 square feet for interior lots and from 
15,000 to 11,050 square feet for corner lots in the R-1 district

 Reduce Minimum Lot Width from 80 feet to 60 feet for interior lots and from120 feet to 100 
feet for corner lots in the R-1 district

 Remove median site width requirement for R-1 lots
 Align Stormwater requirements for single-family sites with Two-Family Home Standards
 Remove minimum building floor areas for single-family and two-family dwellings 

Staff proposes to reduce the minimum lot size to 7,800 square feet from 11,000 square feet for 
interior lots in the R-1 Zoning District. This would also include reducing the minimum lot width to 
60 feet, which aligns with Bloomington’s most common lot depth of 130 feet. These standards 
would allow for a moderate increase in density from 3.96 to 5.58 units per acre for lots that meets 
the minimum size requirement. In order to accommodate new lot creation, staff proposes that 
median site width be removed for R-1 zoning district. With the current standard in place, it is highly 
unlikely that any new lots would be able to utilize the reduced lot width, negating the proposed 
amendment. The proposed standards would bring a significant amount of Bloomington’s legally 
nonconforming lots into compliance. About 15% of Bloomington’s single family lots do not 
currently meet the 80-foot-wide minimum lot width or the 11,000 square-foot minimum lot size. 
Corner lot width and size would also be reduced in the R-1 district from 120 feet to 100 feet in 
width and from 15,000 square feet to 11,050 square feet in area respectively. 

Staff conducted a site suitability analysis to identify sites more suitable to lot splitting. It reviewed 
lot value and size to identify areas that could be more susceptible to redevelopment. While there are 
large lots in Bloomington that could be subdivided under the proposed amendment, larger lots tend 
to be occupied by higher valued homes, lessening redevelopment potential. If the market strongly 
supports the changes, it is anticipated that about 10-20 new units could be constructed a year over a 
10-year period, for a total housing supply increase of about 100-200 new single or two-family 
dwellings. 
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Impervious surface requirements are also located in this section. It is proposed to update this 
subsection title to say “Storm Water”, which better reflects the purpose of the subsection. It is also 
proposed to add existing standards from the two-family section related to storm water to this section 
for applicability to single-family lots. The major change is the allowance of impervious surface over 
35% coverage up to 45% coverage with approval by the City Engineer on the basis of meeting 
minimum on-site stormwater management requirements. 

The ordinance proposes the elimination of minimum floor areas for single and two-family 
dwellings.  Minimum floor areas for these dwelling types are informed by the Minnesota State 
Building Code according to occupancy.  When staff raised the possibility of removing minimum 
floor areas for these dwelling types, there was general support from the Planning Commission and 
City Council to proceed in this direction.  Support for the removal of minimum floor areas was 
based on the idea that a greater diversity of housing sizes and choices would benefit the City.  Staff 
anticipates that the market will continue to demand larger sizes for most new single or two-family 
dwellings.  In addition, having minimum floor area requirements in the Minnesota State Building 
Code based on occupancy ensures that the provision of adequate floor area is assured. 

§ 21.301.02 Structure Placement
Proposed Amendments

 Remove prevailing setback for R-1 Zoning District 
 Modify requirement regarding accessory buildings between the street and a principal 

structure

The proposed amendment would remove the prevailing setback requirement from R-1 Zoning 
District. This requirement has been challenging to explain to the public, requires staff time to 
calculate, and most importantly imposes additional regulatory burdens on residents looking to build 
or expand with limited resulting benefits. Moving to a single setback standard of 30 feet simplifies 
the process and allows the property owner better control over their property irrespective of the 
location of their neighbor’s house.  It should be noted staff proposes to maintain this standard in the 
RS-1 and R-1A zoning district where significant front setbacks are a more common characteristic in 
these residential areas or subdivisions.

The proposed amendments would also remove reference to a requirement in Section 21.301.02 not 
allowing accessory structures to be located closer to the street than the associated principal 
structures. This standard is also addressed in § 21.301.19 Accessory Buildings. That section further 
differentiates between side, front, and rear yards adjoining a street, including on through lots. The 
net result of the amendment is to  allow a detached garage or accessory building in the rear yard 
located on a through lot.  

§ 21.301.06 Parking and Loading
Proposed amendments

 Reduce parking requirement from four spaces to two spaces per dwelling for single and two-
family homes

 Reduce garage parking requirements from two spaces to one space per dwelling
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It is proposed to reduce the garage requirement from two spaces to a single space per dwelling for 
both single-family and two-family homes. Similar to the proposed lot size reduction, this 
amendment would bring approximately 15% of properties that only have a single car garage into 
conformance with the City Code. To align with this reduction, it is proposed to reduce the total 
parking requirements to two spaces per dwelling. This new minimum standard would assume a 
vehicle parked in the garage and a vehicle parked on the driveway. This minimum off-street parking 
requirement aligns with the proposed smaller lot size to help reduce impervious surface on the 
property. It also aligns with market pressure to reduce vehicle dependency. While eliminating the 
garage requirement all-together was explored, staff recommends a minimum of a single enclosed 
stall be provided, which can also accommodate storage. 

§ 21.302.04 Two-Family Dwellings
Proposed amendments

 Reduce minimum lot size from 15,000 square feet  to 13,000 square feet for an interior lot 
and from 18,000 square feet to 16,250 square feet for a corner lot 

 Reduce lot width from 100 feet to 80 feet for an interior lot (120 to 100 for corner lot) 
 Remove median lot width requirement 
 Align setback requirements with single-family homes
 Remove minimum floor area for two-family dwellings
 Adjust garage size requirement to align with parking reduction 
 Amend groupings approval from a Planned Development Rezoning with Council approval 

to Conditional Use Permit with Planning Commission approval 

There are multiple amendments to the Two-Family standards to align more closely with single-
family home standards and further promote this type of housing. Commensurate with the reduction 
in lot size for single-family, the two-family requirement is proposed to be reduced to 13,000 square 
feet for interior lots and 16,250 square feet for corner lots. These lot sizes reflect the size of a 
single-family home minus side yard areas that are not necessary in a two-family home. Similar to 
the single-family standard, to account for the reduced lot size, the minimum lot width is also 
proposed to be reduced to 80 feet for interior lots and 100 feet for corner lots. In addition, the 
ordinance proposes to remove the median lot width requirement in the R-1 District. This would 
allow density on two-family dwelling sites to potentially increase from 5.8 units per acre to 6.7 
units an acre. 

To limit a rapid increase in housing density in single-family neighborhoods, the Code currently 
requires groupings of two-family dwellings, two-family home located within 500 feet of another 
existing two-family home, to be rezoned through a Planned Development overlay, which requires 
public hearings at Planning Commission and City Council. While adding discretion and public 
notice, this process also adds time and expense to the project. In the subject ordinance, the approval 
process is proposed to be amended so that two-family groupings be approved through a conditional 
use permit process at the Planning Commission, which retains the public notice aspect and reduces 
a barrier to development and shortens the approval process, albeit with a reduction in discretion. 
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Two-family homes currently have setback standards above and beyond single-family homes. This 
was intended to lessen the impact of a two-family home that would be dominated by garage doors. 
However, since this standard was adopted, new standards limiting garage façade to 40% of the 
structure facing the street have been implemented. The proposed update would align with what is 
permitted for a single-family dwelling especially for the front setback requirement.  This 
amendment would also reduce the amount of required impervious surface on a site, a benefit to 
overall stormwater management. 

The ordinance proposes eliminating the minimum floor area for two-family dwellings as discussed 
above.  The Minnesota State Building Code does proscribe minimum floor area requirements based 
on occupancy type.

The parking requirements are also proposed to be reduced to two spaces, one of which is enclosed 
in a garage consistent with the proposed amendment for single-family dwelling. This level of 
parking is also consistent with many existing two-family homes which were developed before the 
current standard, bringing many existing sites into conformance with the City’s parking 
requirement. 

Chapter 22

§ 22.04 Types of Plats
Proposed amendments 

 Amend Type I Plats to include single and two-family lot splits 

The proposed amendment would allow simple lot splits for single and two-family dwellings to be 
classified as a Type I plat, helping streamline the process of platting for new lots. Currently, plats 
that result in new lots with new units would be classified as a Type III plat. Type III plats require a 
public hearing at Planning Commission for preliminary plat and final decision making by City 
Council. Type I plats are reviewed by staff and acted upon by City Council. The process for a Type 
I plat can be completed much more quickly than the process for Type III plats. It should also be 
noted that the application fees for a Type I plat are less than a Type III plat.  Furthermore, Type III 
Plats also require information from land 50 feet beyond the property, adding time and expense to 
the project.

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment

In support of the City-initiated ordinance, staff is also proposing a Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment that would help effectuate the desired policy outcomes therein.  As the City has 
incrementally revised the Zoning Code to allow for accessory dwelling units and two-family 
dwellings, higher densities are allowed in the Zoning Ordinance than within corresponding land use 
designations in the Comprehensive Plan.  

The Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan establishes categories of planned land use called 
Guide Plan Designations.  The residential land use categories include both density ranges and 
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examples of typical development.  For example, the Low Density Residential (LDR) category 
allows for residential development up to five units per acre.  Typical development in this category 
includes detached single-family homes, two-family units, and cluster housing.  The density ranges 
of the existing residential land use categories are as follows:

Existing Residential Guide Plan Designation Densities
 Low Density Residential (LDR): Up to five units per acre
 Medium Density Residential (MDR): Between five and ten units per acre
 High Density Residential (HDR): Between ten and 150 units per acre

As the City seeks to allow additional infill development in low density areas in the form of new 
single-family detached dwellings on smaller lots, ADUs, and two-family dwellings, among other 
dwelling types, the maximum density limit established in the LDR category is as an obstacle of 
these policy goals.  For example, if a property owner wanted to establish an accessory dwelling unit 
(ADU) on a 11,000 square-foot (0.25 acres) lot, a legal size for an interior lot in the R-1 zoning 
district, the resulting density would be eight units per acre.  Similarly, if a property owner desired to 
establish a two-family dwelling on a 15,000 square-foot (0.34 acres) interior lot, also a conforming 
size according to the City’s standards (see Sec. 21.302.04), the resulting density would be 5.9 units 
per acre, exceeding the maximum density allowed in areas guided LDR and thus not allowed as a 
result.  To mitigate this obstacle or inconsistency, staff recommends a Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment that would modify the density ranges of the residential land use categories as follows:

Proposed Residential Guide Plan Designation Densities
 Low Density Residential (LDR): Up to 12 units per acre
 Medium Density Residential (MDR): Between five and 15 units per acre
 High Density Residential (HDR): Between ten and 150 units per acre

The density ranges of the LDR and MDR categories are revised by increasing the maximum 
densities allowed to 12 and 15 units per acre respectively.  The density range of the HDR category 
would remain unchanged.  The proposal does represent a change in approach for governing 
residential density in one respect – the proposed ranges overlap with one another.  While the density 
ranges overlap, allowed uses are still described both within the applicable land use category and, 
most importantly, the applicable zoning district for a particular site.

The proposed maximum density for the Low Density Residential category was informed by the 
proposed minimum lot size for the R-1 Zoning District – 7,800 square feet (0.18 acres).  If a single-
family detached dwelling and an associated ADU were established on a 7,800 square-foot lot, the 
resulting residential density would be 11.1 units per acre. Assuming all other zoning performance 
standards were met, such a development would comply with the LDR land use category as proposed 
in the Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment.  If this type of development is an outcome that the 
City wants to support in low density residential areas, then raising the maximum residential density 
of the LDR category is necessary to ensure consistency.
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Raising the maximum density of the Medium Density Residential (MDR) category to 15 units per 
acre raises the ceiling of this category by five units per acre, a modest increase.  The maximum 
density of the MDR category must be raised to account for the density range increase to the LDR 
category.  No modifications to the density range of the High Density Residential are proposed.  
However, it should be noted that the proposed ranges of the LDR and MDR category do overlap 
with the low end of the HDR category.

In addition to revising the density ranges of the LDR and MDR land use categories, the 
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment would clarify the types of typical development with each 
category.  In the LDR category, staff recommends that accessory dwelling units, low density 
townhomes, and cottage home developments be added to the list of typical development.  By adding 
these typical development types to the LDR description, it is more accurate and descriptive of the 
development types that exist and are desired for low density residential areas.  It should be noted 
that there are existing low density townhome developments in Bloomington that are guided LDR, so 
adding this development type to the description is consistent with the existing conditions in the 
City.  In addition, staff recommends that reference to “cluster housing” be deleted, as staff is 
seeking to clarify terminology of dwelling types and avoid confusion with residential development 
associated with open space developments.  The description of the MDR category is proposed to be 
changed modestly by replacing the development type “patio homes” with “cottage homes”.  Cottage 
homes are a residential use descriptor that includes multiple lower density housing types, including 
“patio” homes or villa homes. Modifying this terminology is in line with other long-range planning 
efforts that are ongoing related to missing middle housing types.  Through some of these 
terminology or descriptor changes, staff is seeking to establish consistent language or terms of use 
types.

The focus of the proposed changes to the density ranges of the LDR and MDR categories is to make 
the Plan consistent with desired policy outcomes of the single and two-family residential zoning 
update project.  As part of this project, staff anticipates that the increase of infill development 
potential to be between 100 to 200 total units over a 10-20 year period.  This estimation includes 
consideration of new detached single-family dwellings, accessory dwelling units, and two-family 
dwelling units.  Given the modest nature of this projection, staff is not proposing to increase 
forecasts within the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element for either total population or 
households at this time, although they may be adjusted with the next decennial Comprehensive Plan 
update in 2028, depending on market reception of the amendments.  This decision has been 
discussed and made in consultation with the Community Development staff of the Metropolitan 
Council.  Given that Bloomington is a fully-built-out community, the development potential of the 
changes proposed both to the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan are modest and incremental in 
the judgment of staff.  The overwhelming majority of lots zoned R-1 and located in areas guided 
Low Density Residential will continue to be utilized as detached single-family dwellings, as this 
dwelling type remains the most desired use according to resident preferences and market outcomes.

The completion of a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment provides the opportunity to evaluate 
other aspects of the Land Use Element that may be inconsistent with other ongoing long-range 
planning efforts.  More specifically, Staff is working on the creation of a Transitional Industrial 
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Zoning District to be applied along the east side of Lyndale Avenue south of West 86th Street.  The 
project is an implementation strategy identified in the Lyndale Avenue Suburban Retrofit Plan.  The 
Transitional Industrial Zoning District would allow for a greater flexibility of uses within a small 
industrial area, including the potential for residential and retail uses.  One challenge that has been 
identified is that the area planned for the Transitional Industrial Zoning District is also guided 
Industrial in the Land Use Element.  The current description of the Industrial land use category 
explicitly prohibits unrelated commercial and residential uses.  As such, Staff recommends 
amending the description of the Industrial land use category to identify and differentiate the area 
identified in the Retrofit Plan as allowing commercial and, in limited cases, residential uses.  
Revising this description as proposed by Staff would resolve the inconsistency that currently exists 
between the implementation strategy of the Retrofit Plan and the existing description of the 
Industrial land use category.  

Similar to the impacts of the proposed modifications to the residential land use categories, Staff 
does not anticipate that the revised Industrial land use category description will necessitate increases 
to Bloomington’s total population or household forecasts.  The area under consideration for the 
Transitional Industrial Zoning District is just over 40 acres.  Staff estimates that somewhere 
between 5-15% of this land area could be redeveloped over time as multi-family residential or 
mixed-use assuming conflicts with adjacent industrial uses can be effectively mitigated.  As such, 
staff estimates the potential implications of this change to result in an increase of between 200-300 
residential units along Lyndale Avenue through 2040. 

The text amendments proposed to the Bloomington Comprehensive Plan are intended to increase 
consistency between the Land Use Element and both the single and two-family zoning updates and 
the implementation strategies of the Lyndale Avenue Suburban Retrofit.  To successfully implement 
the City’s infill development and redevelopment goals, consistency is needed between the City’s 
long range plans and ordinances.  The text amendments put forth herein will create alignment 
between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and redevelopment goals.

The City issued a notice of the Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to all surrounding and 
affected jurisdictions.  To date, the City has received 15 responses, all of which note no response or 
no concern about the proposed amendment.  The response from Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek 
Watershed District noted that all development within their jurisdiction must meet their regulatory 
stormwater rules, as is customary.  If the City receives additional responses prior to the public 
hearing, staff will provide the Planning Commission an update as that time.

Public Outreach and Engagement

As part of the project to update the single and two-family zoning standards, staff completed 
multiple efforts aimed at public engagement.  First, a project page was created on Let’s Talk 
Bloomington, the City’s online engagement platform.  The page hosted a story map explaining the 
purpose and policy options associated with the project.  In addition, a survey was offered as an 
opportunity to provide direct feedback on key policy questions.  The City received very limited 
response to the survey.  The story map and survey results are attached to the staff report.  Second, 
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City staff conducted direct public engagement at the City’s farmer’s market event on 08/13/2022.  
At the Planning staff booth, 52 total people stopped to engage on multiple topics, including the 
single and two-family zoning updates.  No written correspondence or comments about the single 
and two-family zoning updates were received at this event. Finally, staff conducted direct 
engagement with a limited number of residential builders and developers about the proposed 
updates to single and two-family residential standards.  The feedback received from these 
engagements was generally positive and supportive of the proposed changes.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the ordinance and Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment through the 
following motions:

In Case #PL2022-221, I move to recommend approval of the ordinance updating City Code 
requirements for single-family residential and two-family residential lots and dwellings, thereby 
amending Chapters 19, 21 and 22 of the City Code as attached to the staff report.

In Case #PL2022-221, I move to recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment attached to the staff report.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2022- 

ORDINANCE UPDATING CITY CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AND 
TWO-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS AND DWELLINGS RELATED TO DEFINITIONS, LOT SIZE AND 

WIDTH, APPROVAL PROCESSES, SETBACK REQUIREMENTS, PARKING AND GARAGE, 
PLATTING AND OTHER RELATED STANDARDS, THEREBY AMENDING CHAPTERS 19, 21 AND 22 

OF THE CITY CODE

The City Council of the City of Bloomington, Minnesota ordains:

Section 1.  That Chapter 19 of the City Code is hereby amended by deleting those words that are 
contained in brackets and [stricken through] and adding those words that are underlined, to read as 
follows:

CHAPTER 19

ARTICLE I: GENERAL PROVISIONS

***

DIVISION B: DEFINITIONS

§ 19.03 DEFINITIONS.

   DWELLING. One or more rooms designed for residential use by a single family that contain cooking, 
living, sanitary and sleeping facilities and that are physically separated from any other dwelling units in 
the same structure. Types of DWELLINGS are as follows.
      (A)   DWELLING, SINGLE-FAMILY. A building designed or used for residential occupancy by one 
family with or without an approved accessory dwelling unit.
      (B)   DWELLING, ACCESSORY. A secondary dwelling unit, but not a manufactured home built on a 
permanent chassis, located on the same lot as a single-family dwelling unit, either physically attached to, 
within, or detached from the single-family dwelling unit. Accessory dwelling units must be developed in 
accordance with the standards set forth in § 21.302.03.
      (C)   DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY. A building designed or used for residential occupancy by two 
families in separate dwelling units fully separated by an unpierced wall extending from ground to roof for a 
minimum of 10 feet or an unpierced ceiling and floor extending from exterior wall to exterior wall, except 
for a common stairwell exterior to both units, including both duplexes and double bungalows but not 
including accessory dwelling units.

***
DIVISION C: LOTS, BUILDING AND OBSTRUCTIONS

***

§ 19.04 BUILDINGS ON LOT.
   In a single-family residential district, every building hereafter erected or structurally altered shall be 
located on a lot[, and in no case shall there be more than one principal building on one lot]. The words 
“principal building” shall be given their common, ordinary meaning; in case of doubt, or on any question of 
interpretation the decision of the issuing authority shall be final.

***
Section 2.  That Chapter 21 of the City Code is hereby amended by deleting those words that are 

contained in brackets and [stricken through] and adding those words that are underlined, to read as 
follows:
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CHAPTER 21

***
ARTICLE II: DISTRICTS AND USES

***

DIVISION H: USES

§ 21.209 USE TABLES.

***

   (c)   Residential Zoning Districts.

Zoning District References; 
See Listed 

Section

Use Type

R-1 R- 1A RS-1 R-3 R-4 RM-12 RM-
24

RM-50 RM-
100

RESIDENTIAL
Dwellings
Single-family 
dwelling

P P P P

Two-family 
dwelling

P P 21.302.04

Groupings of two-
family dwellings

C C 21.302.04

***

ARTICLE III: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

***
Division A: General Standards

***

§ 21.301.01 DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS.

***
   (c)   Residential Zoning Districts.

(1)   Residential site standards.

Site Area Site Width Density Impervious Surface AreaZoning 
District

Minimum Minimum Minimum Maximum Maximum

R-1 [11,000] 7,800 sq. ft. 
(corner lot [15,000] 

11,050 sq. ft.)

see (A[ & B]) 
below

NA NA 35% and see (C) below
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***

(A)   Site width. Site width for non-corner sites must be at least [80] 60 feet in the R-1 and RS-1 
zoning districts and at least 100 feet in the R-1A zoning district. Corner site width at both of the 
minimum required front setback lines must be at least [120] 100 feet in the R-1, RS-1 and R-1A 
zoning districts. Single and two-family residential sites approved by the city after August 31, 
2006 must meet minimum site width requirements at the front setback line and over the first 50 
feet of the site beyond the required front setback line.

***

(B)   Median site width. Site width for all single and two-family residential lots in the [R-1, ]RS-1 
and R-1A zoning districts approved or modified by the city after August 31, 2006 must meet or 
exceed 80% of the median site width of existing lots wholly or partially located within 500 feet of 
the perimeter of the proposed subdivision measured along existing or proposed public streets. In 
no event is site width for single and two-family residential sites required to exceed 120 feet. In 
calculating the median site width, the following sites are excluded:

(i)   Sites that are not single or two-family residential sites;
(ii)   Sites within the proposed subdivision;
(iii)   Corner sites;
(iv)   Flag sites;
(v)   Sites approved through the Neighborhood Unit Development (NUD) process;
(vi)   Through lots that do not take access from the same street;
(vii)   For the purposes of calculating single-family residential site width, two-family sites are 
excluded. [In no event is site width for single and two-family residential sites required to 
exceed 120 feet]; and
(viii)   For the purposes of calculating two-family residential site width, in cases where 
horizontally attached two-family residential structures occupy two adjoining lots, site width is 
determined by adding together the width of each lot. Notwithstanding the requirements of city 
code § 21.301.01(c)(1)(A), legally created two-family residential sites may be subdivided in 
accordance with § 21.302.04(c)(16).

(C)   [Impervious surface area.] Storm water. To mitigate the impacts of increased storm water 
runoff rates and volume, single-family dwellings must meet the following storm water standards:
         (i)   Erosion and sediment control must meet the requirements of Chapter 16 of the city 
code;
         (ii)   Impervious surface area must not exceed 45% of the single-family dwelling site area;
         (iii)   If impervious surface area exceeds 35% of the single-family dwelling site area, storm 
water management plans meeting the requirements of Chapter 16 of the city code and the 
city’s comprehensive surface water management Plan must be approved by the City Engineer 
or designee prior to issuance of a grading, foundation, or building permit; and
[(i)]    (iv)   The area of impervious surface on a single-family residential site may not exceed 
12,000 sq. ft. plus 1,000 sq. ft. for each full acre of lot size over one acre.

***

      (3) Building floor area minimum

Floor AreaUnit

Minimum*

[Single-family (except R-1A)] [1,040 sq. ft.]
[Single-family (R-1A)] [1,700 sq. ft.]
[Two-family] [960 sq. ft. per unit (21.302.04)]
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Apartments and condominiums

***

§ 21.301.02 STRUCTURE PLACEMENT.

***
      (d)   Residential District setbacks.

   (1)   Residential structure setbacks in residential districts.

Along Streets** Rear Side Not Along StreetsZoning 
District Minimum Minimum Minimum

R-1, [RS-1] 30 feet [or as required in 
subsection (3) below, whichever is 
greater*]. Setbacks also subject to 

the exception in subsection (4) 
below.

30 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

10 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

RS-1 30 feet or as required in 
subsection (3) below, whichever is 
greater. Setbacks also subject to 
the exception in subsection (4) 

below.

30 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

10 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

R-1A 75 feet or as required in 
subsection (3) below, whichever is 
greater*. Setbacks also subject to 

the exception in subsection (4) 
below.

75 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

30 feet
5 feet for garages and 

accessory buildings not 
connected to water or 
sanitary sewer service

***
Note:
*   No portion of an accessory building may be closer to the property line adjacent to a public street than the 
principal structure.
**   On flag lots, the minimum setback along a street is measured from where the minimum lot width [of 80 feet] 
begins.

***

(3)   Prevailing setback.

(A)   Intent. Prevailing setback standards are intended to promote the compatibility of infill 
redevelopment with existing development in older neighborhoods.
(B)   Applicability. New single-family and two-family dwellings or additions in the [R-1, ]R-1A and 
RS-1 Zoning Districts must meet increased setback standards along a street if the new dwelling 
directly abuts to one or more single-family dwellings that were in existence on October 7, 1974.
(C)   Measurement. The prevailing setback is the average minimum setback of each single-family 
dwelling on directly abutting sites along the same street segment and within the same block face.
(D)   Standard. When applicable and not otherwise set through a condition of approval, the 
required setback from a front or side property line adjacent to a street is five feet less than the 
prevailing setback, except that the structure may not have a setback from the front or side 
property line adjacent to a street that is less than the zoning district minimum and in no case may 
the additional required setback be more than 65 feet from the property line.
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***

§ 21.301.06 PARKING AND LOADING.

*** 

   (d)   Number of off-street parking spaces required.

(1)   The minimum number of off-street parking spaces provided within a development must meet the 
provisions of this subsection (d), varying by land use as provided in the following table. If more than 
one land use is present on a site, the required parking is determined by adding together the required 
number of parking spaces for each use.

     If the number of off-street parking spaces results in a fraction, each fraction of one-half or more will 
constitute another space required. A lesser number of constructed off-street parking spaces may be 
allowed through flexibility measures (see subsection (e) below). The requirements for off-street 
surface parking space dimensions are set forth in subsection (c) above.

Minimum Off-Street Parking Requirements
RESIDENTIAL
Single-family [4] 2 spaces per dwelling unit, [2] 1 of which must be [are] fully enclosed within a garage (for 

construction after June 1, 2015) or area that could be occupied by a garage (for construction 
before June 1, 2015) (carports are not considered fully enclosed)

Two-family [4] 2 spaces per dwelling unit, [2] 1 of which must be [are] fully enclosed within a garage 
(carports are not considered fully enclosed)

***

§ 21.302.04 TWO-FAMILY DWELLINGS.

   (a) Purpose. The following standards are intended to accommodate two-family dwellings within 
predominantly single-family dwelling areas while protecting the public health, safety and general welfare 
of the community.
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   (b) Review and approval. Two-family dwellings must receive either final site and building plan approval 
or final development plan approval prior to issuance of a building permit. Because groupings of two-family 
dwellings have higher levels of neighborhood impact than stand alone, infill two-family dwellings, approval 
of groupings of two-family dwellings warrants a higher level of review and discretion. Plans for groupings 
of two-family dwellings may only be approved when a [rezoning to a planned development overlay zoning 
district] conditional use permit has first been approved by the [City Council] Planning Commission. Two-
family dwellings qualify as a grouping when the parcel on which a two-family dwelling is proposed within 
500 feet of a parcel occupied by an existing or proposed two-family dwelling, measured along existing or 
proposed public streets.

   (c)   Standards.

(1)   Zoning district. Two-family dwellings must be located within the R-1 and R-4 Residential Zoning 
Districts.
(2)   Site size. Two-family dwelling sites must have an area of at least [15,000] 13,000 square feet for 
interior lots and [18,000] 16,250 square feet for corner lots.
(3)   Site width. Two-family dwelling sites must be at least [100] 80 feet in width for interior lots and 
[120] 100 feet in width for corner lots [and must meet the median lot width requirements of city code 
§ 21.301.01].
(4)   Setbacks. Two-family dwelling garage and living space must meet the following minimum 
setback requirements from property lines:

 
Front [50] 30 feet
Side adjacent to street [50] 30  feet
Side not adjacent to street 10 feet
Rear 30 feet

 
(5)   Reserved.[Floor area. Two-family dwelling must have at least 960 square feet of living area per 
unit.]
(6)   Garages. Two-family dwellings must have at least [two] one attached garage space[s] per unit. 
Two-family dwelling garages must be at least 242 484 square feet per unit and must not exceed 900 
square feet per unit. When a two-family dwelling is on a corner lot adjacent to two local streets as 
classified by the Comprehensive Plan, the garage for each unit must face a separate street. The 
height of the garage must not exceed the height of the two-family dwelling. Garage door openings, 
measured from the floor to the trim covering the door header must not exceed eight feet in height.

***

(18)   Storm water. To mitigate the impacts of increased storm water runoff rates and volume, two-
family dwellings must meet the following storm water standards:

         (A)   Erosion and sediment control must meet the requirements of Chapter 16 of the city code;
         (B)   Impervious surface area must not exceed 45% of the two-family dwelling site area; and
         (C)   If impervious surface area exceeds 35% of the two-family dwelling site area, storm water 

management plans meeting the requirements of Chapter 16 of the city code and the city’s comprehensive 
surface water management Plan must be approved by the City Engineer or designee prior to issuance of 
a grading, foundation, or building permit. 

***

§ 21.302.07 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS.

***

   (b)   Standards.
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***

[(3)   Garages. Single-family dwellings constructed after June 1, 2015 must provide at least two 
parking spaces within a fully attached or detached garage.] 

§ 21.501.04 CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS.

***

   (i)   General standards. In addition to use specific standards for conditional uses listed elsewhere in the 
city code, the following general standards also apply to conditional uses.

(1)   In the R-1, R1-A and RS-1 zoning districts, except for the uses listed below, a conditional use 
must be located on a site immediately adjacent to a commercial zoning district, an industrial zoning 
district, the intersection of two streets classified by the Comprehensive Plan as arterial streets or the 
intersection of a street classified by the Comprehensive Plan as an arterial street and a railroad. 
Exceptions include:

(A)   Places of assembly and schools;
(B)   Licensed congregate living facilities serving five or more persons and licensed residential 
facilities serving seven or more persons;
(C)   Home businesses;
(D)   Towers;
(E)   Tennis courts accessory to single-family dwellings; [and]
(F)   Private and commercial parks and recreational facilities as a principal use[.] ; and
(G) Two-family dwellings. 

Section 3.  That Chapter 22 of the City Code is hereby amended by deleting those words that are 
contained in brackets and [stricken through] and adding those words that are underlined, to read as 
follows:

CHAPTER 22
***

DIVISION C: PROCESS

§ 22.04 TYPES OF PLATS. 

   (a)   Type I plats (minor plat approval). Type I plats are plats that do not require any public 
improvements and include any of the following:

(1)   Lot line adjustments: the adjustment of a lot line by the relocation of a common boundary 
between two lots ;
(2)   Two-family dwelling lot split: the splitting of one lot containing adjoining dwellings into 
two lots each containing one of the adjoining dwellings. The new lot line must be within the common 
wall of the structure;
(3)   The platting of a metes and bounds parcels into platted lots with no change in lot line location;
(4)   The replatting of an addition, with no change in lot line location, for the sole purpose of renaming 
the addition; [or]
(5)   Any single- or two-family residential lot combinations that results in equal or fewer dwelling 
units[.]; or
(6)   Any single or two-family residential lot splits resulting in two or fewer lots.

Passed and adopted this __________ day of _______________, 2023.
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_______________________________
Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED:

_______________________________ ______________________________________
Secretary to the Council City Attorney
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment (Case #PL2022-221)
Guide Plan Designation and Residential Density Range Amendments
11/09/22

Introduction and Background

The City of Bloomington is proposing a Comprehensive Plan text Amendment to revise sections of the 
Land Use Element (Chapter 2) related to two ongoing projects: 1) The Single and Two-Family Residential 
Zoning Update, and 2) The Transitional Industrial Zoning District Project.  The first project involves 
modifications to the City’s regulations pertaining to single-family and two-family residential lot sizes, 
setbacks, approval procedures, and other miscellaneous performance standards.  More information 
about the proposed single and two-family residential zoning updates can be found here:

https://letstalk.bloomingtonmn.gov/single-and-two-family-development-standards-update

The second project is the creation of a new zoning district that is necessary to implement the 
recommendations of the Lyndale Avenue Suburban Retrofit Plan, which was adopted in April of 2021.  
More information about the Transitional Industrial Zoning District Project can be found here:

https://letstalk.bloomingtonmn.gov/transitional-industrial-zoning-district

A link to the Lyndale Avenue Suburban Retrofit Plan and supporting documents can be found here:

https://www.bloomingtonmn.gov/plan/lyndale-avenue-retrofit

To ensure consistency between these projects and the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the following updates 
to the Land Use Element are proposed:

Rest of this page intentionally left blank
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

2

Modifications to Development Forecast Tables

Table 2.10 – Forecast Multi-Family Unit Growth by TAZ, 2016-2040 (pg. 2.22):

Existing Table 2.10
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

3

Proposed Table 2.10
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

4

Table 2.11 – Density and Intensity of Land Forecast for Redevelopment through 2040 (pg. 2.23):

Existing Table 2.11
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

5

Proposed Table 2.11
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

6

Guide Plan Designation Description Modifications

Guide Plan Designation – Low Density Residential (LDR) (pg. 2.30):

Existing Description

Low Density Residential (LDR): This designation allows residential development up to five dwelling units 
per acre.  Typical development includes detached single family homes, although cluster housing below 
five units per acre and individual two family units meeting the minimum lot size requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance are also allowed.  Access requirements in this designation are low compared to other 
uses and this designation should generally not be applied in areas adjacent to high-volume roadways 
unless buffering is provided. In areas with steep slopes or other natural features worthy of protection, 
clustered housing design or large lots are appropriate to protect natural resources.

Proposed Description

Low Density Residential (LDR): This designation allows residential development up to 12five dwelling 
units per acre.  Typical development includes detached single family homes, accessory dwelling units, 
two-family dwellings, low density townhomes, and cottage home developmentsalthough cluster housing 
below five units per acre and individual two family units meeting the minimum lot size requirements of 
the Zoning Ordinance are also allowed.  Access requirements in this designation are low compared to 
other uses and this designation should generally not be applied in areas adjacent to high-volume 
roadways unless buffering is provided. In areas with steep slopes or other natural features worthy of 
protection, clustered housing design or large lots are appropriate to protect natural resources.

Guide Plan Designation – Medium Density Residential (MDR) (pg. 2.30):

Existing Description

Medium Density Residential (MDR): This designation allows residential development between five and 
10 dwelling units per acre, depending on the underlying zoning.  Typical development includes 
townhomes, patio homes, two family dwellings, condominiums, and low rise apartments.  Access 
requirements in this designation are moderate, therefore locations with access to nearby arterial and 
collector streets are most appropriate.  In locations where an existing or newly created lot is along a 
local street and has a single-family dwelling on both sides of the lot, a single-family home is allowed at 
below five units per acre, provided the net density does not decrease.

Proposed Description

Medium Density Residential (MDR): This designation allows residential development between five and 
1015 dwelling units per acre, depending on the underlying zoning.  Typical development includes 
townhomes, patio cottage homes, two family dwellings, condominiums, and low rise apartments.  
Access requirements in this designation are moderate, therefore locations with access to nearby arterial 
and collector streets are most appropriate.  In locations where an existing or newly created lot is along a 
local street and has a single-family dwelling on both sides of the lot, a single-family home is allowed at 
below five units per acre, provided the net density does not decrease.
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Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment – Case #PL2022-221

7

Guide Plan Designation – Industrial (IND) (pg. 2.31):

Existing Description

Industrial (IND): This designation allows industrial uses including manufacturing and warehousing. 
Industrial uses are heavy generators of employment and truck traffic and should have locations that are 
served by arterial and collector streets and close to freeways.  Office uses play an important support 
role in industrial areas and are allowed within this designation when integrated with an industrial use or 
as a stand-alone use.  Unrelated commercial and residential uses, including auto sales are not 
allowed in industrial areas so that they do not interfere with industrial activities.

Proposed Description

Industrial (IND): This designation allows industrial uses including manufacturing and warehousing. 
Industrial uses are heavy generators of employment and truck traffic and should have locations that are 
served by arterial and collector streets and close to freeways.  Office uses play an important support 
role in industrial areas and are allowed within this designation when integrated with an industrial use or 
as a stand-alone use.  Parcels that are designated Industrial and identified in the Lyndale Avenue 
Suburban Retrofit Plan as a transitional area may include a wider mix of uses, including commercial 
(excluding auto sales) and, in limited cases, High Density Residential.  Over time, the City anticipates that 
approximately 5-15% of the Industrial area identified as transitional in the Lyndale Avenue Suburban 
Retrofit Plan could consist of residential uses.  In other areas, Uunrelated commercial and residential 
uses, including auto sales, are not allowed in the iIndustrial Designationareas so that they do not 
interfere with industrial activities.
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City of Burnsville

X

Deb Garross

11-4-2022

City Planner



TO: Nick Johnson, Planner
City of Bloomington
1800 West Old Shakopee Road
Bloomington, MN  55431
Fax: 952.563.8949

RE: Bloomington Residential Density Range Adjustments

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington

CASE FILE: #PL2022-221

Please be advised that the _________________________________ has received notice from the
     (Responding Agency Name)

City of Bloomington of a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan to adjust the density ranges of the residential land use categories 
and clarify uses allowed within the residential and industrial land use categories (Please check 
the applicable box).

 The amendment is not anticipated to impact this jurisdiction/agency.  No comments 
on the application will be forthcoming.

 This agency will submit written comments on the application.
 Other: (attach separate sheet if necessary) 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________ ______________________
Name Date

___________________________________________
Title

County of Dakota

Kurt Chatfield

Planning Manager

11/7/2022

x
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From: Tim Benetti <TBenetti@mendotaheightsmn.gov> 

Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 9:20 AM 

To: Johnson, Nick M 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text 

Amendment 

Attachments: Adjacent Jurisdiction Notice CPA Text Amendment Density Ranges_#PL2022-

221.pdf 

 

Hi Nick: 

Attached is our community’s signed/acknowledgement of the proposed CPA. 

Have a great weekend!     

 

 
 

Website | Connect 

 

Tim Benetti 

Community Development Director 

1101 Victoria Curve 

Mendota Heights, MN 55118 

Dir: 651-255-1142 

 

 

 

From: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 3:02 PM 

To: Tim Benetti <TBenetti@mendotaheightsmn.gov>; 'Cary Teague' <cteague@EdinaMN.gov>; 

'mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org' <mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org>; 'Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com' 

<Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com>; 'deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov' <deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov>; 

'Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us' <Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us>; 'mkerski@shakopeemn.gov' 

<mkerski@shakopeemn.gov>; 'jklima@edenprairie.org' <jklima@edenprairie.org>; 

'County.admin@hennepin.us' <County.admin@hennepin.us>; 'Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us' 

<Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us>; 'Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us' <Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us>; 

'ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org' <ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org>; 'cbleser@rpbcwd.org' 

<cbleser@rpbcwd.org>; 'naiadconsulting@gmail.com' <naiadconsulting@gmail.com>; Gruidl, Bryan 

<bgruidl@BloomingtonMN.gov>; 'jpearson@richfieldmn.gov' <jpearson@richfieldmn.gov>; 

'lesf@isd271.org' <lesf@isd271.org>; 'superintendent@edinaschools.org' 

<superintendent@edinaschools.org>; 'Jswanson@edenpr.org' <Jswanson@edenpr.org>; 

'Neil.ralston@mspmac.org' <Neil.ralston@mspmac.org>; 'Martha.vickery@state.mn.us' 

<Martha.vickery@state.mn.us>; 'Tod.sherman@state.mn.us' <Tod.sherman@state.mn.us>; 

'Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us' <Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us>; 

'Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org' <Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org>; 'Sarena_selbo@fws.gov' 

<Sarena_selbo@fws.gov>; 'tjeffery@rpbcwd.org' <tjeffery@rpbcwd.org>; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org 

Cc: Markegard, Glen <gmarkegard@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Palermo, Michael 

<mpalermo@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Navarro, Derly <dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov> 

Subject: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

Good afternoon Representatives of Affected Jurisdictions,  

  

The City of Bloomington is processing a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment request to modify the 

descriptions of the City’s residential and industrial land use categories, as well as adjust the density 
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ranges of the residential land use categories. The Text Amendment is related to multiple projects 

updating the City’s Zoning Code, which are further described in the attached letter.   

 

The application is scheduled to be heard at public hearings at the City of Bloomington Planning 

Commission on December 8, 2022 and at City Council on January 9, 2023 (anticipated date).  Per the 

established review procedures established by the Metropolitan Council, the City of Bloomington is 

distributing a notice to affected jurisdictions regarding the request. Attached you will find the formal 

affected jurisdiction review letter.  A hard copy will also be mailed to your attention.  

  

If you have review comments, please respond no later than January 3, 2023.  You also can email me a 

“no comment” form (see page 3 of attached letter) if you do not have comments but choose to respond 

before the 60-day deadline.  

  

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  

  

Take care, 

 

 

NICK M. JOHNSON (he/him) 

Senior Planner, Planning Division 

PH: 952-563-8925 EMAIL: nmjohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431 

 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to the City of Bloomington and is intended for use only by 

the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 

applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper authority, you are notified 

that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. If you 

received this communication in error, please notify me promptly. 
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TO: Nick Johnson, Planner
City of Bloomington
1800 West Old Shakopee Road
Bloomington, MN  55431
Fax: 952.563.8949

RE: Bloomington Residential Density Range Adjustments

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington

CASE FILE: #PL2022-221

Please be advised that the _________________________________ has received notice from the
     (Responding Agency Name)

City of Bloomington of a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan to adjust the density ranges of the residential land use categories 
and clarify uses allowed within the residential and industrial land use categories (Please check 
the applicable box).

 The amendment is not anticipated to impact this jurisdiction/agency.  No comments 
on the application will be forthcoming.

 This agency will submit written comments on the application.
 Other: (attach separate sheet if necessary) 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________ ______________________
Name Date

___________________________________________
Title

City of Mendota Heights, MN

Ξ

Community Development Director

11/04/2022
Tim Benetti
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From: Xiong, Faith (DOT) <Faith.Xiong@state.mn.us> 

Sent: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 3:54 PM 

To: Johnson, Nick M; 'timb@mendota-heights.com'; 'Cary Teague'; 

'mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org'; 'Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com'; 

'deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov'; 'Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us'; 

'mkerski@shakopeemn.gov'; 'jklima@edenprairie.org'; 

'County.admin@hennepin.us'; 'Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us'; 

'Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us'; 'ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org'; 

'cbleser@rpbcwd.org'; 'naiadconsulting@gmail.com'; Gruidl, Bryan; 

'jpearson@richfieldmn.gov'; Fujitake, Les; 

'superintendent@edinaschools.org'; 'Jswanson@edenpr.org'; 

'Neil.ralston@mspmac.org'; Vickery, Martha L (DNR); Sherman, Tod (DOT); 

'Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us'; 'Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org'; 

'Sarena_selbo@fws.gov'; 'tjeffery@rpbcwd.org'; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org 

Cc: Markegard, Glen; Palermo, Michael; Navarro, Derly 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text 

Amendment 

 

Dear Nick,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the City of Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment. 

MnDOT Metro District have no comment.  

 

Kind regards,  

 

 

Faith Xiong 

Principal Planner 

651-234-7723 

faith.xiong@state.mn.us  

MnDOT Metro District  

1500 W County Rd B-2 

Roseville, MN 55113 

 
 

 

From: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 3:02 PM 

To: 'timb@mendota-heights.com' <timb@mendota-heights.com>; 'Cary Teague' 

<cteague@EdinaMN.gov>; 'mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org' <mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org>; 

'Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com' <Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com>; 'deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov' 

<deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov>; 'Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us' <Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us>; 

'mkerski@shakopeemn.gov' <mkerski@shakopeemn.gov>; 'jklima@edenprairie.org' 

<jklima@edenprairie.org>; 'County.admin@hennepin.us' <County.admin@hennepin.us>; 

'Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us' <Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us>; 'Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us' 

<Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us>; 'ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org' <ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org>; 
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'cbleser@rpbcwd.org' <cbleser@rpbcwd.org>; 'naiadconsulting@gmail.com' 

<naiadconsulting@gmail.com>; Gruidl, Bryan <bgruidl@BloomingtonMN.gov>; 

'jpearson@richfieldmn.gov' <jpearson@richfieldmn.gov>; Fujitake, Les <lesf@isd271.org>; 

'superintendent@edinaschools.org' <superintendent@edinaschools.org>; 'Jswanson@edenpr.org' 

<Jswanson@edenpr.org>; 'Neil.ralston@mspmac.org' <Neil.ralston@mspmac.org>; Vickery, Martha L 

(DNR) <martha.vickery@state.mn.us>; Sherman, Tod (DOT) <tod.sherman@state.mn.us>; 

'Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us' <Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us>; 

'Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org' <Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org>; 'Sarena_selbo@fws.gov' 

<Sarena_selbo@fws.gov>; 'tjeffery@rpbcwd.org' <tjeffery@rpbcwd.org>; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org 

Cc: Markegard, Glen <gmarkegard@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Palermo, Michael 

<mpalermo@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Navarro, Derly <dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov> 

Subject: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

 

 
Good afternoon Representatives of Affected Jurisdictions,  

  

The City of Bloomington is processing a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment request to modify the 

descriptions of the City’s residential and industrial land use categories, as well as adjust the density 

ranges of the residential land use categories. The Text Amendment is related to multiple projects 

updating the City’s Zoning Code, which are further described in the attached letter.   

 

The application is scheduled to be heard at public hearings at the City of Bloomington Planning 

Commission on December 8, 2022 and at City Council on January 9, 2023 (anticipated date).  Per the 

established review procedures established by the Metropolitan Council, the City of Bloomington is 

distributing a notice to affected jurisdictions regarding the request. Attached you will find the formal 

affected jurisdiction review letter.  A hard copy will also be mailed to your attention.  

  

If you have review comments, please respond no later than January 3, 2023.  You also can email me a 

“no comment” form (see page 3 of attached letter) if you do not have comments but choose to respond 

before the 60-day deadline.  

  

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  

  

Take care, 

 

 

NICK M. JOHNSON (he/him) 

Senior Planner, Planning Division 

PH: 952-563-8925 EMAIL: nmjohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431 

 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to the City of Bloomington and is intended for use only by 

the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 

applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper authority, you are notified 

that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. If you 

received this communication in error, please notify me promptly. 

 
This message may be from an external email source. 
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security 

Operations Center. 
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From: Terry Jeffery <tjeffery@rpbcwd.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 9:51 AM 

To: Johnson, Nick M 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text 

Amendment 

 

Nick, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed zoning changes. The only RPBCWD 

comment of note is that our design and performance standards will still have to be met. As such, with 

the increased density proposed for LDR and MDR, there will likely be an increase in development costs 

to meet the performance standards set forth in Rule J – Stormwater Management. 

 

Again, on behalf of RPBCWD, we appreciate your communication and the opportunity to comment. 

 

Kind regards, 

Terry 

 

  

 

Terry Jeffery (he/him/his) 

District Administrator 

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 

18681 Lake Drive E, Chanhassen, MN 55317 

Ph 952-807-6885 | Email tjeffery@rpbcwd.org 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

    

    

 

 

From: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 3:02 PM 

To: 'timb@mendota-heights.com' <timb@mendota-heights.com>; 'Cary Teague' 

<cteague@EdinaMN.gov>; 'mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org' <mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org>; 

'Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com' <Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com>; 'deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov' 

<deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov>; 'Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us' <Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us>; 

'mkerski@shakopeemn.gov' <mkerski@shakopeemn.gov>; 'jklima@edenprairie.org' 

<jklima@edenprairie.org>; 'County.admin@hennepin.us' <County.admin@hennepin.us>; 

'Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us' <Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us>; 'Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us' 

<Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us>; 'ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org' <ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org>; 

'cbleser@rpbcwd.org' <cbleser@rpbcwd.org>; 'naiadconsulting@gmail.com' 

<naiadconsulting@gmail.com>; Gruidl, Bryan <bgruidl@BloomingtonMN.gov>; 

'jpearson@richfieldmn.gov' <jpearson@richfieldmn.gov>; 'lesf@isd271.org' <lesf@isd271.org>; 

'superintendent@edinaschools.org' <superintendent@edinaschools.org>; 'Jswanson@edenpr.org' 

<Jswanson@edenpr.org>; 'Neil.ralston@mspmac.org' <Neil.ralston@mspmac.org>; 

'Martha.vickery@state.mn.us' <Martha.vickery@state.mn.us>; 'Tod.sherman@state.mn.us' 

<Tod.sherman@state.mn.us>; 'Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us' <Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us>; 

'Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org' <Kelly.grissman@threeriversparks.org>; 'Sarena_selbo@fws.gov' 

<Sarena_selbo@fws.gov>; Terry Jeffery <tjeffery@rpbcwd.org>; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org 
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Cc: Markegard, Glen <gmarkegard@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Palermo, Michael 

<mpalermo@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Navarro, Derly <dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov> 

Subject: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

Good afternoon Representatives of Affected Jurisdictions,  

  

The City of Bloomington is processing a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment request to modify the 

descriptions of the City’s residential and industrial land use categories, as well as adjust the density 

ranges of the residential land use categories. The Text Amendment is related to multiple projects 

updating the City’s Zoning Code, which are further described in the attached letter.   

 

The application is scheduled to be heard at public hearings at the City of Bloomington Planning 

Commission on December 8, 2022 and at City Council on January 9, 2023 (anticipated date).  Per the 

established review procedures established by the Metropolitan Council, the City of Bloomington is 

distributing a notice to affected jurisdictions regarding the request. Attached you will find the formal 

affected jurisdiction review letter.  A hard copy will also be mailed to your attention.  

  

If you have review comments, please respond no later than January 3, 2023.  You also can email me a 

“no comment” form (see page 3 of attached letter) if you do not have comments but choose to respond 

before the 60-day deadline.  

  

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  

  

Take care, 

 

 

NICK M. JOHNSON (he/him) 

Senior Planner, Planning Division 

PH: 952-563-8925 EMAIL: nmjohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431 

 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to the City of Bloomington and is intended for use only by 

the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 

applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper authority, you are notified 

that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. If you 

received this communication in error, please notify me promptly. 
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From: Rexine, Ann <Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org> 

Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 10:20 AM 

To: Johnson, Nick M 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text 

Amendment 

 

Hi Nick, Thanks for the quick response. As such, we do not anticipate having any concerns with your text 

amendments. 

 

Ann  

 

Ann Rexine 

Principal Planner, Three Rivers Park District  
O: 763-694-1103 
C: 612-554-2585 |  Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org 

 

From: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov>  

Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 10:16 AM 

To: Rexine, Ann <Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org> 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

Ann, 

 

Thanks for the question. 

 

No, I do not anticipate this amendment to impact park and recreation properties or amenities, including 

Three River Park District assets, in any way.  These amendment are strictly focused to our residential 

and industrial land use categories.  The City has a separate “Public” land use category that is applicable 

to all parks.  No changes are proposed to the Public category. 

 

Let me know if I can clarify anything else for you. 

 

Thanks, 

 

 

NICK M. JOHNSON (he/him) 

Senior Planner, Planning Division 

PH: 952-563-8925 EMAIL: nmjohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431 

 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to the City of Bloomington and is intended for use only by 

the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 

applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper authority, you are notified 

that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. If you 

received this communication in error, please notify me promptly. 
 

 

 

From: Rexine, Ann <Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org>  

Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 10:13 AM 
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To: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov> 

Subject: RE: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

Hi Nick, 

 

Does this Comp Plan amendment directly effect any Three Rivers Park District property and/or 

recreational amenities (i.e. Nine Mile Regional Trail, Nokomis to MN River Regional Trail, or Hyland or 

other)?  

 

Thanks! 

 

Ann 

 

Ann Rexine 

Principal Planner, Three Rivers Park District  
O: 763-694-1103 
C: 612-554-2585 |  Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org 

 

From: Grissman, Kelly <Kelly.Grissman@threeriversparks.org>  

Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 3:06 PM 

To: Rexine, Ann <Ann.Rexine@threeriversparks.org> 

Subject: FW: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

 

For your review and comment. 

Kelly  

 

From: Johnson, Nick M <nmjohnson@BloomingtonMN.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 3:02 PM 

To: 'timb@mendota-heights.com' <timb@mendota-heights.com>; 'Cary Teague' 

<cteague@EdinaMN.gov>; 'mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org' <mpoehlman@cityofrichfield.org>; 

'Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com' <Jhutmacher@cityofeagan.com>; 'deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov' 

<deb.garross@burnsvillemn.gov>; 'Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us' <Btucker@ci.savage.mn.us>; 

'mkerski@shakopeemn.gov' <mkerski@shakopeemn.gov>; 'jklima@edenprairie.org' 

<jklima@edenprairie.org>; 'County.admin@hennepin.us' <County.admin@hennepin.us>; 

'Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us' <Kurt.chatfield@co.dakota.mn.us>; 'Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us' 

<Bdavis@co.scott.mn.us>; 'ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org' <ranhorn@ninemilecreek.org>; 

'cbleser@rpbcwd.org' <cbleser@rpbcwd.org>; 'naiadconsulting@gmail.com' 

<naiadconsulting@gmail.com>; Gruidl, Bryan <bgruidl@BloomingtonMN.gov>; 

'jpearson@richfieldmn.gov' <jpearson@richfieldmn.gov>; 'lesf@isd271.org' <lesf@isd271.org>; 

'superintendent@edinaschools.org' <superintendent@edinaschools.org>; 'Jswanson@edenpr.org' 

<Jswanson@edenpr.org>; 'Neil.ralston@mspmac.org' <Neil.ralston@mspmac.org>; 

'Martha.vickery@state.mn.us' <Martha.vickery@state.mn.us>; 'Tod.sherman@state.mn.us' 

<Tod.sherman@state.mn.us>; 'Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us' <Michael.larson@metc.state.mn.us>; 

Grissman, Kelly <Kelly.Grissman@threeriversparks.org>; 'Sarena_selbo@fws.gov' 

<Sarena_selbo@fws.gov>; 'tjeffery@rpbcwd.org' <tjeffery@rpbcwd.org>; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org 

Cc: Markegard, Glen <gmarkegard@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Palermo, Michael 

<mpalermo@BloomingtonMN.gov>; Navarro, Derly <dnavarro@BloomingtonMN.gov> 

Subject: Affected Jurisdiction Review - Bloomington Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 
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Good afternoon Representatives of Affected Jurisdictions,  

  

The City of Bloomington is processing a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment request to modify the 

descriptions of the City’s residential and industrial land use categories, as well as adjust the density 

ranges of the residential land use categories. The Text Amendment is related to multiple projects 

updating the City’s Zoning Code, which are further described in the attached letter.   

 

The application is scheduled to be heard at public hearings at the City of Bloomington Planning 

Commission on December 8, 2022 and at City Council on January 9, 2023 (anticipated date).  Per the 

established review procedures established by the Metropolitan Council, the City of Bloomington is 

distributing a notice to affected jurisdictions regarding the request. Attached you will find the formal 

affected jurisdiction review letter.  A hard copy will also be mailed to your attention.  

  

If you have review comments, please respond no later than January 3, 2023.  You also can email me a 

“no comment” form (see page 3 of attached letter) if you do not have comments but choose to respond 

before the 60-day deadline.  

  

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  

  

Take care, 

 

 

NICK M. JOHNSON (he/him) 

Senior Planner, Planning Division 

PH: 952-563-8925 EMAIL: nmjohnson@bloomingtonmn.gov 

1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431 

 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to the City of Bloomington and is intended for use only by 

the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 

applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper authority, you are notified 

that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. If you 

received this communication in error, please notify me promptly. 
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Single and Two Family
Home Standards
Update
The City of Bloomington is considering

updates to City Code requirements for Single

Family and Two Family homes.

September 30, 2022

  

The City is updating the Single and Two Family Home 

Development Standards. The proposed code 

amendments help further the the following project 

goals:

Encourage more housing options
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Increase housing affordability

Address racial equity by identifying and removing 

potentially discriminatory policies

Encourage healthy and sustainable communities

 

Major Issues

Housing costs increasing for all housing types 

(Owner, Renter, Single Family, Two-Family, Multi-

family) 

This is largely due to lack of supply becuase of 

under production in the Twin Cities metro (see 
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The code sets minimums which can influence hard 

costs such as:

chart) after the housing market crash of 2008. 

All housing types are needed to help fill the 

gap. 

Land cost (smaller lot size)

Building design (more flexibility)

Materials

Size

Chart Source: JimFoster, Star Tribune • Source: HUD 

State of the Cities Data System and the 

Minnesota Housing Finance Agency
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Major Issues

Code can sometimes be difficult to understand or 

cumbersome for existing residents, contractors, 

and developers

Major Issues

Large demand for a wide range of detached 

housing types but existing code sets minimum 

development standards above and beyond what 

the market demands

Potential Code Amendments 
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The City Council, Planning Commission, and Housing 

and Redevelopment Authority have provided clear 

guidance on code updates. The following 

amendments are likely to move forward with this code 

update. 

Corner Lot Minimum Size

Corner lots currently are required to be 15,000 SF or 

4,000 SF more than the single family lot standard. This 

is becuase the corner lot has a second front yard of 30 

feet. However, the minimum lot of a mid block lock 

has a side yard of 5 feet so the actual need is 25 feet 
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for the setback. Tis means the additional space 

needed for a corner lot is closer to 3,250 SF. 

Prevailing Setback

For properties adjacent to single family homes built 

before 1974 a prevailing setback is applicable. This is 

an average of the properties minus 5 feet. (example 

shown in image) This does have a maximum setback 

(could be greater than the minimum) and is only 

appicable to those who happen to be next to older 

existing structures. Its is proposed to simplify the code 

by applying the standard 30 feet front setback for all 

single family homes. 
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Median Lot Width

Currently, lots must be at least 80% of the median site 

width of existing lots located within 500 feet of the 

perimieter of the subdivision or at least 80 feet wide. 

This can be difficult to calculate especially with lots 

that have unique shapes and are in densly packed 

neighborhoods. Council, Planning Commission, and 

HRA are in support of simplifying lot width to one 

standard size. The lot width is intrinsictly tied to lot 

size which will be discussed in the amendment option 

section. 
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Two Family Home Setback

Currently, two family homes must meet a 50 foot front 

yard setback. This was intended to soften the large 

massing of the building in a single family context. 

However, since its adoption, new standards related to 

garage size and articulation have been adopted  and 

this standards unnecessarily adds development 

constrants on new development. It is proposed to 

utlize the same front yard setback as single family 

homes, which is proposed to be 30 feet. 

Currently, 222 or 65% of two family homes do not 

meet the 50 foot setback. Updating this standard to 
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30% would bring 57% of two family homes into 

conformance. 

Lot size 

Two family homes currently are currently required to 

be on lots 15,000 SF (18,000 SF for corner lots). This is 

intended to account for the loss of the sideyard of a 

typical single family home. It is proposed to continue 

to use this methodology and reduce the single family 

lot size by 2,600 SF. (130 foot lot length X 10 Foot 

sideyard requirement X 2 lots = 2,600 SF) 
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Standards to Be Determined

There are three potential amendments that have yet 

to be determined. The City Council, Planning 

Commission, and HRA Board have provided initial 

guidance but requested additional information and 

outreach. The three items to be finalized are

Minimum lot size/lot width

Minimum garage size/ parking requirement

Two Family home approval process

Esri, NASA, NGA, USGS, FEMA | County of Dakota, Metrop… Powered by Esri0.4 mi

Minimum Lot Size and Width

83

http://www.esri.com/


12/1/22, 7:27 AM Single and Two Family Home Standards Update

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/553debd815594020b7e76616e4758e3b/print 11/16

Lot size and lot width are intrinsictly related. Lot 

length is already dictacted by the street network. This 

means any reduction in lot size is due to lot width. 

Currently the minimum lot width is 80 feet with a 

median lot width requirement. 

To simplify the code one standard is proposed. There 

is still input to be gathered on what that standard lot 

width is.  There are a few considerations:

1) impervious surface (letting water infiltrate into the 

ground rather than run into storm sewer)

2) potential for subdivision (its easier to purchase and 

subdivide 1 lot verse mutliple lots, blue lots show lots 

wider than 100 feet) 

3) existing non-conformities (the lots in red do not 

meet current lot width standard of minimum 80 feet) 
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Redevelopment Potential and Gentrification

One concern among policy makers is the potential for 

too much redevelopment which could lead to 

gentrification. Staff has conducted GIS analysis to 

identify where hot spots for redevelopment could 

occur if 50 foot/6500 SF lots were the minimum. The 

analysis looked at lot size and parcel value (larger lot 

and lower value = higher redevelopment potential) to 

identify higher likeihood of development. It then 

looked for concentrations of these high potential lots.  

As depeicted in the map, while some neighborhoods 

have modest redevelopment potential (yellow areas) 

it is not at a level that would indicated any substantial 
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redevelopment in one neighborhood even for a 50 

foot wide/6,500 SF lot. If an unexpectedly high level of 

redevelopment occurs there is the option to amend 

the code standard. It should be noted, that this 

analysis ignores specific site characteristics (location 

of existing homes, slope, utility locations, etc.) that 

would further impede development indicating most 

neighborhoods have a low development potential and 

low likelihood of gentrification or displacement of 

current residents. 

Garage Size and parking requirement
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The existing standard requires single family and two 

family homes to provide a two car garage. This 

requires at least 400 square feet and builds in a 

minimum cost and impervios surface coverage with 

the garage and leading driveway. 

About 15% of Bloomngton properties do not meet this 

requirement. In most those situations their is only a 

single car garage. 

Options are to 

1) Continue with require a 2 car garage (provides 

storage space

2) reduce a single car garage with room for expansion 

3) reduce to a single car garage requirement

not everyone requires space for 2 car garage

 impervious surface coverage

reduced development costs
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Two Family Home Approval Process

Two-family homes are permitted in single family 

zoning district. As described above some extra 

requirements are in place for two family homes. 

However, if located within 500 feet on the same street 

the two family home requires a conditional use permit 

with a public hearing. 

We are looking for input  on 

1. What minimum lot size should be set at?

2. What should be the minimum garage size?
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Single and Two Family
Home

SURVEY RESPONSE REPORT
26 August 2020 - 30 November 2022

PROJECT NAME:
Single and Two Family Development Standards Update
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SURVEY QUESTIONS

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 1 of 8

90



Q1  Who are you?

2 (100.0%)

2 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

Resident Realtor Developer Builder Other (please specify)

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 2 of 8
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Q2  What Should the new Minimum Lot Size and Lot Width Be?

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

50 feet and 6,500 SF 55 feet and 7,150 60 feet and 7,800 SF 70 feet and 8,750 SF

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 3 of 8
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Q3  What should the minimum size garage be for single and two family homes?

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

No Minimum Requirement (let developer/owner decide) 1 Car Garage 2 Car Garage

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 4 of 8
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Q4  What should the approval process be for two-family homes within 500 feet of existing

two-family homes?

2 (100.0%)

2 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

No additional approval - rely on City Code requirements Planning Commission Approval (adds about 4-6 weeks)

City Council (Current standard adds 6-8 weeks)

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 5 of 8
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Q5  Gender (Optional)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

Female Male Non-binary

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 6 of 8
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Q6  Please select your Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply). (Optional)

White Black or African American Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian Latino/Latina/Latinx Prefer not to say A race or ethnicity not listed here:

Question options

1

2

3

2

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 7 of 8
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Q7  Zip Code (Optional)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

55425 55431 55420 55437 55438

Question options

Optional question (2 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Single and Two Family Home : Survey Report for 26 August 2020 to 30 November 2022

Page 8 of 8
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3. What should be the approval process for two 

family homes located near other two-family 

homes? 

The link below will take you to a survey regarding 

these issues and allow you to provide additional input. 

Click Here to Provide Feedback
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PLANNING COMMISSION SYNOPSIS 
 

 

Thursday, October 28, 2021 
 

CALL TO 

ORDER 

Chairperson Solberg called the Planning Commission meeting to order in the City Council 

Chambers at 6:00 PM. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Jon Solberg, Nelly Korman, Joanna Goltzman, Paige 

Rohman, Aubrey Albrecht, Suado Abdi, Phil Koktan (all in person) 
STAFF PRESENT:  Glen Markegard, Aarica Coleman, Nick Johnson, Mike Palermo, Shawn James, Liz 

O’Day (all in person)  
 

Chairperson Solberg led the attendees in the reciting of The Pledge of Allegiance.  

 
ITEM 4 

7:17 p.m. 

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington 

 REQUEST:  Discuss potential amendments to Single Family and Two Family 

Dwelling Standards 

 

HRA COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Cheryl Lewis, Jon Oleson, Victoria Hoogheem, Mark 
Thorson 
 

DISCUSSION: 

 
 Solberg reconvened the Planning Commission reconvened after its recess.  HRA Chair 

Lewis called the concurrent HRA meeting to order and completed a roll call of members.  

HRA members Lewis, Oleson, Hoogheem and Thorson were present.  HRA Commissioner 
Baloga was absent.  

 
Palermo explained that the City Code standards for Single Family and Two Family Dwelling 

largely date back to the 1970s. Demographics and market demand have changed 
significantly since then. The purpose of the discussion tonight is to review potential ways 
to update the code to improve affordability and operational efficiently.  

 

 Guiding questions to be discussed:  

• Should staff move forward with a comprehensive evaluation of the potential code 
amendments?  

• If so, should each amendment be prioritized high, medium, or low? 

• What are your initial reactions and feedback on potential options? 
 
 Minimum Lot Size  
 Issues: Other communities like Richfield, Burnsville, Edina and St. Louis Park have 

smaller minimum lot sizes. There are pros and cons of smaller lot sizes. Smaller lots can 
impact the ability to meet minimum parking, setbacks, and impervious surfaces. However, 
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City of Bloomington 

Planning Commission Synopsis October 28, 2021 

 

about 15% of Bloomington’s single family lots are legally non-conforming at under 11,000 
square feet. Only about 2% of lots are smaller than 9,000 square feet. Even with a lower lot 
size, there would be little land for redevelopment. Another issue is the two family 

minimum of 15,000 square feet is inconsistent with the low density land use guide plan.  
 
 Approaches: reducing the lot size, overlay district with flexibility or comprehensive plan 

amendments.  

 
Discussion: Jon Oleson and Cheryl Lewis encouraged staff to evaluate it further.  Oleson 
also mentioned looking at the age of buildings, especially on the east side.  
Suado Abdi stated it is important to note that the smaller lots on the east side will be the 

most impacted.  
Paige Rohman encouraged staff to look at it further and perhaps evaluate maximum lot 
sizes to limit huge mansions.  
Victoria Hoogheem agreed but recommended that lots be equally split for an equity 

standpoint.  
 
Consensus: The consensus was to evaluate this further.  
 

Two Family Home Front Setback  
Issues: The two family home standards has a 50 foot front setback requirement compared 
to the single family home standard of 30 feet.  
 

Approaches: Reduce setback or retain setback 
Consensus: All were in agreement to change the standard.  
 
Two Family Home Approval Process 

Issue: Two family homes located within 500 feet of each other are considered a grouping 
and require a planned development overlay to be approved.  
 
Approaches: reduce or remove the Planning Commission and City Council review of two 

family dwellings  
 
Discussion: Jon Solberg mentioned some homes near the bluff are more imposing than a 
cluster of two family homes.   

Paige Rohman mentioned two garage stalls per unit is large and should be evaluated.  
 
Consensus: They were in agreement that the PC and CC approval process for groupings of 
two family home should be removed. Additional standards should be evaluated need to 

address adverse impacts.  
 
Minimum Home Size 
Issue: Having a minimum home size creates a minimum cost for new construction.  

 
Approaches: Reduce or remove size requirements 
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Discussion: Paige Rohman stated this is a 1970 type standard. People are not utilizing the 
basements as much as now.   
Jon Solberg stated for some people, 400 square feet is efficient. Decreasing the size opens 

housing opportunity.  
Joanna Goltzman mentioned the average house size is getting smaller so it makes sense to 
allow smaller houses.  
Jon Oleson mentioned that we should encourage increasing the height.  

Suado Abdi asked if there are design guidelines for two family dwellings. Palermo stated to 
some degree, there are design guidelines for two family homes.  
 
Consensus: They all agreed to look into it further.  

 
Minimum Parking Requirements  
Issue: Minimum parking requirement of 4 spaces, two of which are enclosed sets adds cost 
to new construction.  

 
Approaches: Remove or reduce minimum parking requirements 
 
Discussion: Mark Thorson stated he supports flexibility and considering single car garages.   

Suado Abdi asked if a tandem garage is considered two-stalls. If the minimum lot size is 
reduced, it only makes sense to have reduced parking requirements. Palermo stated the 
Code does not prohibit tandem garages.  
Aubrey Albrecht stated it is important to consider this standard especially with multi-

generational housing. People still drive cars. Parking on-street should be allowed.   
Joanna Goltzman stated on-street parking will impact street sweeping and garbage. If we 
reduce parking requirements, does it increase the need for off-site storage and clutter?  
Phil Koktan stated he is in favor of a reduction rather than removal. On-street parking in 

Minneapolis is not favorable. He was not ready to remove it totally as it will have a 
dramatic feel on the neighborhoods.  
Mark Thorson stated residential streets are so wide and no one parks on them.  
Aubrey Albrecht stated the difference is Minneapolis has sidewalks and would not want to 

walk on the street if there are cars parked on both sides. 
Paige Rohman stated the City keeps rebuilding the streets and no sidewalks are added.  
 
Consensus: They all agreed looking further at reducing parking requirements.   

 
Cluster Development 
Issue: The code does not permit cluster or cottage development. Palermo walked through 
some examples from other cities of projects with multiple small, permanent homes, which 

occupy one or two single family home parcels. This cluster development would be higher 
in density but could address the “missing middle” of affordable housing.  
 
Discussion: Suado Abdi asked if cluster development would be permitted in R-1. Palermo 

stated it does not meet the current standards today. But moving forward, there could be an 
overlay district and performance standards to ensure new requirements are met.  
Jon Solberg stated there is a market for small affordable units.  
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Victoria Hoogheem said locating this close to transit is worth exploring.  
Jon Oleson mentioned a developer previously approached the City Council about 
redeveloping the mobile home park into a cluster development. It is important to consult 

with the market. 
Mark Thorson said cluster development can work as long as there are shared amenities 
such as laundry, shared community space, etc.  
Phil Koktan asked about outreach so far. Palermo mentioned this is in its initial stage. They 

intend to talk to the community and developers. Koktan mentioned to tread lightly with 
cluster development. The neighborhoods will change dramatically if cluster development is 
permitted. There are other zones for denser development. Aarica Coleman said they are 
hearing from the homelessness and BIPOC communities that this is needed. They are 

reviewing these with an equity and affordability lens.  
Mark Thorson said the City needs to provide more housing options.  
Aubrey Albrecht stated the City can start smaller first, perhaps five houses on two lots.   
 

Consensus: Evaluate this further with outreach to developers and the community.  
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ITEM 2 

7:28 p.m. 

APLICANT: 

 

LOCATION: 

City of Bloomington 

 

Citywide 

 REQUEST:  Single and Two-Family Dwelling Standards (study item) 

 

HRA COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: 

 

Vicki Hoogheem, Cheryl Lewis, Mark Thorson, Nathan Coulter 

 

DISCUSSION:  

 

Palermo provided the background and goals of reviewing the single and two-family 

dwelling standards.   

 

Minimum Lot Size and Median Lot Width 

 

Approaches:  

Option 1: Minimum lot width of 50 feet and Minimum Lot size of 6,500 SF 

Considerations: Many lots are 100 feet wide, compact design, impervious surface could 

be limiting, requires comprehensive plan amendment 

Option 2: Minimum lot width of 60 feet and Minimum Lot size of 7,800 SF 

Considerations: Some lots are 120 feet wide, increases financial viability, compact 

design, impervious surface could be limiting, require comprehensive plan amendment 

Option 3: Minimum lot width of 70 feet and Minimum Lot size of 8,750 SF 

Considerations: Less opportunity for redevelopment, bring non-conforming lots into 

conformance, would not require comprehensive plan amendment 

 

Discussion: Rohman asked about irregularly shaped lots. Palermo stated the lot width 

must be met at the setback point. Rohman was not opposed to a smaller width, however, 

he cautioned against reducing the width drastically from the existing standard.  

Thorson supported 50 or 60 foot widths in order to maximize development. He asked if 

staff considered 40 feet wide. Palermo stated Bloomington does not have alleys so 40 

foot widths would get incredibly tight to accommodate structures and driveways. The 

Code limits 35% impervious surface coverage to accommodate stormwater infiltration. 

The City cannot increase the impervious surface allowance without overhauling its entire 

storm sewer system.  

Solberg stated 60 foot width seems to be a good compromise. Reducing the width down 

to 50 might be too drastic and might cause an uproar from the public. Palermo mentioned 

it can be reduced further if staff finds that it isn’t making an impact.  

Coulter said 50 feet makes sense considering the amount of lots that are 100 feet wide. 

The biggest issue is impervious surface. He suggested starting with 60 foot widths and re-

evaluate it again in a few years when there is more data. 

Koktan asked about public outreach. Palermo stated staff has not conducted public 

outreach yet. He wanted to gather the Planning Commission and HRA Board’s input 

before engaging the public. Koktan asked if there will be any public involvement in 

crafting the language. Palermo stated the plan is to engage the public however, it will 

likely be more digital outreach because of the pandemic. Staff will find ways to help 
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public conceptualize the potential changes. The amount of potential development that 

may occur will be an important aspect to engage the public.   

Abdi said these changes will have the most impact in the low-income neighborhoods. She 

stressed the importance of equitable lot divisions. How does the City ensure that the 

impact will not occur in communities that are more susceptible? Palermo mentioned the 

age of housing stock in eastern portions of Bloomington lends itself to more 

redevelopment than western part of Bloomington. One way to reduce the redevelopment 

potential would be a larger lot size and width closer to existing conditions.  

Hoogheem agreed with Commissioner Abdi’s concern. Perhaps the City needs to start at 

70 feet in order to protect eastern Bloomington. It’s important to not be too aggressive.  

Goltzman stated a large lot could mean huge homes that don’t meet the character of the 

neighborhood. She recommended 60 feet because it is a middle ground, and it also 

doesn’t have the space to accommodate a huge structure.  

Solberg stated the private market can’t be controlled but perhaps this is where the HRA 

can help to increase the standard.  

Rohman said on the flip side, a developer could buy smaller lots to make one huge lot. 

Should that be restricted?  Should there be a maximum lot size? Solberg agreed. 

Abdi asked if a setback is not being met in a lot of subdivision application, then it should 

not be accepted. How would the City approach sites that might need a variance for 

setback? Palermo stated the plat would not be approved because it creates a non-

conformity.  

Thorson said it’s best to revisit the goals of making the change. Is it to create or 

accommodate more housing stock? Or is it to prevent undesirable development that is 

denser? It’s best to be creative. 

 

Consensus: 

 Commissioners were generally supportive of each option however, Option 2 with a 60 

foot lot width and 7,800 SF minimum lot size was the preferred approach.   

 

 Corner Lot Minimum Lot Size 

Approach: Add to minimum corner lot size by 3,250 SF relative to internal lots rather 

than 4,000 SF   

Palermo explained that the current approach considers that a corner lot has two front 

yards. The second front yard requires a 30 foot setback requiring an additional 4,000 SF. 

However, in reality all lots require a 5 foot side setback. Removing that from the equation 

results in additional need of only 3,250 SF.  

 

Discussion: Rohman asked if there was consideration smaller than 25 foot setback. There 

wasn’t a strong reason.    

 Koktan said he is not providing much feedback because he has never lived in a single 

family dwelling in Bloomington and is waiting until there is public feedback.   

 

 Consensus: All were supportive of utilizing an additional 3,250 SF for corner lots relative 

to internal lots rather than 4,000 SF for corner lot.  

 

 Two-Family Minimum Lot Size 
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 Approach: Take total of two single family lots minus the side yard setback requirement.  

No one raised any issue to this approach.   

 

 Two Family Home Grouping Approval Process  

 

 Approaches:  

 Option 1: Change level of review from the City Council to the Planning Commission 

through a CUP 

 Option 2: Change to administrative final site and building plans 

  

 Discussion: Goltzman argued that Planning Commission provides a public hearing so the 

public can get involved and provide testimony.  

 Rohman stated there is a strong tendency for people to oppose a two-family home. He 

would recommend getting feedback from the public first and then he’d be more if favor 

of Option 2 if the public is ok with that option.  

 Solberg agreed. However, if it meets all the Code requirements, then what’s the point. He 

was mostly in favor with Option 2.  

  

 Consensus: Gather public input first and then make a determination on the approach.  

 

 Cluster Development 

 Approaches:  

Palermo explained Cluster Developments in this context are similar to manufactured 

home parks but at a smaller scale. The land in a manufactured home park has a common 

owner where the resident may own the home or be renter. The difference is in a Cluster 

home the buildings are permanent with a foundation and this often is seen on properties 

smaller than Bloomington’s 5 acre requirement. Minneapolis recently adopted standards 

for Intentional Cluster Development. While there are some changes that the City of 

Bloomington should consider, Minneapolis’s standards are a good starting point. Some 

standards staff is in support of include allowing the use in R-1 with a CUP, must meet 

site and setback requirements, not more than 2 dwelling units in each principal structure, 

and must submit floor plans. 

  

 Discussion: Koktan asked if these would be owner occupied or rental. Palermo said there 

are different models. Koktan questioned the difference between apartments versus 

cluster. Palermo stated there are advantages of cluster development including density, 

number of units.   

 Lewis stated is this similar to homeless veteran housing? Palermo stated a lot of cluster 

development examples are homeless veteran housing.  

 

Additional Approaches: 

 Minimum Lot Size for Cluster Development 

 Option 1: Utilize minimum lot size standard 

 Option 2: require a larger lot size 

 

 Solberg said it is difficult to make a determination when the standards are unknown.  
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 Hoogheem stated it depends on how many units are part of this. She has seen this in other 

communities and it has worked. It integrates community.  

  

 Most agreed to establish a maximum number of residential units for a cluster 

development. 

  

 Minimum Parking Requirements for Cluster Development 

 Solberg mentioned it depends on how close it is to transit. Also, there is a ton of space on 

streets, perhaps there is a way to not require off-street parking.  

 

 Consensus: There was a lot of discussion, however, until there is more information 

potential operation and public input, commissioners did not have strong opinions one 

way or another.  

 

 Minimum Parking Requirements 

 Approaches:  

Palermo explained this is one item that was previously discussed that did not have strong 

consensus. While removing or reducing the garage requirement may reduce development 

cost it may impact total off street parking and storage.  

 Option 1: Reduce to 1 car 

  Option 2: Reduce 2 car but provide for future expansion 

  Option 3: Reduce to 1.5 car 

  Option 4: No change 

 

  Discussion: Solberg suggested the proof of garage option for the future. A garage is a 

convenience and can add up to the total impervious surface coverage. 

  Hoogheem and Thorson supported a one car garage minimum. 

 

Consensus: The consensus was mixed with some leading toward reducing the 

requirement to 1 car.  

 

  Prevailing setback 

 Approaches: 

Palermo explained how the Prevailing setback is applied to properties abutting properties 

developed before 1974. It can sometimes result in a larger than setback than the 

minimum 30 foot standard. 

 Option 1: Apply current standard Citywide regardless of the 1974 standard 

 Option 2: Apply prevailing when there are several lots exceeding the minimum 

 Option 3: Remove prevailing and utilize one standard (3 feet) 

 Option 4: No change 

  

Consensus: Three voted to remove prevailing and utilize one standard and the remaining 

commissioners and board members did not have an opposing opinion. 

 

 Minimum home size 

 Approaches: 
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Palermo explained that the minimum home standard for single family detached homes is 

1,040 SF. This was recently amended to include finished basements. The Planning 

Commission and HRA Board did not have strong opinions at the previous meeting.  

 Option 1: Reduce the size 

 Option 2: No change 

 

Discussion: Thorson suggested to reduce it. There are costs involved with every square 

foot. Family size is becoming smaller and house design is becoming more flexible and 

open.  

 Rohman questioned if a minimum is necessary.   

 Solberg stated if cluster development is allowable, then is a minimum required.  

 

 Consensus: Four Commissioners were in favor of reducing the minimum with none in 

opposition.  
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License – AmericanRare
Coin & Collectibles MotionbyMartin, secondedbyCoulterfortheapprovalofthepreciousmetal

dealer licenseforLibertyAcquisition LLC, doingbusinessas, American RareCoin &  
Collectibles. Motioncarried7-0.  

7.2 PublicHearing: New MayorBusseopenedthepublichearing. Noonespoke.  
Therapeutic Massage MotionbyCoulter, secondedbyMartintoclosethepublichearing.   
Enterprise License – Motioncarried7-0.  
ModernAthleteMassage

MotionbyCoulter, secondedbyDallessandro, fortheapprovalofthetherapeutic
massageenterprise licenseforModernAthleteMassageLLC, doingbusinessas,  
ModernAthleteMassage, 8120PennAvenueSouth, Suite500N, Bloomington,  
MN55431. Motioncarried7-0.  

8. ORGANIZATIONAL
BUSINESS

8.1 BoardandCommission Community Engagement Coordinator EmilyLarsonpresentedanupdate.   
PolicyandProcess Coulternotedthatthiswasavastimprovement overthepreviousprocessfor
Improvement Update boardandcommission applications.   

8.2 AdvisoryBoardofHealth MotionbyCoulter, secondedbyLowmantoappointKelseyFordtotheAdvisory
Appointments BoardofHealthasaprovider memberwithtermfromMarch1, 2022, toFebruary

28, 2025, andtoappointAndreaPucketttotheAdvisory BoardofHealthasa
consumer memberwithatermfromMarch1, 2022, toFebruary28, 2025.  
Motioncarried7-0.  

8.3 CreativePlacemaking MotionbyCarter, secondedbyMartintoappointBethMcCoyandLoganSauerto
Commission theCreativePlacemaking Commission withtermsfromMarch1, 2022, to
Appointments February28, 2025. Motioncarried7-0.  

8.4 HumanRights MotionbyDallessandro, secondedbyCoultertoappointStephanie Wiersmaand
Commission ShelbyZomermaand totheHumanRightsCommission withtermsfromMarch1,  
Appointments 2022, toFebruary28, 2025. Motioncarried7-0.  

8.5 Parks, Artsand MotionbyCoulter, secondedbyMartintoappointDarrellEagerandChrisFleckto
Recreation Commission theParks, ArtsandRecreation Commission withtermsfromMarch1, 2022, to
Appointments February28, 2025. Motioncarried7-0.  

8.6 Sustainability MotionbyDallessandro, secondedbyCartertoappointAngelaBegosh, Andy
Commission Scott, andBethStegoratotheSustainability Commission withtermsfromMarch
Appointments 1, 2022, toFebruary28, 2025. Motioncarried7-0.  

8.7 Single- andTwo-Family PlannerMikePalermopresented, accompanied byaPowerPoint presentation.  
HomeStandards and Mr. Palermocoveredsinglefamily lotwidthandarea.   
Accessory Dwelling Units Councilmembers inquiredhowmanylotsthroughout thecityare100’ and120’.  
Update Nelsonstatedsupportofallowingsmaller lotstoprovideflexibility forresidents.   

Responding toCarteronRS-1zoning, Palermostatedthosewerenotincludedin
thestudyastheymakeupsuchasmallproportionofthelotsinthecity. Carter
askedtoconsiderstandardizing residential zoningacrossthecity, consolidating
RS-1andR-1zoningdistricts.    
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Lowmaninquirediftherewereany concernsfromapublicsafetystandpoint, fire
protection access. Palermoresponded therewerenoconcerns, andthatifthese
changesweremade, theresult \[intermsoflotsizespermitted\] wouldbesimilar
toneighborhoods inRichfieldtoday.   

Dallessandro inquiredonopenlotsalong35Wfrontage roads. Markegardnoteda
possibility thatsixofthosecanbereturnedbyMnDOTforhousingdevelopment.   

NelsoninR-1zoning, arethererulesregarding garagesizes, exterior finishes?   

MayorBusserequesteddataandmapsonhowmanyandwherelargerlotsare
locatedthroughout thecitybeforemakinganydecisions.   

Usinganinteractive pollingtool, staffpolledtheCouncilonpreferences for
minimumlotwidths. Result: 2votesfor50’, 4votesfor60’, 1votefor70’.  

Palermocontinued, discussing cornerlotsetbacksandresidentialparking
requirements.  

NelsonnotedmanyhousesinBloomington haveasingle-cargarage. Ifwereduce
therequirement, couldlookatstoragespacerequirements asmanypeopleuse
garagespaceforstorageratherthanforcars.  

Pollingresult: 3votesfornominimum garagerequirement, 1votefor1carmin.  

Palermodiscussed the “prevailing frontsetback” requirement.   
Pollingresult: Unanimous votefor “Removetheprevailing frontsetback
requirement andutilizeonestandard (currently30feet)”.   
Nelsoninquirediftherewasanydiscussionofchanging the30-footminimum
frontsetbackrequirement. Palermoresponded thattherewasnot, asthat
setbackisprettyingrained inthecommunity.   

Palermodiscussed theapprovalprocessfortwo-familyhomes.  

Responding toDallessandro’sinquiryonthelasttimeanewtwo-familyhomewas
builtinBloomington, Markegardnotedthatweseeoneortwoperyear. Asone- 
offdevelopments, theywouldn’tcomebeforeCityCouncilforapproval.  
Pollingresult: 4votesforchangetoadministrative approval throughfinalsiteand
buildingplans; 1voteforchangetoCUPapprovedbyPlanningCommission.  

Martinnotedthattwo-familyhomesareanassettothecommunity, fillinga
critical “missingmiddle” inhousing, andsuggested theapprovalprocessshould
beasstreamlined astheapprovalprocessforsingle-familyhomes.  

Palermodiscussedminimum homesize, notingthecurrentminimum requirement
of1,040squarefeetoffinishedarea.   
Pollingresults: 6votestoremovetheminimumsizefromthezoningcode.  

PlannerShawnJamespresentedonAccessory DwellingUnit (ADU) standards,  
notingthestructure typesthatare / arenotcurrentlyallowedinBloomington.  
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Busseinquiredonthetotalnumberofstructuresallowed, ifyouhaveashedand
detached\] garagecanyounotaddanADU? Jamesresponded thatthestandard

allowance istwodetachedstructures, soifyouhaveadetached garageandshed,  
youwouldnotbeallowedadetachedADU.  

Palermodiscussed standards forclusterhousingdevelopment.  
Dallessandro notedthislevelofdensitybeingagoodfitfortransitional areas
betweenhighdensityandcommercial development andsingle-family
neighborhoods.  

8.8 Multifamily Parking PlannerMikePalermopresentedaPowerPoint summarizing thestudyand
Standards Update feedback receivedfromtheHRAandPlanningCommission. Staffareproposing to

reducetheparkingminimumto1.8spacesperunit, whileretaining current
incentives tofurther lowertheminimumparkingrequirement.  

Carterwasopentoremovingminimumparkingrequirements entirely.   

PalermonotedthatPlanningCommission andHRAmemberswereinterested in
goingbelow1.8spacesperunit.  

Coulterwassupportiveofgoinglowerthan1.8spacesperunit.  

Palermonotedthatnumberwaschosenfromobservation anddiscussing with
developers whatactualdemandis. However, wedoallowflexibility togolower.  

Coulternotedthat8ofthe16citiesshowninthestudyrequired1.5orless.  
Statedhewasn’tsurehecouldsupportthat1.8numberbasedonrecenttrends
we’veseen.   

Lowmanstatedintermsofarrivingatanumber, I’dratherstartatzeroandwork
backuptowhatwe’recomfortable with, ratherthanstartingatthecurrent
standardandworkingdown. Weneedtobeboldandonthecuttingedgeofthis.  

Coulternotedthatevenwithoutarequirement, developerswillstillbuildparking
astomeetmarketdemandforparking, theywantpeopletorentintheirbuilding.   
Carterconcurred, ifthere’sademandforparkingthemarketshouldrespondto
that. Alsointerested tohearfromstaffwhattheirexperiences withdevelopers
havebeenonrecentprojects.   

Nelsoninquirediftherewasconsideration ofjustusingtheparkingstudyforeach
projectandgoingwiththatnumber, orwouldthischangeremovethe
requirement todoaparkingstudy? Palermonotedthatnoteveryprojectrequires
aparkingstudy.  

MayorBussenotedthatwecouldlookatrecentprojectsnowcomingonlineas
testcasestoseeifweneedtolowertherequirement further. Palermo notedthat
wassimilartocomments madebythePlanningCommission, tostartat1.8spaces
perunitwiththeexisting incentives andcontinue lookingatfurtherreductions
withnewdata.   

Palermoalsodiscussedparkingrequirement reductions intransitstationareas.  
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The Bloomington Planning
Commission will hold a public
hearing on December 8, 2022, 6: 00
PM in the Council Chambers at

Bloomington Civic Plaza, 1800 W. 

Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, 

MN, or by electronic means as per- 
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related to lot size, setback require- 
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the residential land use categories. 
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Planning Commission Item

 
Originator 
Planning

Item 
3.1 Consider approval of draft Planning Commission meeting synopsis.

Agenda Section 
Item 3

Date 
December 8, 2022

Requested Action:

 
I move to approve the draft Planning Commission meeting synopsis of November 3rd, 2022 as presented.

Description:

 
Consider approval of draft Planning Commission meeting synopsis

Attachments:

 
PC110322
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1673900/PC110322_-_Draft_Approved_by_Staff.pdf


 
 

 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION SYNOPSIS 
 

Thursday, November 3, 2022 
 

CALL TO 

ORDER 

Chairperson Rohman called the Planning Commission meeting to order in the City 

Council Chambers at 6:00 PM. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Paige Rohman, Joanna Goltzman, Aubrey 

Albrecht, Phil Koktan (all in person) 

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Nelly Korman, Suado Abdi, Jeannie McGovern 

STAFF PRESENT:  Glen Markegard, Michael Centinario, Michael Palermo, Derly Navarro (all 

in person) 

 

Chairperson Rohman led the attendees in the reciting of The Pledge of Allegiance. Markegard 

provided an overview of how interested parties could testify remotely for public hearing items. 

 

ITEM 1 

6:02 p.m. 

CASE: 

APPLICANT: 

PL2022-183 

C&G Holding Entrprs LLC (owner)  

Gyropolis Investments LLC (owner) 

Gyropolis Restaurant (user) 

 REQUEST:  Rezoning from B-4 to B-4(PD); Preliminary and final development 

plans and a conditional use permit to expand an existing restaurant and 

add an outdoor patio; and a preliminary and final plat to combine 9000 

Penn Avenue South and 2325 West 90th Street and add a strip of land 

from 9056 Penn Avenue South into one parcel. 

 

SPEAKING FOR THE PUBLIC: 

  

 Rex Mhiripiri 

 

PUBLIC HEARING DISCUSSION:  

 

Centinario provided the subject property location and surrounding uses. The applicant 

proposes a rezoning to apply the Planned Development Overlay District, preliminary and 

final development plans for the restaurant expansion, a conditional use permit for the 

outdoor patio, and preliminary and final plat because some lot lines must be adjusted. The 

existing gas station along West 90th Street, located to the east of the site has been vacant 

for several decades and it is deteriorating. The site is zoned B-4 (Neighborhood 

Commercial). In order to allow the expansion to occur, the applicant is seeking the planned 

development overlay district to consider flexibility to several standards. However, the B-4 

zoning would not change. Centinario provided photos of the existing conditions. There are 

several curb cuts between the sites, and it is not a comfortable pedestrian environment. 

There are some striped parking stalls and some cracked concrete or asphalt.  

113



Draft Page 2 

 

City of Bloomington 

Planning Commission Synopsis November 3, 2022 

 

 

The existing building is approximately 1,370 square feet and the proposed expansion would 

be 685 square feet to the west, which includes a trash room and additional storage space: 

and then more than 1,700 square feet to east mainly for dining space. Also, the applicant is 

proposing a 58-seat outdoor patio between the building and parking lot. One important 

feature of the site plan is the reconstructed, Code-compliant sidewalk along West 90th and 

Penn Avenue South with a landscape buffer between the sidewalk and the parking lot. The 

existing sidewalk does not meet the width requirement so the proposed would be a 

significant improvement from the existing conditions. The applicant shows a pickup 

window on the south side of the building, staff discussed with the applicant if it were a 

drive-thru it would not be adequate for stacking spaces. The former gas station has three 

access points, the applicant would construct the curbs and sod between the curb and the 

sidewalk. There are a lot of code complying landscaping elements on the proposed plan 

such as the shrub quantity and a three-foot landscaping buffer. There are also parking isles 

that would be added with landscaping and a proposed patio and cutting garden that 

hopefully contributes to their kitchen.  

 

The floor plan shows the expansion to the west, where they have storage freezer space and 

trash room. The kitchen would be expanded although the cooking systems would not be 

expanded significantly. There would be a substantial increase in indoor space, bathrooms, 

seating, and larger space for serving line. The applicant is seeking to change the exterior 

building materials. There would be wood-look metal panels and a substantial amount of 

glass. Staff noted in the review that the applicant is proposing to paint the existing brick 

façade, which is not permitted. The applicant could leave the brick as it is or find some 

other material that is compliant with the code. The applicant would be combining two 

parcels and a small strip of land to accommodate a more rectangular site.  

 

Goltzman asked for clarification on an existing building shown in the existing conditions 

aerial.   

 

Centinario stated that building shown in the aerial was an old canopy for the gas station.  

 

Goltzman asked if the applicant proposed to keep the front signage or if there would be 

any changes to signage.  

 

Centinario stated the site plan shows a free-standing sign in the northeast corner of the site. 

They might modify the location of the sign subject to compliance of height limits and 

setback code requirements.  

 

Rohman clarified that the existing monument sign is going to be removed as per the site 

plan proposed.  

 

Goltzman asked if there is existing outdoor trash and if it complies with City Code 

requirements.   
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Centinario stated that he believes there is a small outdoor trash enclosure space, but he does 

not believe there is indoor trash today. One of the benefits with the proposal would be 

adequate interior trash space and easily accessible to trash hauler.  

 

Goltzman asked if the pickup window would not include an awning.  

 

Centinario stated the applicant may not feel the need to have an awning over the window.   

 

Rohman asked if there are standards for exterior surface on the patio. 

 

Centinario stated the city does not have a performance standard for patio surfaces. The 

brick shown on the plan is a decorative element. They are also showing some permeable 

pavement in the parking lot because the project necessitates some stormwater management.  

 

Albrecht asked if staff had conversations with the applicant about the differences between 

a pickup window and drive-thru.  

 

Centinario stated that during the review process and pre-application meetings, staff referred 

to it as a drive-thru but the applicant indicated that they would not have drive-thru service. 

Customers would not be able to order food from this window. Staff’s preference would be 

to have a pickup window farther east in the building in case the applicant sees the success 

of the pickup window and decides to have a traditional drive-thru but then stacking would 

not be adequate for the site.  

 

Albrecht asked if there are performance standards for pickup windows.  

 

Centinario stated there are no performance standards for pickup windows.  

 

Rohman asked what would stop the applicant from doing a drive-thru.  

 

Centinario stated that the applicant would need to submit a sign permit application, 

electrical permit if illuminated, and foundation permits are required for free-standing signs. 

Planning staff would be able to flag those permits and, in this case, if staff would see 

permits for an order board, then it would not be approved.  

 

Contolatis stated that since the pandemic they have implemented a system of online pickup 

and found that it is a significant part of the business. People love to come to the restaurant 

and pickup the order quickly. In consideration of families that are larger and may have 

difficulty to get out of the vehicles, cross the busy parking lot and come into the restaurant 

to pick up and order, they want to continue the online ordering process but have a separate 

pickup window for convenience. The applicant also stated that it would be clear in their 

online ordering system that there will not be ordering services at the window. The pickup 

window is not the most important feature of the restaurant because the main goal is to make 

the restaurant a destination for the community either by car, bike, or walking.  

 

Goltzman asked the applicant if they are proposing to keep the current business hours.  
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Contolatis stated they are looking to expand the hours but not significantly. They are 

cognizant of being a family restaurant and they want to keep modest hours but improve 

them as needed.  

 

Goltzman asked if the applicant has considered adding an awning over the pickup window.  

 

Constantine stated that is something he can discuss with the architect, given that there will 

not be a money exchange or transaction taken at the window, they do not feel a need to 

have an awning over the window.  

 

Rohman opened the public hearing.  

 

Mhiripiri stated that he is the owner of a gallery just feet away from Gyropolis. He 

expressed support of the application as the restaurant is a destination place for families. 

The expansion proposed would be beneficial to the community and businesses around it.  

 

The public hearing was closed.  

 

Albrecht expressed support for the application. The only concern is the pickup window 

because it is vehicular focused. She encouraged staff to have additional conversations with 

the applicant to find ways to make it more pedestrian focused.  

 

Goltzman expressed concerns about the B-4 zoning. She would love to see more 

development at that corner. However, this application is a great improvement from the 

existing conditions and progress is better than perfection. This restaurant is a great amenity 

for families that are going to the football games across the street. She expressed support 

for the application and encouraged the applicant to add an awning over the window. She 

also recommended that staff prepare pickup window standards.  

 

Koktan asked how this application relates to the discretion pyramid.  

 

Centinario stated there is more discretion with this application than a site where there were 

no deviations from City Code. There is low discretion on the plat. However, it a rezoning 

application, preliminary and final development plan, which those are higher levels of 

discretion.  

 

Koktan asked what the Planning Commissioners can use as criteria for using that 

discretion.  

 

Centinario stated that in terms of analyzing and considering an application for a restaurant.  

 

Rohman expressed that he is in favor of various element of the application. However, he is 

not in favor of a Planned Development Overlay to build something that it is not B-4. It is 

an improvement from the existing conditions and encouraged staff to make sure the 

stacking does not become an issue with the proposed pickup window.   
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Koktan expressed that he is not in support of the application because of the rezoning. He 

stated that this is a good application, but it does not look like B-4 development. The vision 

for this corridor is a neighborhood commercial corridor and one of the Planning 

Commissions roles is to guide the development of the city. 

 

Rohman agreed that this application does not feel like B-4. A precedent south of this site 

was previously zoned B-4, but what they built was not B-4.  

 

Koktan asked if there have been developers interested in redeveloping this area.   

 

Centinario stated there has been a lot of interest from developers, but none of those 

conversation led to what is envisioned for the B-4 zoning district or there were elements to 

the project that staff could not support.  

 

Markegard stated this area was rezoned in 2009 and since then the area has not had 

development with changes to buildings. Staff had various discussions with different 

developers, but this application would be the first physical progress in the area since the B-

4 rezoning.  

 

Goltzman stated there is a benefit from this development. The proposal is more appealing 

for walking, and it could be a destination for the community. 

 

 The item moves to the November 28th City Council meeting as a public hearing.   
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ACTIONS OF THE COMMISSION: 

 

 M/Albrecht, S/Goltzman: To close the public hearing.   

 Motion carried 4-0.  

  

 M/Goltzman, S/Albrecht: In Case PL2022-183, having been able to make the required 

findings, I move to recommend City Council adopt an ordinance rezoning 9000 Penn 

Avenue S. and 2325 W. 90th Street from B-4 Neighborhood Commercial to B-4(PD) 

Neighborhood Commercial (Planned Development).  

 Motion carried 3-1. Commissioner Koktan opposed. 

 

 M/Goltzman, S/Albretch: In Case PL2022-183, having been able to make the required 

findings, I move to recommend City Council adopt a resolution approving a conditional 

use permit to expand an existing restaurant and add an outdoor patio at 9000 Penn Avenue 

S. and 2325 W. 90th Street, subject to the conditions and Code requirements attached to 

the staff report. 

 Motion carried 3-1. Commissioner Koktan opposed. 

 

 M/Albretch, S/Goltzman: In Case PL2022-183, having been able to make the required 

findings, I move to recommend City Council approve the preliminary and final 

development plans to expand an existing restaurant and add an outdoor patio at 9000 Penn 

Avenue S. and 2325 W. 90th Street, subject to the conditions and Code requirements 

attached to the staff report. 

 Motion carried 3-1. Commissioner Koktan opposed. 

 

 M/Albretch, S/Goltzman: In Case PL2022-183, having been able to make the required 

findings, I move to recommend City Council approve a preliminary plat and adopt a 

resolution approving a final plat to replat 9000 Penn Avenue S., 2325 W. 90 th Street, and 

9056 Penn Avenue S. from three lots to two lots, subject to the conditions and Code 

requirements attached to the staff report.  

 Motion carried 4-0. 
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ITEM 2 

6:53 p.m. 

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington  

 REQUEST:  Oxboro Heights TIF Review 

  

 

DISCUSSION:  

  

Palermo provided background and redevelopment area boundary. The Planning 

Commission held a public hearing on September 8, 2022 and recommended approval of 

the zoning items. The City Council approved the project on October 3, 2022. Oxboro 

Heights is a proposed 125-unit senior housing apartment building located at 600 West 93rd 

Street. The applicant was able to incorporate more units that are affordable to residents at 

30 percent area median income. The original proposal had three units, staff was working 

with the applicant to get up to five units with the tax increment financing, and with the 

restructuring improvements on their loans the applicant was able to get up to nine units. 

The City’s affordable housing goal is 842 units allocated to Bloomington and the vast 

majority of that is at 30 percent AMI or lower income residents. Right now, Bloomington 

has 33 approved units so this would be an additional nine units to that goal. The applicant 

also was able to increase the 50 percent units AMI from 22 to 25 units, a decreased in the 

60 percent AMI from 69 to 43 units, and slightly increased from 30 units to 50 units at 70 

percent AMI. The project is above the 60 percent threshold and still considered a moderate 

income when you are at 70 percent AMI. The higher rent in those units helps support the 

lower affordability in combination with the Tax Increment Financing. Planning 

Commission makes the decision under the statutes to approve whether this Tax Increment 

Financing plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Palermo provided an overview 

of statutory findings to approve the TIF District and Comprehensive Plan goals.  

 

Goltzman asked for clarification of the number of units with AMI. It looks like there was 

a drop of seven affordable units from the previous proposal.   

 

Palermo stated all of the units would be at or below 70 percent AMI. For the purposes of 

Opportunity Housing Ordinance, staff considers affordable units at 60 percent AMI and 

that total went down by 19 units. We now have 19 more units that are above 60 percent 

AMI but still below the 70 percent AMI.  

 

 

ACTIONS OF THE COMMISSION: 

 

 M/Albrecht, S/Koktan: I move to adopt a resolution finding that the 600 W. 93rd Street 

(Oxboro Heights) Redevelopment Plan and TIF Plan are consistent with the Bloomington 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 Motion carried 4-0.  
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ITEM 3 

7:02 p.m. 

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington 

 REQUEST:  Consider approval of draft September 29, 2022 Planning 

Commission meeting synopsis 

  

 This item continues to the Planning Commission on November 17, 2022.  

 

ACTIONS OF THE COMMISSION: 

 

 M/Koktan, S/Goltzman: I move to continue item number three to future Planning 

Commission meeting.  

 Motion carried 3-0. Commissioner Albrecht abstained.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM 4 

7:04 p.m. 

APPLICANT: City of Bloomington 

 REQUEST:  Planning Commission Policy and Issue Update 

 

Markegard provided a synopsis of upcoming agendas.  

 

Commissioners discussed the 2023 scheduled meeting dates and decided to have 26 

meetings in 2023.   

 

  Meeting adjourned at 7:14 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 
Prepared By: Derly Navarro  Reviewed By: Glen Markegard, 

Michael Centinario, 

Michael Palermo 

 

Approved By Planning Commission: 
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Originator 
Planning

Item 
4.1 Planning Commission Policy and Issue Update

Agenda Section 
Item 4

Date 
December 8, 2022

Requested Action:

 
Receive staff updates and identify issues.

Description:

 
1. Updates to the Planning Commission from Staff.
2. Planning Commission Issue Identification.
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