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CITY OF MINOT
ZONING ORDINANCE STEERING COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes
January 27, 2021
8:00 am – 10:30 am
Council Chambers, City Hall, 515 2nd Ave., SW

I.  ATTENDANCE AND ROLL CALL 
Committee:	Rolly Ackerman (phone), Tim Baumann phone), Rusten Roteliuk (phone), Tom Ross
Absent:	Tyler Neether, Gloria Larsgaard
City Staff:	Brian Billingsley, Community & Economic Development Director
John Van Dyke, Principal Planner
Lance Meyer (City Engineer)
Emily Huettl, Assistant City Engineer
Peter Baumgartner, Assistant City Planner
Glenda Sorensen, Administrative Clerk
Guests:		Josh Wolsky (Minot Downtown Business & Professional Association)
		Pat Bailey (MAB) 
		
Rolly Ackerman called the meeting to order at 8:10 am.
II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Motion by Baumann to approve January 27, 2021 meeting agenda, second by Roteliuk.  ayes: all, nays: none

Motion carries
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Motion by Ross to approve the January 13, 2021 meeting minutes, second by Roteliuk to include stamp concrete on the boulevard comments omitted from minutes.  Billingsley will update the minutes.  ayes: all, nays:  none.  
Motion carries
IV. INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS.
Pat Bailey (replacing Pat Graner).  Currently not officially appointed.
Josh Wolsky (Minot Downtown Business & Professional Association)
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE
No comments received from the public.
                                                                                                     
VI. STAFF COMMENTS ON PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE
A.  Parking at Daycare Centers.
Principal Planner Van Dyke presented the following:
Example: Daycare center has overall 23 employees.  Twelve employees at peak.  Parking is reduced from 23 to 12 + 1 space per six children of licensed capacity of the facility.
Motion by Baumann to approve adding language “based on peak employment” (rather than total employment), second by Ross.  ayes: all, nays:  none.  
Motion passes

VII.   COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROPOSED ORDINANCE
Billingsley stated that all motions would occur at the end of the comments.
Ackerman, Larsgaard & Roteliuk submitted comments.  
Ackerman’s comments (Roteliuk comments included):
1. (Districts P 2-21) Check with Engineering to make sure that they are o.k. with the side loaded garages encroaching 20’ onto the 40’ setback along an arterial/collector street.
· This is in the existing code.  Local roads 20’ setback.  Collector street 40’ setback.
2. (Sec.4.1-8) Misc. Detached garage 18’ on front setback? Does not leave a lot of room for vehicle in a driveway.
· No revisions.
· Graphic should be clearer.  Show 18’ setback on an alley, where is mostly applies.
· Assistant City Engineer noted 18’ is the minimum and noted front setback takes precedence.  
3. (Sec.3.1-5 (13) Setback Averaging – If you averaged the whole block, the setbacks could be more or less from the adjoining lots. Should be consistent with the adjoining lots. 
· Existing ordinance.
4. (Sec.3.1-7 (H)1,2 – Flag Lots – Confusing definition, setbacks, areas? 
· No Changes.  
5. (Sec.2.8-4) Utilities combined? When they sell the units separately, separate services, firewall, platting? 
· Van Dyke – duplex is one lot/two units. Twin homes are two lots/two units. 
· Billingsley – add twin homes & duplexes permitted in R2 in the Land Use Table.  Table updated.
6. (Sec.3.1-3) D, E (9) – Access drives, check with Engineering 
· 80’ minimum – Engineering is ok with the minimums.
· Van Dyke will remove convenience stores & fuel stations.

Due to City Engineer Meyers having another meeting to attend, Billingsley opted to table Ackerman’s comments temporarily and discuss Roteliuk comments regarding stamp concrete within the right-of-way.

Huettl will include language that installing stamp concrete is allowed only by the city.  

7. (Sec.4.1-3 (2) – Conflict with 2 Acres? 
· Principal Planner Van Dyke does not see a conflict.
8. (Sec. 3.1 – (9b) – Fence height 30”? 
· Principal Planner Van Dyke proposed striking completely.
9. (Sec.4.1 – 6) Outside speaker system, why? 
· Outside speaker systems pertain to car lots and are consistent with city noise ordinance.
10. (Sec.4.1-7, A,C,F) Confusing when we talk about Industrial use in a C zone. 
· No Changes.
11. (Sec.4.2-7 (6) – Most if not any downtown parking lots do not have this. Ex. Trinity, Churches & etc. (New construction o.k.) remodel no, recommend yes. 
· Principal Planner Van Dyke noted this is in relation to landscaping improvements and open parking lots.
· Jonathan Rosenthal (Economic Development Administrator) is currently involved in downtown organizations involving design requirements.   
· Wolsky will get comments from the Minot Downtown Business & Professional Association.
· No Changes. made.
12. (Sec.13.1-6) Multifamily in a R1 District versus comment in Sec4.1.4 (E1d) which mentions basement apartment. 
· Accessory dwelling units are grandfathered in.  Accessory dwelling units can have basement apartments (conditionally permitted).  
· Baumann would like to see looser restrictions on accessory dwelling units.
· No Changes.
13. (Sec. 4.2.5 – RM,R3C,RH) – dwelling unit width of 25’, make sure to check with Engineering that the scenarios work with these districts. 
· Minimum lot size (R3C) (townhomes) is 60’.
· Lot width – interior units is 25’.
· Lot width – end units is 31’.
· Setback requirement is 6’ on each side.
14. (Sec. (6.1 (2b) Parking location - Setback of 12’? Corner lot? 
· Assistant City Engineer Huettl – there is no site-triangle issue.
· Principal Planner Van Dyke stated that this is an issue (aesthetics) for a Homeowner Association.
· Edit language to “only allowed on the interior lot line.”
15. (Sec. 3.1-5 (Da) – Typo - Structure 
16. Request City allow current ITE Parking Generation analysis as an alternative parking calculation approach for each use category at the discretion of planning and engineering department heads
· Allows for parking study using ITE (Roteliuk comment)
· No Changes.
17.Where use area calculations are being based on Leasable Area, defined spaces within the building that do not generate a need for parking can be delineated and eliminated from the parking calculations?
· No longer using leasable space (Roteliuk comment)
· No Changes.
18. What are the extents of the administrative discretion the Planning / Engineering department has as an allowance for required, calculated parking counts? (5%?, 10?)
· 20% (Roteliuk comment)
· No Changes.
19. Credit for existing vegetation – What constitutes existing vegetation that would qualify for credit -suggested credit for existing, retained vegetation at a 1:1 ratio for proposed tree plantings
· Baumann would like to see legacy vegetation and trees maintained.
20. Supplemental Planting Calcs (page 7-210 - Simplify plant count calcs- one planting per 20 s.f. (equiv. to plant on a grid of 4.5’x4.5’)
· No Changes.
21. Access drives for truck stops at 80’
· 4.1-6E1g 80’ is an absolute minimum. There are other provisions that also dictate. Standard Detail says, “All driveways located on Classified Roadways (Collectors & Arterials) shall be approved by the Engineering Department.” Locations would also always be reviewed during site plan review so I think we are covered. (Roteliuk comment)
22. Detail on the setbacks on the arterials is somewhat confusing
· 3.1-7B? We are saying that we want the setback based on the roadway classification and the RW associated with that classification, which may be more than the current RW.  (Roteliuk comment)

DESIGN STANDARDS (Rolly Ackerman)

1) Sec .4.2-2 (C4) - Will improvements in the aggregate that comply with this chapter jeopardize the listing of the industrial zone district in the NRHP?
· Principal Planner Van Dyke noted that the design standards be relaxed.

2) Sec.4-3 (Al) - (Shall be completely screened) - Not possible downtown with zero setbacks. Recommend eliminating this in a downtown zone.
· Wolsky will run this by the Minot Downtown Business & Professional Association.
· No Changes.

3) Sec.4.2-7 (Bl) - (and maintained by the property owner) -This is a common disconnect that could use some attention. Suggest communication strategy to inform the property owners.
· No Changes.

4) Sec.4.2-7 (D) - This section can be very broadly interpreted. Not sure it will accomplish what is intended.
· Josh Wolsky will talk with Jonathan Rosenthal (Economic Development Administrator).
· No Changes.

5) Sec. 4.2-7 (G) - mansard style cornices-Would the OTV facade fit this description?
· No Changes.

6) Sec. 4.2-7 (H2) - ground level view (from the property line) -with zero setbacks downtown - how does that work? "If abutting perimeter property lines are higher than ten feet above the finished floor elevation of the building, rooftop screening is not required" - What is the intent of this sentence?
· Eliminate truck delivery comment.

7) Sec. 4.2-7 (I) - (Take this section out) - If a downtown business requires truck deliveries, chances are that the truck movements are difficult to begin with. Are we really concerned with screening when a vast majority of this is done on public right of way ?
· CBD (Central Business District) is exempt from Parking Chapter in its entirety.

Billingsley recounted the changes made to Ackerman’s submitted comments of the First Draft of the Minot Zoning Ordinance and Ackerman’s submitted comments on Design Standards:

Comments:
#1 – Amend setbacks
#5 – Twin homes and duplexes are “permitted uses” in the R2 zone
#6 – Wording change in access drives
#8 – Strike 30” from fence height
#13 – Change setbacks on townhomes
#14 – Edit language

Design Standards:
#1 – Reworded National Register of Historic Places
#7 – Eliminating truck delivery

Billingsley asked for a motion to approve the above changes.

Motion by Baumann to accept changes, second by Ross.  ayes: all, nays: none
Motion carries

Billingsley addressed a comment by Alderman Ross regarding doggy daycares.

· Doggy daycares will be covered under Kennels in the Land Use Table.
· Kennels/doggy daycares are permitted in the AG & M1.  
· Doggy daycares are have daytime usage.  Kennels have overnight usage.
· Van Dyke proposed that Veterinary Clinics (small animal) and kennels be allowed as conditional uses in C2 zone. 

Billingsley asked for a motion to amend the Land Use Table to allow veterinary clinics (small animal) and kennels as a conditional use in the C2 zone.

Motion by Baumann to approve veterinary clinics (small animal) and kennels as conditional uses in the C2 zone, second by Roteliuk. ayes: all, nays: none
Motion carries
Further discussion on doggy daycares & kennels:
· Wolsky asked about the definition of kennels.  Van Dyke noted there is a definition for kennels, but not animal grooming. 
· Huettl proposed the committee strike medical care out of kennels.  
· Billingsley stated kennels would be more strictly regulated.
· Billingsley proposed adding another category for daytime uses:  Grooming/Doggy Daycare

Billingsley suggested adding another land use category to the Land Use Table for Grooming as “conditional use” in CBD & C1 zones, and “permitted use” in C2 zone. 

Motion by Baumann to add Grooming/Doggy Daycare category to Land use Table, and designate them as “conditional use” in CBD & C1 zones, and “permitted use” in C2 zone, second by Ross.  ayes: all, nays: none.

Motion carries

Baumann had final comments regarding Solar Energy Development – rooftops.  Excel & Verendrye have the opportunity to do small solar developments.  Billingsley stated that it is covered in the Land Use Table.

Pat Bailey – no comments.

Gloria Larsgaard comments:

· Pg 2-18
Section 2.5-4 B. Parking  should be A. Parking. Also refers to Article 5 Off Street Parking, should be Article 6.
· Pg 2-22
Section 2.6-4 A. Parking  refers to Article 5 Off Street Parking, should be Article 6.
· Pg. 2-24
Section 2.7-5 A. Parking  refers to Article 5 Off Street Parking, should be Article 6.
· Pg. 2-26
Section 2.8-4 A. Parking  refers to Article 5 Off Street Parking, should be Article 6.
C. is hanging
· Pg 2-31
E. Required Parking  chapter 23, we do not have chapter 23.
· Districts C, CBD, l, OP, M and GMU do not refer to the parking article; is that intentional?
· Article 3: the right footer starts with 2-page # instead of 3-page #
· EIFS is spelled wrong on page 4-37 paragraph h and on page 4-43, paragraph 7. Also on 4-37 (h) in parenthesis change to EXTERIOR INSULATION FINISHING SYSTEM.
· Is there a reason why definitions are in the last article instead of up front?
Billingsley noted that all of Gloria’s comments have been addressed.
Neether – not in attendance.
Roteliuk noted that Ackerman had covered all of his questions/comments, with the exception of Section 3 (page labeling).  
VIII.  NEXT STEPS
Billingsley stated that in the next few weeks he would be working on the new Zoning Ordinance.  Specifically he will be looking to catch any errors, i.e. page numbers, typos, formatting, etc., but will not be changing any policy.
Roteliuk circled back to the topic of multi-family units and 4-plexes allowed in R1 zoning and stated that if it is still planned, he has a concern with it being a permitted use.  Billingsley advised that it is a conditional use permitted in the R1 zone.  Baumann noted that from the pro-density side of things that he would like to see more density.  Wolsky brought up affordable housing and noted that other cities have a more relaxed policy regarding this type of housing.
Billingsley presented two options for approving the new ordinance at the previous meeting. He asked for a motion to move forward with Option #2, which would involve taking the new Zoning Ordinance to the Planning Commission on March 2, 2021.
Motion by Ackerman to take the new Zoning Ordinance to the Planning Commission on March 2, second by Alderman Ross.  ayes: all, nays: none
Motion passes
Billingsley asked that two members of the committee attend both the Planning Commission meeting, as well as the City Council meeting for 2nd reading on April 5, to show support for the ordinance.  Ackerman volunteered to attend and Baumann will be there as he is a member of the Planning Commission.
IX. NEXT MEETING
Billingsley did not schedule a specific meeting date; however, he did encourage the committee keep March 10th open in the event a meeting is needed.
X. ADJOURNMENT
Billingsley adjourned the meeting at 10:36 am.
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