Unapproved M nutes

Verm | lion Planni ng Comm ssion

Monday, August 24, 2020 Planning and Zoning Comm ssion Joint Meeting
with Clay County Pl anni ng Comm ssion

The Vermllion Planning and Zoning Conmi ssion was called to order in
the City Council Chanbers at City Hall (and through tel econference) on
August 24, 2020 at 5:30 p.m

1. Roll Call
Planning and Zoning Conmmi ssioners Present: Fairholm (in person),
Fitzgerald (tel econference), Forseth (tel econference), Gestring

(tel econference), Heggestad (teleconference, 5:35 p.m), Mozla (in
person), Tuve (in person, 5:50 p.m), WIlson (in person)

Pl anni ng and Zoni ng Comm ssi oners Absent: |verson.

City Staff present: José Dominguez, City Engineer (in person); Janes
Purdy, Assistant City Manager (in person)

County Pl anni ng Conmi ssioners Present: G| bertson (in person), Mckler
(in person), Hubert (in person).

County Pl anni ng Conm ssi oners Absent: Bottol fson, Prentice

County Staff present: Drew Gunderson, Cay County Zoning Adm nistrator
(in person)

2. Mnutes
a. July 27, 2020 Joint Meeti ng.

Moved by Fairholm to adopt both mnutes as printed, seconded by
Wlson. Mdtion carried 6-0, (Fairholm - Yes, Fitzgerald - Yes, Forseth
- Yes, Cestring - Yes, Mozla - Yes, WIson - Yes).

3. Declaration of Conflict of Interest
Forseth noted that he owns investnment property in the comunity.

4. Adoption of the Agenda

Moved by WIlson to adopt the agenda as printed, seconded by
Fitzgerald. Modttion carried 6-0, (Fairholm - Yes, Fitzgerald - Yes,
Forseth - Yes, Gestring - Yes, Mozla - Yes, WIlson - Yes).

5. Visitors to be Heard
None

6. Public Hearings
None

7. O d Business
None

8. New Busi ness
a. Prelimnary Plat of Lots 6-19 in Block 3, Lots 12-19 in Bl ock 4,
Lots 7-21 in Block 7, and Lots 1-10 in Block 7 of Bliss Pointe
Addition to the City of Vermllion, Cay County, South Dakot a.
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Jose Dominguez, Gty Engineer, explained that Banner Associates
submtted a prelimnary plat for phase 2 of Bliss Pointe Addition on
behalf of the owner, the Vermllion Chanber and Devel opment Conpany
(VCDC). Doninguez further explained that the prelimnary plat is used
by the Gty to plan for planning purposes. Additionally, Dom nguez
explained that the prelimnary plat proposed an alley in Block 7.
Dom nguez stated that alleys are problematic for the City due to snow
renoval, vegetation renoval, garbage clean-up, etc.). Addi tionally,
the alley would increase the cost of construction and street
mai nt enance since it duplicates streets found on either side of the
bl ock. Doni nguez al so stated that the community might perceive the
alley as a mistake since it wuld be the only alley in the
devel opnent, and the last alley platted since the 1950’s. Doni nguez
recommended to the Conm ssion that they direct the devel oper to renove
the alley, or to nake the alley a private street to be mmintained by a
honeowner s associ ati on. Dom nguez further stated that if the
Commi ssion directed the devel oper to pursue a private street that the
devel oper would also need to request a variance from the Board of
Adj ustment since the right-of-way for the alley would be |less than the
m ni nrum 50-f eet required.

Conmmi ssioner WIson asked if there was a reason for the alley.
Dom nguez stated that his understanding was that the alley was to
improve the aesthetics of the neighborhood and to try sonething
di fferent. M. Mty dlbertson (419 Park Lane) explained that
because the smaller side yards in that block the alley would offer the
property owner the ability to have access from the rear yard. Thi s
would allow the owner to have nore house frontage along the street.
M. Nate Wlch (VCDC) stated that M. G lbertson explanation was
correct and that it gives the VCDC the ability to develop a new nore
aesthetically pleasing nei ghborhood. D scussion foll owed.

Commi ssi oner Fairholm stated that he appreciated the proposed concept.
However, that the concept needs to be applied to the entire
nei ghborhood and not just to one block. One block with an alley does
not nmake it a design elenent. Fairholm also stated that alleys in
other parts of the City do pose mai ntenance issues.

Comm ssioner WIson stated that he agrees with having the garages on
the back, but that he didn’t agree with the statenment of the lots
being too narrow for garages since a mpjority of other lots are the
sane wdth and would only be able to have garages off the street and
not an alley. D scussion followed.

Moved by WIlson to approve the prelininary plat with the
reconmendation that the alley be onitted, seconded by Fitzgerald.
Dom nguez asked for a clarification if the Cty could work with the
applicant to onmit the alley, or if a revised prelinmnary plat needed
to be brought for the Conmi ssion’s consideration. WIson stated that
he woul d prefer for the Staff and the VCDC to work on this rather than
presenting the item to the Conmission again. Mtion carried 6-0,
(Fairholm - Yes, Fitzgerald - Yes, Forseth - Yes, Gestring - Yes,
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Heggestad - Yes, Mozla - Abstain (Comn ssioner Mozla lives at Bliss
Pointe), WIlson - Yes).

b. Discussion with Cay County Planning Conm ssion to discuss the
drafts of Chapter 1: Introduction; and, Chapter 4: Infrastructure
Assessment of the day County/City of Vermllion Joint
Jurisdiction Conprehensive Pl an.

Jose Dominguez, City Engineer, explained that the City and County have
been working to conplete amendnents to the conprehensive plan for the
joint jurisdictional zoning area. Doni nguez stated that the schedul e
to conplete the process has been nodified to renpbve a couple of
sections (Community Protection Services, and Park and Open Space
Inventory and Needs) that the County and Cty staff felt were not
pertinent to the conprehensive plan. Addi tionally, Dom nguez stated
that at the previous joint neeting the Gty Comm ssion requested that
a sumary be presented to the Conmission from the Cty and County
staff’s explaining their point of view as to why the boundary needed
to, or did not need to, change. The summaries were to be discussed at
this neeting. Donminguez also stated that in addition to the
di scussion regarding the JJZA boundary, that Chapter 4: Infrastructure
Assessnment needed to be discussed. Doni nguez stated that the chapter
had already been reviewed by County and City staff and that those
changes were incorporated into the docunents being presented.
Dom nguez stated that depending on the coments from the Commi ssions
on the boundary for the JJZA and on chapter 4, that a public neeting
shoul d be set for Septenber 28!h to discuss chapters 1 through 6 with
the public. Discussion foll owed.

Comm ssioner Fairholm stated that since it did not seem as if
agreenent was going to be reached on the City’s request to extend the
JJZA boundary that we should be reconsider staying with the current
JJZA boundary. Fai rhol m further said that both Comm ssions agreed to
the existing boundary at the previous neeting. Agreeing to the
exi sting boundary seenmed as a reasonable conpronise. Di scussi on
f ol | owed.

Conmi ssi oner Mockler asked for clarification on what the existing
boundary | ooked Iike. Donmi nguez gave Mockler a map for his review,
and explained the map to the public. Discussion foll owed.

Mockl er asked for the process to change the boundary as the Joint
zoni ng ordi nance states be expl ai ned. Dom nguez stated that changi ng
t he boundary would require a joint neeting by the Conmissions, and two
nmeetings fromthe governing bodies. This was due to the fact that the
change would be changing an ordinance and those need two readings.
Mocker asked if the discussion had to happen at this neeting if the
boundary needed to be changed. Doni nguez stated that to nove process
along maintaining the boundary as is would be preferred. This woul d
give Cty and County staff additional tine to ensure that the
interpretation of the joint zoning ordinance is correct. Anot her
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di scussion on the boundary could be had prior to any reconmendations
are made to the governing bodies. Discussion followed.

Commi ssioner G | bertson asked how the boundary is decided. Dom nguez
explained that we would have neetings simlar to this in which the
Commi ssions would agree on the new boundary and those reconmendati ons
are then presented to the governing bodies for action. Mockl er asked
that the owners that would be affected by the new boundary be notified
of the neeting so that they could attend.

Moved by Fairholm to approve chapter 1 and chapter 4 with the
narrative changes and the boundary as it existed in the previous plan,
seconded by Cestring. Mtion carried 8-0, (Fairholm - Yes, Fitzgerald
- Yes, Forseth - Yes, Gestring - Yes, Heggestad - Yes, Mozla - Yes,
Tuve - Yes, WIlson - Yes).

9. Staff Report
None

10. Adj ourn
Moved by Forseth to adjourn, seconded by WIson. Mtion carried 8-0,

(Fairholm - Yes, Fitzgerald - Yes, Forseth - Yes, Gestring - Yes,
Heggestad - Yes, Mozla - Yes, Tuve - Yes, WIson - Yes). Forseth
decl ared the neeting adjourned at 6:05 p. m
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