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COTTAGE GROVE PLANNING COMMISSION June 22, 2026  
12800 RAVINE PARKWAY SOUTH 
COTTAGE GROVE, MN 55016 
COUNCIL CHAMBER - 7:00 PM 
 
 

1 Call to Order 
2 Roll Call 
3 Approval of the Agenda 
4 Open Forum 
5 Chair's Explanation of the Hearing Process 
6 Public Hearings and Applications 
 A 8077 River Acres Road Accessory Structure Variance - V2026-016 

Discussion: John Caturia, 8077 River Acres Road, has applied for a variance to reduce the corner yard setback 
to 10 feet for construction of a new accessory structure, where accessory structures are permitted in the 
front yard within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area Overlay (MRCCA) provided the structure meets 
the development standards of the underlying zoning district. The underlying zoning district is R-3, Single 
Family Residential, which requires a 20-foot setback for structures on corner lots. 

 B 10590 East Point Douglas Accessory Structure Variance - Case V2026-019 
Discussion: Gary and Colleen Millard, 10590 East Point Douglas Road South, have applied for a variance from 
the required architectural materials for accessory structures in Residential Districts to construct an accessory 
structure with a metal exterior.  

7 Approval of Minutes 
 A April 27, 2026, Planning Commission Minutes 
8 Reports 
 A Recap of May and June 2026 City Council Meetings 
 B Response to Planning Commission Inquiries 
 C Planning Commission Requests 
9 Adjournment 

 
 



City of Cottage Grove Planning Division   12800 Ravine Parkway South  Cottage Grove, MN 55016 

 STAFF REPORT CASE: V2026-016 
 ITEM: 6.A 
 
PUBLIC MEETING DATE: 6/22/26 TENTATIVE COUNCIL REVIEW DATE: 7/15/26 

   

COTTAGE GROVE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
 
Planning Staff Contact: Kelly Becker, Associate Planner; 651-458-2834; kbecker@cottagegrovemn.gov 
 
 
    Application Accepted:    5/21/2026        60-Day Review Deadline:  7/20/2026    
 

 APPLICATION 
 
 APPLICANT: John Caturia 
 
 REQUEST: A variance request to permit a new detached accessory structure with a 

reduced corner yard setback of 10 feet from the property line, where the 
required setback is 20 feet. 

 

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Approval, based on the findings of fact and subject to the conditions  
 stipulated in this staff report. 

 SITE DATA 
 
 LOCATION: 8077 River Acres Road 
 
 ZONING: R-3, Single Family Residential 
 
 GUIDED LAND USE: Low Density Residential 
 
 LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES:  
        CURRENT    GUIDED 
 NORTH:   Single Family Residential Low Density Residential 
 EAST:   Single Family Residential Low Density Residential 
 SOUTH:   Single Family Residential Open Water 
 WEST:   Single Family Residential Low Density Residential 
 
 SIZE: 0.81 Acres 
 
 DENSITY: N/A 

mailto:kbecker@cottagegrovemn.gov


 

 

Planning Staff Report 
Accessory Structure Setback Variance – 8077 River Acres Road 

Planning Case No. V 2026-016 
June 22, 2026 

 

 

Proposal  
 
John Caturia (Applicant), 8077 River Acres Road, has applied for a variance to reduce the corner 
yard setback to 10 feet for construction of a new accessory structure, where accessory structures 
are permitted in the front yard within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area Overlay (MRCCA) 
provided the structure meets the development standards of the underlying zoning district. The 
underlying zoning district is R-3, Single Family Residential, which requires a 20-foot setback for 
structures on corner lots. 
 

 
Site Location 

 

Review Schedule 
Application Received: May 21, 2026 
Application Accepted: May 21, 2026 
Planning Commission Meeting: June 22, 2026 
Tentative City Council Meeting: July 15, 2026 
60-Day Review Deadline: July 20, 2026 



Planning Commission Staff Report – Caturia Setback Variance 
Planning Case No. V2026-016 
June 22, 2026 
Page 2 of 9 
 
 

Background 

 
The subject property is described as Lot 7 of the House’s River Acres plat, recorded in 1958, 
which includes 28 lots adjacent to the Mississippi River. There is an existing single-family dwelling 
and detached accessory structure on the lot. The detached accessory structure is considered the 
primary garage, as the house does not have an attached garage. The property is located within 
the Metropolitan Urban Service Area (MUSA), which is the area where public utilities including 
sewer and water are available and is identified in the City’s Comprehensive Plan; however, the 
property is currently served by private well and septic. 
 

 
Existing House and accessory structure 

 

Planning Considerations 
 
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
The property is currently zoned R-3, Single Family Residential, and is guided as Low Density 
Residential in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. Per Title 11-3-5, a primary garage, 
either attached or detached, up to 1,200 square feet and one accessory structure up to 1,000 
square feet is permitted. Due to the limitations on this lot, staff have determined the square footage 
permitted for a primary garage and a separate accessory structure may be combined to allow up 
to 2,200 square feet for one detached accessory structure. The maximum permitted height of an 
accessory structure in the R-3 district is 18 feet. 
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     Current Zoning         2040 Future Land Use  

    
Proposed Accessory Structure 
The proposed accessory structure is 2,176 square feet and will replace the existing 756 square 
foot accessory structure onsite. The structure will be compliant with the maximum height 
requirement in the R-3 district. The driveway will be extended slightly to match up with the new 
garage doors; a driveway permit and right of way permit will be required for any work within the 
right of way. The garage will be constructed of colors and materials to match the home, including 
cedar shake panels with smart side trim and natural stone wainscot. With the new garage and 
driveway addition, all impervious surfaces across the lot will total 7,046 square feet, or 22.3 
percent of the lot area. Per Title 11-7-3, a maximum of 40 percent impervious surface is permitted 
in the R-3 district. 
 

 
Rendering of proposed accessory structure  
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Proposed Accessory Structure Location 

 
Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) Overlay District 
The subject property is located within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) 
District, specifically within the River Neighborhood (RN) Overlay District. The MRCCA ordinance 
is intended to protect existing bluffs, islands, floodplains, and wetlands and to be enforced by local 
jurisdictions. The River Neighborhood overlay district is characterized by primarily residential 
neighborhoods that are riparian or readily visible from the river or that abut riparian parkland. The 
district includes parks and open space, limited commercial development, marinas, and related 
land uses.  
 
The purpose of the RN district is management to maintain the character of the river corridor within 
the context of existing residential and related neighborhood development, and to protect and 
enhance habitat, parks and open space, public river corridor views, and scenic, natural, and 
historic areas. Minimizing erosion and the flow of untreated storm water into the river and 
enhancing habitat and shoreline vegetation are priorities in this district. The proposed accessory 
structure will be located approximately 170 feet from the high-water mark of the Mississippi River 
on flat terrain, minimizing potential erosion impact to the river. The structure will not be placed 
within a shore or bluff impact zone and exceeds setback requirements to the high-water level (100 
feet) and bluffline (40 feet) and no visual impact from below the high water level Within the north 
portion of the lot, there is a small extent of a Zone X flood hazard area, or 0.2 percent annual flood 
chance. This area is not regulated as floodplain, as it is less than a 100-year flood event. 
 
Site Conditions 
The lot is 0.81 acres and is situated around a bend on River Acres Road, creating an irregular lot 
shape. It is approximately 67 feet wide at the narrowest portion on the north half of the lot and 
widens to approximately 100 feet in width on the south half. The land behind the home slopes 
down towards the river, but the remainder of the lot, including the area of the proposed accessory 
structure, is relatively flat. The property owner evaluated locating the accessory structure on the 
narrow north half of the lot; however, an additional driveway access on River Acres Road would 
likely be required to feasibly reach the structure. In addition, the city’s code prohibits a second 
driveway on residential lots. Corner yard setbacks and the drainfield location also limit the 
potential to locate an accessory structure at this location. 
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The existing septic system includes several septic tanks on the east side of the house, which lead 
into the existing drainfield directly to the north of the accessory structure. Per Washington County 
Environmental Specialist staff, the setback for an unoccupied structure to the drainfield is 10 feet, 
and the proposed accessory structure will be setback 15 feet from the drainfield. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lot Topography     Site Plan 

 
Tree Preservation and Screening 
The north half of the lot contains dense vegetation, and the applicant has stated there are several 
mature oak trees surrounding the home which they would like to preserve. Under City Code Title 
11-3-13E, developed single-family residential lots that are not in an actively developing 
subdivision may remove trees without mitigation. However, the property owner has stated that 
there will not be any tree removal required for the construction of the new accessory structure.  
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Variance Requests –Corner Yard Setback 
The purpose of a variance is to allow variation from the application of City Code Title 11 if there 
are characteristics of the property that cause practical difficulties for the landowner/applicant to 
meet minimum code standards. Variances require the Applicant to submit an official application 
form with all information outlined in City Code Title 11-2-5. 
 
Title 11-3-5 outlines standards for accessory structure setbacks, including a requirement that 
accessory structures in the R-3, Single Family Residential district, be located behind the principal 
structure. However, detached primary or accessory garages over 400 square feet may be located 
in the front yard between the dwelling and front property line on properties located adjacent to the 
Mississippi River within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area Overlay (MRCCA) provided it 
meets the underlying zoning district’s development standards. No additional accessory structures 
are permitted within the front yard. The lot is situated at the point of deflection in alignment of a 
continued street, meeting the definition of a corner lot, which requires a 20-foot setback to the 
right of way. The applicant is proposing a 10-foot setback to the right of way. The accessory 
structure will be located on the lot at the exterior angle of the curve in the road, where it will not 
present any concern with sight lines. The right-of-way along River Acres Road is relatively wide, 
with the surface of the road itself located approximately 40 feet from the property line at the curve 
near location of the proposed accessory structure. All other applicable setbacks in the R-3 district 
have been met. 
 

Building Setbacks Required Accessory 
Structure Setbacks 

Proposed Setbacks for 
Accessory Structure 

Corner Yard 20’ 10’ 

Side Yard (West) 6’ 6’ 

Rear Yard (Shoreline) 10’ ~170’ 

 
Variance Requirements 
With all variance requests, the Planning Commission must look to the zoning ordinance for guid-
ance and direction. City Code Title 11-2-5: Variances, states the following: 
 
A.   Purpose. The purpose of the variance is to allow variation from the strict application of the 
terms of this Title where, by reason of the exceptional physical characteristics of the property, the 
literal enforcement of the requirements of this Title would cause practical difficulties for the 
landowner. 
 
F.   Findings. A variance may be granted only when all of the following conditions are found: 

1. The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of this Title. 

2. The variance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

3. The applicant for the variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying 
with this Title. “Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a variance, 
means that all of the following must be found to apply: 

a. The property owner proposes to use the land in a reasonable manner for a use 
permitted in the zone where the land is located, but the proposal is not permitted by 
other official controls; 
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b. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property and that 
are not created by the landowner; and 

c. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

4. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. 
 
The applicant has provided the following in response to the proposal meeting variance 
requirements: 
 

• The proposal puts the property to a reasonable use: 
o This proposal would allow for adequate storage of our two vehicles and small 

camper and boat eliminating any outside storage of these items. Our house has 
limited storage as there is no basement. The existing garage at 756 square feet is 
limited as well. 
 

• There are unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner: 
o Lot width to the north of the property narrows to 67 feet. There are large burr oak 

trees in front and side of the home that we do not want to destroy. There is no room 
for an attached garage on our home on the east or west side of the of the property 
(east has three septic tanks). There is limited storage in the home and existing 
garage.  
 

• The conditions upon which an application for a variance is based are unique to the parcel 
of land for which the variance is sought and are not applicable, generally, to other property 
within the same zoning classifications. Please list the conditions that are unique: 

o The unique condition is the narrowing of our lot on the street side of our property 
(east). Our proposed garage of 2,176 square feet would require a 10-foot setback 
and we are requesting a variance to the 20 foot setback requirement.  
 

• The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property, or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the 
danger of fire, or endanger the public safety. Please identify any potential impact the 
requested variance may have.  

o No impact expected. 
 
Findings 
The findings of fact for a favorable recommendation that were considered during the review are 
identified as follows:  
 
A. The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Zoning Code to protect 

the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare of the public. 
 

a. The proposed location with reduced corner lot setback will not impose a safety concern 
to traffic sight lines. Additionally, the intent of the MRCCA district is to sustain and 
enhance vegetation, as well as preserve the natural character and topography of the 
area. The proposed location of the accessory structure prevents any impact to slopes 
or mature vegetation on the property, thus preserving its natural character.  
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B. The variance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
a. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan identifies this parcel for low density residential use, 

which aligns with the single-family residential zoning district. Accessory structures of 
the proposed size are a permitted accessory use in the single-family residential district.  

 
C. Unique site conditions exist that provide challenges for construction outside of required 

setbacks. 
 

a. The applicant did explore other locations to construct the new accessory structure; 
however practical difficulties exist which inhibit buildable areas elsewhere including the 
location of the existing septic tanks, drainfield, and mature trees limit area on the lot to 
construct an accessory structure of the permitted size near the home. Additionally, the 
narrow shape of the north half of the lot and the inability to achieve a second driveway 
further limit the buildable area. 

 
D. The variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the proposed 

building will be constructed of compliant materials that will match the existing house. 
 

E. The proposed building itself is a permitted use, and the proposed dimensions of the structure 
are compliant with code requirements. 

 
F. The variance request is not solely based on economic considerations.  
 
Public Hearing Notices 
The public hearing notice for the June 22, 2026, Planning Commission meeting was published in 
the Saint Paul Pioneer Press and mailed to 19 property owners within 500 feet of the proposed 
project on June 3, 2026. Staff have not received any comments at the time of writing this report. 
 

Recommendation 
 
That the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council for the variance request 
for a reduced corner yard setback of 10 feet at 8077 River Acres Road, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
1. The project shall be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as amended by the 

conditions of approval. Any significant changes to the plans, as determined by planning 
staff, shall require review and approval by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

 
2. All applicable permits (i.e., building, electrical, grading) must be completed, submitted, and 

approved by the City prior to the commencement of any construction activities. 
 
3. The maximum building height of the detached accessory structure shall not exceed 18 feet. 
 
4. The color scheme of the structure and any future alterations shall complement the principal 

structure unless otherwise stated in the current or future City Code.  
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5. The structure will be constructed of materials consistent with requirements for residential 
districts in City Code Title 11-3-5B. 

 
6. The accessory structure may not be utilized as habitable space.  
 
7. A driveway and right-of-way permit is required for any work or expansion of the driveway. 

The driveway shall not exceed a width of 28 feet within or at the right-of-way line. 
 
 
Prepared by 
Kelly Becker 
Associate Planner 
 
Attachments 
Application and Narrative 
Site Plan 
Building Plans 
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 STAFF REPORT CASE: V2026-019 
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COTTAGE GROVE PLANNING DIVISION 
 
 
Planning Staff Contact: Samantha Pierret, Senior Planner; 651-458-2825; spierret@cottagegrovemn.gov   
 
 
    Application Accepted:    6/1/2026        60-Day Review Deadline:   7/31/2026   
 

 APPLICATION 
 
 APPLICANT: Gary and Colleen Millard 
 
 REQUEST: A variance from the required architectural materials for accessory 

structures in Residential Districts to construct an accessory structure 
with a metal exterior. 

 

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Denial, based on the findings of fact stipulated in this staff report. 

 SITE DATA 
 
 LOCATION: 10590 East Point Douglas Road South 
 
 ZONING: R-1, Rural Residential  
 
 GUIDED LAND USE: Rural Residential 
 
 LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES: CURRENT   GUIDED 
 NORTH:     Agricultural   Agricultural 
 EAST:     Agricultural   Agricultural 
 SOUTH:     Highway 61   Highway 61 
 WEST:     Rural Residential  Rural Residential 
 
 SIZE: N/A 
 
 DENSITY: N/A 

mailto:spierret@cottagegrovemn.gov


 

 
Planning Staff Report 

Accessory Structure Exterior Materials 
10590 East Point Douglas Road South 

Planning Case No. V 2026-019 
June 22, 2026 

 
 
Proposal  
 
Gary and Colleen Millard (Applicants/Property Owners), 10590 East Point Douglas Road South, 
have applied for a variance from the required architectural materials for accessory structures in 
Residential Districts to construct an accessory structure with a metal exterior.  
 

 
Site Location 

 
Review Schedule 
Application Received: June 1, 2026 
Application Accepted: June 1, 2026 
Planning Commission Meeting: June 22, 2026 
Tentative City Council Meeting: July 15, 2026 
60-Day Review Deadline: July 31, 2026 
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Background 
 
The subject site is a residential property outside the MUSA. The property consists of a dwelling 
constructed in 1983, loafing shed constructed around 1985, 960 square foot accessory shed 
constructed in 1985, and a hoop building with tarp/canvas covering constructed around 2022. 
Building permits were issued for all structures except the hoop building. In 1985, metal was an 
allowed exterior material for accessory buildings in the R-1 District.  
 
Properties in the R-1 District are permitted to have two accessory structures totaling a combined 
2,500 square feet. Agriculture activities and associated agricultural buildings are a permitted 
principal use in the R-1 zone; therefore, the loafing shed, which is currently used for pigs, is 
considered a principal use and does not count towards the maximum number of accessory 
buildings or the accessory building square footage allowance. 
 

 
Existing Structures 

 
The Applicant is proposing to replace the existing hoop building with a new 30-foot by 40-foot, 14-
foot-tall accessory structure. The proposed structure will be utilized as a storage building for 
various personal items and some agricultural equipment such as tractors and a trailer. The 
Applicants have proposed to use a metal exterior on the accessory structure matching the existing 
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accessory shed, which requires variance consideration in Residential Districts. Principal buildings 
and accessory buildings in Residential Districts may use steel lap siding as exterior materials as 
it is weather-resistant and aesthetically comparable to vinyl lap siding or wood siding. The 
Applicant has requested to use metal commonly found on pole buildings. 
 

 
Proposed Site Plan 

 
Planning Considerations 
 
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
The property is currently zoned R-1, Rural Residential District. The site is currently guided as 
Rural Residential in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Rural Residential areas are areas outside of 
the MUSA boundary where cluster development is encouraged to preserve open space and 
natural amenities. The property is surrounded by land zoned R-1 to the west and south and land 
zoned Agricultural Preservation (AG-1) to the north and east.  
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Variance Requirements 
With all variance requests, the Planning Commission must look to the zoning ordinance for guid-
ance and direction. City Code Title 11-2-5: Variances, states the following: 
 
A.   Purpose. The purpose of the variance is to allow variation from the strict application of the 
terms of this Title where, by reason of the exceptional physical characteristics of the property, the 
literal enforcement of the requirements of this Title would cause practical difficulties for the 
landowner. 
 
F.   Findings. A variance may be granted only when all of the following conditions are found: 

1. The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of this Title. 
2. The variance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
3. The applicant for the variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying 

with this Title. “Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a variance, 
means that all of the following must be found to apply: 

a. The property owner proposes to use the land in a reasonable manner for a use 
permitted in the zone where the land is located, but the proposal is not permitted by 
other official controls; 

b. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property and that 
are not created by the landowner; and 

c. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
4. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. 

 
Variance – Exterior Materials 
The Applicants have submitted a variance request for use of exterior architectural materials that 
do not align with the City’s code standards. Per City Code Title 11-3-5B, the exterior finish of 
accessory structures and garages over 200 square feet in Residential districts must consist of 
split face block, vinyl lap, or cement board materials that are complementary to the color palette 
of the principal structure. Steel lap siding is also allowed as it is visually similar to vinyl lap or wood 
siding products. Metal exterior finishes commonly found on pole buildings are permitted only in 
Agricultural districts per the City’s Zoning Code.  
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The current City code standards for accessory structure exterior finishes in the R-1 District were 
adopted in 2023. Prior to 2023, accessory buildings in the R-1 District were allowed to use metal 
exterior materials. As part of the 2023 code updates, metal was removed from the allowed exterior 
materials for accessory buildings in the R-1 District to ensure accessory building material 
consistency in all residential districts throughout the City. 
 
The existing accessory structure with metal exterior was constructed prior to the 2023 zoning 
amendment (1985).  
 
The Applicants have provided an explanation of why they believe the request would meet variance 
standards: 
 
1. The Applicants indicated that their property is zoned R-1, Rural Residential, which allowed 
metal as an exterior material in previous iterations of the zoning code. 
 
2. The Applicants have indicated that constructing the desired building out of materials other than 
metal would cost a significant amount more to construct and maintain in the future. 
 
3. The Applicants have also indicated that buildings within the area have been constructed with 
metal exteriors on other properties that surround the Applicants’ property. 
 
4. The Applicants have stated that the proposed metal exterior would match the existing building 
that was permitted in 1985 and create a cohesive look on the property.  
 
5. The Applicants have noted that the costs to construct a stick-built building with 14-foot side 
walls would be cost prohibitive as an engineer must be retained by the Applicants to calculate 
snow loads in compliance with building code requirements. 
 
6. The Applicants stated that the building will not be visible from public rights of way or surrounding 
properties due to existing vegetative cover. 
 
Findings 
The findings of fact for a recommendation of denial that were considered during the review are as 
follows: 
 

A. The variance is not in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Zoning Code to 
protect the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare of the public. 
 

B. The variance is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan identifies this parcel for rural residential use. Exterior materials for accessory 
structures in rural residential districts do not allow for metal. The property has been guided 
Rural Residential since the 2020 Comprehensive Plan (adopted in 1998). Prior to the 2020 
Plan (2010 Plan from 1990 and 2000 Plan from 1980) the property was guided Agricultural.  
 

C. Accessory structures over 200 square feet in residential districts must be constructed with 
exterior materials listed per City Code Title 11-3-5B, which include wood, split face block, 
vinyl lap, steel lap, or cement board materials that are complementary to the color palette 
of the principal structure. The code does not allow for metal as an acceptable exterior 



Planning Commission Staff Report – Accessory Structure Exterior Materials – 10590 East Point Douglas Rd S 
Planning Case No. V2026-019 
June 22, 2026 
Page 6 of 6 
 
 

material in residential districts. This standard in the R-1 District has been enforced since 
the 2023 zoning code updates. Prior to the 2023 code updates metal was an acceptable 
exterior material in the R-1 District.  

 
D. Nonconforming uses, land structures, or buildings in the same district or other districts may 

not be considered grounds for issuance of a variance.  
 

E. The plight of the landowner is not due to circumstances unique to the property. Economic 
considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. 

 
Public Hearing Notices 
The public hearing notice for the June 22, 2026, Planning Commission meeting was published in 
the Saint Paul Pioneer Press and mailed to 13 property owners within 500 feet of the proposed 
project on June 3, 2026. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council deny the variance request to 
allow the exterior materials of a proposed accessory structure to be located at 10590 East Point 
Douglas Road to be constructed of a non-compliant material based on the findings below: 
 
A. The variance is not in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Zoning Code to 

protect the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the public. 
 
B. The variance is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan 

identifies this parcel for rural residential use. Required exterior materials for accessory 
structures in rural residential districts do not allow for metal.  

 
C. Accessory structures over 200 square feet in residential districts must be constructed with 

exterior materials listed per City Code Title 11-3-5B, which include wood, split face block, vinyl 
lap, or cement board materials that are complementary to the color palette of the principal 
structure. The code does not allow for metal as an acceptable exterior material in residential 
districts. This standard has been implemented since the zoning ordinance was amended in 
2023. 

 
D. The property has been guided Rural Residential since the 2020 Comprehensive Plan, which 

was adopted in 1998.  
 
E. Nonconforming uses, land structures, or buildings in the same district or other districts may 

not be considered grounds for issuance of a variance. 
 
F. The plight of the landowner is not due to circumstances unique to the property. Economic 

considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. 
 
Prepared by 
Samantha Pierret, AICP 
Senior Planner 

 
Attachments 
Application  
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COTTAGE GROVE PLANNING COMMISSION                                               April 27, 2026 
12800 Ravine Parkway South 
Cottage Grove, MN 55016 
COUNCIL CHAMBER - 7:00 P.M. 
 
The Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission was held in the Council Chamber and telecast on Local Government Cable 
Channel 16. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Fisher called the April 27, 2026 Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
Bhat called the roll: Pradeep Bhat-Here; Ken Brittain-Here; Jessica Fisher-Here; Eric Knable-Here; Brad Madison-Here; John 
Stechmann-Here; Terrence Woodman-Here. 
 
Members Absent:     None 
 
Staff Present: Emily Schmitz, Community Development Director; Samantha Pierret, Senior Planner; Max Erickson, Planner; Kelly 
Becker, Associate Planner; Alanna Sobottka, Assistant City Engineer; Justin Olsen, City Council Liaison; Dave Clausen, City Council 
Member. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Bhat made a motion to approve the agenda. Woodman seconded. The motion was approved unanimously (7-to-0 vote). 
 
4. OPEN FORUM 
 
Fisher opened the Open Forum and asked if anyone wished to address the Planning Commission on any non-agenda item. No 
one spoke. Fisher closed the Open Forum. 
 
5. CHAIR’S EXPLANATION OF THE PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS 
 
Fisher explained the purpose of the Planning Commission, which serves in an advisory capacity to the City Council, and that the 
City Council makes all final decisions. In addition, she explained the process of conducting a Public Hearing and requested that 
any person wishing to speak should go to the podium and state their full name and address for the public record. The City Council 
will act on agenda Items 6A and 6B at their meeting on Wednesday, May 6, and the City Council will act on agenda Items 6C and 
6D at their meeting on Wednesday, May 20.  
 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS AND APPLICATIONS 
 

A.    Kimbro Shed - Case V2026-011 
David Lincoln has applied for two Variance requests to permit an addition to an existing detached garage within the 
front yard and to reduce the side yard setback to 10 feet from the north property line at 10200 Kimbro Circle. The 
requests require a Variance to Title 11-3-5, which requires accessory structures to be behind the principal structure 
and requires a 20-foot setback to side lot lines for accessory structures in the R-1, Rural Residential District. 
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Becker summarized the Staff Report and recommended Approval, based on the Findings of Fact and subject to the Conditions 
Stipulated in the Staff Report. 
Fisher asked if the Applicant would like to add anything further. Lincoln replied no, but would be happy to answer any questions.   
 
Fisher asked if anyone on the commission had any questions for staff before we go to the Public Hearing; none were asked.   
 
Fisher said she’d open the Public Hearing, but noted Becker had mentioned we’d received multiple letters today; one from Darren 
Husaby, a second from Mike Dorniden, and a third from Paul Preblich, which will be entered into the Public Record and which 
we have all reviewed.  
 
With that, Fisher Opened the Public Hearing on this Variance Application. Fisher said if you would like to speak for or against this 
Application, you may step to the podium now. Please state your name and address for the record. We will limit comments to 
three minutes, just to make sure that everyone has ample time to speak.  
 
Paul Preblich stated one of the letters is mine. I wanted to make an appearance and say what I have to say. If I run over three 
minutes, you can just stop me. I’m here to formally oppose the requested Variances. My wife and I have owned our property for 
over 20 years. We were drawn to the neighborhood because of its consistent character, which is defined by the architectural 
style of the homes, established setbacks, and cohesive aesthetics that has been preserved over time. The proposed construction 
of a 1,600 plus square-foot garage in the front yard would materially alter that character. Due to its size and location, the 
structure would be highly visible and inconsistent with the established development pattern, thereby diminishing the visual 
harmony of the neighborhood and potentially impacting surrounding property values. In addition, the requested Variance raises 
significant concerns regarding the impacts to adjacent natural features. The proposed location of the structure would place it 
within approximately ten feet of my mature Spruce treeline. Construction activity, including excavation in such close proximity, 
poses a substantial risk of damage to the root system and overall health of these trees, which have been an established and 
valuable component of the landscape for over two decades. I would also like to emphasize that the objection is not to the 
construction of the accessory building itself. The property owners, David and Mel, have been valued neighbors, and I do not 
oppose their desire to construct a garage. Rather, my objection is specifically to the proposed front yard placement and the need 
for multiple Variances to accommodate. When I purchased my property, I anticipated the possibility of constructing an accessory 
structure in the future. Accordingly, I considered the placement of existing utilities, including well and septic system, to ensure 
that any improvements could be completed in compliance with applicable regulations without requiring a Variance or 
compromising neighborhood aesthetics. Similarly, other property owners within the neighborhood, who have constructed 
accessory buildings in recent years have done so in a manner consistent with the established standards and overall character of 
the community. Furthermore, I have spoken with nearly all property owners on Kimbro Circle. With those whom I have spoken 
with expressed opposition to the proposed location of the structure, but not to the construction of the garage itself. For the 
reasons stated above, I respectfully request that the Planning and Zoning Committee vote to deny the Variance as currently 
proposed and encourage David to consider alternative locations or designs that are consistent with the existing character and 
development standards of the neighborhood. Fisher said thank you and asked Mr. Preblich to give his address for the record; he 
replied mine is 10176 Kimbro, I’m the north neighbor, I’m on the northern line, so David and Mel are here, and we’re right there. 
Fisher said perfect, thank you so much, we appreciate your time. Mr. Preblich said that’s all I have to say.  
 
Fisher asked if anybody else had comments or questions about this particular item. 
 
My name’s Jake Laritz, 10100 Kimbro Circle. As somebody who’s also got a property with septic issues, drainfield being in the 
way, slopes, I support their planning. It sounds like they’re going to do everything they can to not disrupt any wildlife or wildlife 
nests or any trees. Sometimes you’re stuck, you don’t have much of an option on where you’ve got to put stuff. It sounds like 
they’re doing the right thing to try to find a spot that it works. So, that’s all I have. Fisher replied all right, thank you for your time.  
 
Fisher asked does anybody else have anything they want to say, for or against the Application? 
 
My name’s David Lincoln, 10200 Kimbro Circle South. I think Paul brought up a few points, which he had written in his letters, 
which are, I think, very valid points in general. However, he didn’t spend the time, and I spent time with the City’s plan review, 
looking over everything to make sure there wasn’t another viable way to do it; unfortunately, there’s not. If this doesn’t get 
approved, then we won’t be able to put an alternative shed there. There’s a reason why it was approved the first time. While 
we’re asking for two Variances, essentially the first Variance was already approved; and I feel like given the fact that none of the 
circumstances have improved since then and, in fact, in some sense have gotten worse because the garage structure was built, 
which limits us even more, there’s no real reason in my mind why it wouldn’t be approved the second time. I understand that 
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we are going to be encroaching closer to our property line than before, but it still is our property line, and we’re not moving onto 
his lot or anything like that. We talked with Kelly in the City and asked what is our minimum, what is our maximum, and we’re 
having to ask for our minimum just to make sure that we’re within allowable limits, but it’s very likely that we’re actually going 
to be, have a larger distance from the property line than what we’re proposing at this point. Additionally, the concern with the 
mature trees, I think to be quite frank is nonsense. We’re trying to preserve all the trees that we can. Paul has gone through and 
pretty much clear cut his entire property, and so us, my wife and I, trying to preserve everything that we can, I think we have two 
legs that we’re standing on pretty firm with that one. Regardless, we’re not even removing, there’s actually three lines of pine 
trees: Two staggered ones that are planted over on Paul’s side, and an additional one that’s planted over on our side. That being 
said, we’re trying to preserve even the ones that we have on our side, which that being said, we’re 30 feet from his tree lines. 
There’s no pine tree on the planet that has a root system like that. Additionally, building a garage like this is not a full foundation, 
which means we’re not clear cutting down and digging out roots and stuff like that. We’ll dig just 12 inches into the lowest part 
of the earth, put in our slab-on-grade foundation, and build on top of that, and nothing really gets harmed. The only reason we 
asked to modify some of the trees is just to make sure that they’re not rubbing on the side of the garage, and the trees can 
continue to grow up and above it. One we might actually have to remove as the other day the top of it was actually rotten and 
fell down, but we’re even going to try to preserve that one, if possible. So, I don’t know if there’s anything else I need to address, 
but I think I covered it, so. Fisher said sounds good, thank you very much. Mr. Lincoln said thank you, appreciate it. 
 
Fisher asked if there were any audience members who would like to speak for or against the Application? No one else spoke. 
Fisher closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Fisher said now is the time for commissioners, if you have questions, now is your chance.  
 
Bhat said I do have a question on the question on the statement that was shown in the application, but when I look at the Site 
Plan, are you going to build an additional driveway for the new construction? Because the Site Plan mentions a driveway. Fisher 
asked Bhat are you asking Kelly or are you asking the owner? Bhat replied I think anyone can take this question, it’s not particular 
to the owner. Becker replied I can address. Yes, the Applicant does have a driveway approach shown to garage doors facing the 
Right-of-Way; that would be reviewed with a Building Permit. Currently, we have a 20-foot setback to the property line for the 
garage as well, so a temporary approach, such as gravel or pavers, which can easily be removed, would be a viable option at this 
point. Should the Code change in the future, asphalt would be permitted at that location. Bhat said and when I look at the picture 
and the other pictures, I do also see the trees in front, so would they be, at that point, with the coming picture, be removed? Mr. 
Lincoln said maybe I need to clarify the question. Are you asking a question if whether or not the trees are going to have to be 
modified in the future for the driveway, or? Bhat replied if you are going to build a driveway, would that then entail removal of 
the trees? Mr. Lincoln replied, no, not at all. So, the way the property line goes, I don't know if there’s, is there a way to show 
the actual lot line? There, perfect. So, where the lot line goes around the trees, you can kind of see how the trees have a belly; 
so, they start on the corner and then swing out and go back. The driveway would kind of follow that so they would be outside of 
that farther. So, there’d be some green space before you’d get to the trees, and then it would just widen off into the, kind of 
swing over into the garage door, but the trees would all be maintained.  Bhat said okay, thank you.  
 
Stechmann said this is a question for Kelly, I think. He asked, so, Kelly, in this little development, are there other properties that 
have more than one accessory building on it? Becker replied yes, Commissioner Stechmann, you can see the property to the 
north does have two accessory structures; those are behind the principal structure and they are within a permitted total square 
footage allowed in that District. Stechmann asked and are they viewable from the street, when you’re standing kind of in the 
center of the cul-de-sac? Becker replied yep, I believe the property owner has supplied a photo of the view from the road. Mr. 
Lincoln asked should I bring that up? Okay, these are pictures from a little farther away and a little closer up. You can see that its 
a pole barn, and their complaint, this is actually Paul, the one that was here, and his complaint is that its an eyesore, but I would 
argue that even though his garage is technically compliant, its off to the side and behind, and its clearly, from the road you can 
see it the whole way, but there’s a couple of pictures there. Fisher said we can take your word for that. I think that Kelly did touch 
on, too, and had some pictures in her presentation that there were other structures in the immediate area that were before the 
principal structure, correct? I think you could go through your pictures. So, yeah, so there are some examples of those structures 
closer to the road than the principal structure. Stechmann asked and in this picture on the right-hand side, the one that’s furthest 
back, do you know the size of that accessory structure in the back there? Becker replied yep, so, we reviewed that earlier today, 
that the larger building in the back is about 1,600 square feet, and the smaller building in the front is about 800 square feet. 
Stechmann said okay, so, the larger one would be comparable to the proposed one in this proposal, about the size? Becker 
replied combined together, those would be comparable to the proposed size. Stechmann said right, thank you.  
 



Planning Commission Minutes - Regular Meeting 
April 27, 2026 
Page 4 of 8 
 
Madison said my question is were there any objections to the original Variance when it was requested? If there’s any history of 
that, I don't know. Becker replied I’m unsure of that, we would have to go back and check the record.  
 
Fisher said I think I just wanted to make a comment about a previous Variance, if there was any; I mean, it was approved, so we 
have to go with the fact that it was approved, right? Emily wanted to weigh in on that, maybe. Director Schmitz replied Madam 
Chair, Commissioners, I was just going to indicate to Kelly’s point, so, it was reviewed and approved, obviously, at that time, 
Commissioner Madison. We would have to go back and review the meeting minutes to better understand some of the questions 
or concerns that might have been presented; however, none of those were outlined in the Staff Report at that time.  
 
Fisher said okay, last call for any questions from the commission before I look for a motion; none were asked. Fisher said okay, 
seeing none, I’ll look for a motion on the application.  
 
Stechmann made a motion to approve the Variances to locate an accessory structure addition in the front yard, with a reduced 
side yard setback of 10 feet at 10200 Kimbro Circle, based on the findings of fact and subject to the conditions stipulated in the 
staff report. Woodman seconded. The motion was approved unanimously (7-to-0 vote).  
 

B.  Hohenstein Low Potency Hemp Edible Warehouse/Wholesale - Case CUP2026-014 
Karl Hohenstein, on behalf of Hohenstein Real Estate LLC, has applied for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a low 
potency hemp edible warehouse and wholesale operation at 8301 95th Street South. 

 
Pierret summarized the staff report and recommended approval based on the findings stipulated in the Staff Report. The 
Applicant is also here to answer any questions you might have.  
 
Fisher asked if the Applicant wished to add anything to the presentation, and Fisher said I’m getting a no, thank you.   
 
Fisher opened the Public Hearing. No one spoke. Fisher closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Fisher asked if any commissioners had questions for staff or the Applicant, and none were asked. Fisher said with that, I will look 
for a motion.  
 
Brittain made a motion to approve and recommend that the City Council approve the Conditional Use Permit for a Lower 
Potency Hemp Edible Warehouse and Wholesale Operation at 8301 95th Street South, subject to the conditions stipulated in 
the Staff Report. Bhat seconded. The motion was approved unanimously (7-to-0 vote).  
 

C. Geneva Meadows 2nd Addition - ZA2026-010 & PP2026-010 
US Home, LLC, DBA Lennar, has applied for a Zoning Amendment and Preliminary Plat for a subdivision to be called 
Geneva Meadows 2nd Addition that will be located south of 85th Street and west of the St. Paul Park and Cottage 
Grove boundary. The Zoning Amendment will rezone the property from R-1, Rural Residential, to R-3, Single-Family 
Residential. The proposed single-family community will consist of 23 lots with lot widths of 65 feet. 

 
Erickson summarized the staff report and recommended approval subject to the conditions stipulated in the staff report. 
 
Fisher asked if the Applicant was here, Erickson replied he was. Fisher asked if he wished to add anything.  
 
Steve Trosky, with Lennar, 16355 36th Avenue North, Plymouth, Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Erickson, he did a great job on this. 
I always say this when we’re here, but happy to be back in Cottage Grove, 22 new home sites, we’re excited about the area. We 
think it’s a great product for the community, we’re hearing a lot of good feedback about the area. So, with that, I’m happy to 
answer any questions you may have about Geneva Meadows 2nd. Fisher replied awesome, thank you very much.  
 
Fisher opened the Public Hearing.  
 
My name is Karen Hamer, and I live at 6123 85th Street, which is the property that they’re going to sell or deed it to us. Will they 
add taxes to that property, up to the lot? Because our property is already, I mean, I’m on disability, and I’m having a hard time 
paying property tax as it is. So, how much more taxes would it add to the property is what I’m wondering because I’m not sure. 
I mean, it’s kind of useless land because you can’t really do anything with it, but it adds onto my property, of course. Fisher said 
okay, do you have other comments, too? Typically, we kind of take all the questions and then we come back to all of them. Ms. 
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Hamer said no, that’s about it, that’s all I wanted to know. Fisher said okay, perfect. Ms. Hamer said and I’d like to keep the 
woods, you know, that’s behind there. I like to feed the deer and they do come in my yard, they come back there. There’s two 
that come to my yard every night, and if I don’t have the food out there, they look at me, like hey, where’s the food, lady? Fisher 
said thank you for your comments. I’ve got your question, and we’ll address it after everyone has a chance to speak. Thank you.  
 
My name is Amanda Perren, I am at 6177 85th Street South, I’m not sure if this is the right place to say this, but have you guys 
considered the speeding on that road? I like development, fine, we’re not going to change that. It is already a racetrack on that 
road. If anybody has driven down, it is a straight shot, there are no stop signs. With 66 homes going in St. Paul Park, and now 
these 23 here, we are right on the end, next to the refinery building. We have even offered our driveway to the police; we’ve 
spoken to St. Paul Park, we’ve spoken to Cottage Grove, multiple phone calls. So, if you guys could just keep that in mind when 
you’re doing your planning, start to do something because it is a, it’s a safety hazard, 65 miles an hour with those motorcycles, 
everything. So, thank you. Fisher replied thank you for your comments.  
 
Fisher asked is there anybody else in the audience wishing to speak for or against the application? No one else spoke. Fisher 
closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Fisher asked if Erickson would like to come back up to the podium and address the questions regarding the taxes and the speeding 
on the road.  
 
Erickson said yes, Madam Chair, I’d like to defer to Emily. I’m unsure about the tax, I’m not sure how that’s determined, if that’s 
the County level, or? Director Schmitz replied Madam Chair, Commissioners, so the value will be determined by the County for 
that area. What I will say, however, is it is encumbered by an easement, and I do understand that the County will take that into 
consideration as they determine the value of that particular area as it pertains to the tax overall for the lot. I would be cautious 
to say but likely it would be minimal given the encumbrance of that easement. However, I will say again it is up to the County 
Assessor to determine that value. Fisher said okay, thank you. 
 
Erickson said Madam Chair, Members of the Commission, in terms of the speeding, staff have reached out to the Police 
Department. A police sergeant has gotten back to us with some information that they had forwarded, so all of our traffic cars are 
aware that there is additional speeding. That stretch has been added to their speed data collector list, so they’re going to try to 
track more of that and see what’s going on over there. They know they have a few speed signs, but we’re only limited to a few 
that are being used all over; so, intermittently, they’re going to be used on there as well. They’ve indicated that they’ve also 
forwarded this to the St. Paul Park Police Department, which also patrols that, as it’s right on the boundary as well. Fisher replied 
okay, thank you very much.  
 
Fisher said with that, do any of the commissioners have any questions for staff?  
 
Bhat said so, this is regarding the access to the construction. I don’t see that the neighboring Geneva Meadows 1st Addition is 
not built yet, it looks like an empty place right now. So, would those Lincoln Avenue and Summit Avenue, are they going to be 
built first so that these lots can be built at the same time? Erickson replied yeah, Commissioner Bhat, so one of the requirements 
is we’re not going to allow the use of the Geneva Avenue stretch as part of construction parking. So, they will be using the Geneva 
1st roads to get access to this new area, and I believe that is under construction as we speak. I can forward it to the developer to 
see what stages they’re at with the 1st as well. Bhat said okay, thank you. I mean, in the pictures, I couldn’t make out whether 
it’s under construction or not. Thank you.  
 
Fisher asked if there were any other questions from the commissioners; none were made. 
 
Fisher said I have a couple comments. This is my neck of the woods, too, I live on 85th Street as well, and the speeding is definitely 
an issue. Actually, before I was on the Planning Commission, I came to a City Council meeting and stood up there and was terrified, 
but it is, it’s a humungous problem, and so, I appreciate that some conversations have already been started. But that’s something 
that I’m pretty passionate about, too, for 85th Street, so thank you for coming and using our Public Hearing to bring that to our 
attention, too. And then I do know, since it is my neck of the woods, they’re in the process of constructing those roads through 
Geneva 1st, so it’s in process just from what I see. Fisher said with that, are there any other questions for staff or for the 
Applicant? None were asked. Fisher said all right, if not, I would look for a motion.  
 
Bhat made a motion to approve the Zoning Amendment to change the zoning of the subject property from R-1, Rural 
Residential, to R-3, Single-Family Residential, and approve the Preliminary Plat for a residential subdivision to be called Geneva 
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Meadows 2nd Addition, subject to stipulations in the Staff Report. Woodman seconded. The motion was approved 
unanimously (7-to-0 vote).  
B.  Kwik Trip - Cases PP2026-013, CUP2026-013, & SP2026-013 

Kwik Trip Inc. has applied for a  Preliminary Plat, Site Plan Review, and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to construct a 9,176 
square foot convenience store with a 4,800 square foot 10-dispenser island fueling canopy and a 1,200 square foot 
commercial diesel 3-lane canopy at the corner of Manning Avenue and Highway 61. The proposed project would be 
located on approximately 9.8 acres of the 30.25-acre parcel of land. The Applicant has also had a Preliminary Plat prepared 
to dedicate right-of-way for Manning Avenue to the east and 114th Street to the north. 

 
Pierret summarized the Staff Report and recommended approval based on the findings stipulated in the Staff Report. We 
received one email comment earlier today that was at your chairs this evening. With that, the Recommendation is on the screen 
before you, and the Applicant is here to answer any questions that you may have.  
 
Fisher asked if the Applicant would like to speak; please state your name and address for the record at the podium. Thank you. 
 
Good Evening, Madam Chair and Commissioners, Lisa Watson, 9900 Dellridge Road, Bloomington, MN, 55425. As Sam presented, 
this would be our second opportunity in Cottage Grove, our first one will be complete in this upcoming year, but appreciate this 
opportunity. This is our second opportunity to present a full-size Gen 3 Kwik Trip Store, an opportunity to provide 25-to-40 new 
jobs. Obviously, a new opportunity for customers in the southern metro that has a gap in the coverage, and we look forward to 
being a second store as a part of your community. Fisher replied thank you very much.  
 
Fisher opened the Public Hearing. No one spoke. Fisher closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Fisher asked if there were any questions from commissioners for either staff or the Applicant; none were asked.  
 
Fisher said I think this particular one here for this Kwik Trip, I mean, we’ve seen one before, they’re always very thorough. I don’t 
have any questions, so I think it’s a great application, and I think it’s nice that there’s room to expand, more things could be on 
that corner. I will reiterate, too, what Samantha said, we did receive a letter that she talked about; we do have that, and that will 
be entered into the Public Record as well.  
 
Fisher said if there is no further discussion or questions, I would look for a motion.  
 
Woodman made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat, Conditional Use Permit, and Site Plan Review for the proposed 
Kwik Trip to be located on Highway 61 and Highway 95,  subject to the conditions stipulated in the Staff Report. Knable 
seconded. The motion was approved unanimously (7-to-0 vote).  
 
7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

A. Approval of the March 23, 2026, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes. 
 
Brittain made a motion to approve the March 23, 2026, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes. Stechmann seconded. Motion 
passed unanimously (7-to-0 vote).  
 
8. REPORTS 

 
A. RECAP OF APRIL 1 AND APRIL 15, 2026, CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS 
 
Schmitz provided a recap of the actions taken at the April 1 and April 15 City Council meetings: 
April 1: I just had one item to note that was on the Consent Agenda for Council to review, and that was the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment for the Ravara Trails Project on the east side of Keats Avenue. As you recall, there was a small portion of that 
proposed development on our Land Use Map that was identified as High Density, and the Applicant was proposing a lower density 
across the entirety of the site. As in the past, we have typically averaged on these projects; however, the Met Council guided us 
to ensure that that Land Use Map completely and accurately met the proposed density on that project. So, we ensured that that 
project could continue to move forward, and the Council approved that Comprehensive Plan Amendment; to date, the Met 
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Council has also approved that Comprehensive Plan Amendment. So, that developer will continue to move forward towards a 
Final Plat application.  
April 15: Schmitz said there were just two items to note, those Ordinance Amendments that we send your way every year as we 
continue to try to make sure that our Zoning Code is staying up to date was approved by the Council. Also, the River Bend 
Preliminary and Final Plat down there on Grey Cloud Trail, creating a new buildable lot on their parcel for a new home, was 
approved.  
 
Schmitz said with that, Council Member Olsen, I will pass it your way for anything to add that perhaps I’ve missed.  
 
Council Member Olsen said well, thank you very much. I don’t think you missed anything, but there are a couple things that I just 
want to make the commission aware of. For those who maybe have been living under a rock for the last several weeks, it was 
announced earlier this month that our Public Safety Director and Chief of Police, Pete Koerner, has retired from his position. We 
wish Pete all the best in his retirement. He certainly has served the community well for a good long time, in fact, 34 years of 
service to the City of Cottage Grove, starting as a Community Service Officer, a C.S.O., and working his way up through the ranks 
of regular police officer to sergeant to captain, and then ultimately becoming our Public Safety Director and Chief of Police. Pete 
definitely is leaving a lasting legacy that he can be very proud of, and one of the things that is part of that legacy is his dedication 
to succession planning and developing his team. Pete will be replaced in the interim by former Captain and now Interim Public 
Safety Director Brad Petersen. We’re very excited for Brad to take on that position and have no question that he will continue to 
help the department evolve, as it has over the last number of years, taking many of the things that former Director Woolery and 
then Director Koerner have put in place, and putting his own stamp on those things. So, the community can be very proud of the 
work that Pete has done and confident in the work that Brad Petersen will do as our new Public Safety Director.  
 
I also wanted to mention that April is Volunteer Appreciation Month, and I think I saw most of you at the Volunteer Banquet this 
year at River Oaks, I hope you had a nice time. It’s definitely something that we look forward to every year as it is our opportunity 
to say thank you to all of the people who serve on our various volunteer commissions and in volunteer capacities across our City 
on a day in and day out basis. I want to express congratulations once again to our Volunteer of the Year, Dan Harrison, who 
serves as the President of the Cottage Grove Athletic Association. Dan’s been a friend of mine for a really long time, and is married 
to a wonderful lady, who I went to high school with; he and his family have done an awful lot for the City of Cottage Grove over 
the years that they’ve lived here. Dan was an excellent choice as Volunteer of the Year this year. We were also grateful to honor 
the group from Basic Needs as the Volunteer Group of the Year this year. Basic Needs, of course, serves the community in a 
variety of different ways with their thrift store, and they also have their free market for people who are challenged with food 
insecurity on a regular basis, amongst many, many other things that they do to serve the residents of Cottage Grove and South 
Washington County. So, congratulations to them and once again, thank you to all of the dedicated volunteers, including 
yourselves, who serve the City so well. We very much appreciate that.  
 
And, of course, I am always available for questions from the commission if there’s anything that you wanted to ask or are curious 
about. We do have a little bit of business to do before we adjourn the meeting today, but before we get to that, I’m going to 
obviously open the floor up to you if there’s anything else you’d like to discuss.  
 
Fisher said thank you very much. Does anyone have any questions for Council Member Olsen tonight? None were asked. Fisher 
said thank you very much. Council Member Olsen said perfect, well then let’s get to the business at hand.  
 
Council Member Olsen said I would like to join Commissioner Knable to join me in front, and why don’t the rest of you come 
down as well. Since we are lucky to have another Council Member in the audience this evening, Council Member Clausen, I’m 
going to ask him to join us as well.  
 
Council Member Olsen said for those of you who are not aware, Commissioner Knable, Eric, is leaving the commission. As 
sometimes happens with our volunteer commissioners, life gets in the way, and sometimes we find that we have to reorganize 
our priorities and take care of some things that might otherwise not have been in place when we first joined the commission. 
Eric has served our commission proudly since 2019, so we are extremely lucky that we had him for that stretch of time, and 
definitely would like to keep him around. And who knows? Maybe he’ll come back another day when he has some more time on 
his hands, but being that today is his last meeting, I wanted to just recognize his service and read a little something from the 
plaque here that he will walk out with this evening. It says: “This is presented to Eric Knable in appreciation of your dedicated 
service to the City of Cottage Grove Planning Commission. Your service began in 2019.” We’ll just say we’re going to put it on 
pause in 2026, we won’t say it ends, right? Because we just never know. Obviously, this is just a small token of our appreciation 
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for the work that you have done over that time, and we’d love to hear a few words from you about maybe what the future holds 
and your thoughts about your time on the commission.  
Commissioner Knable said I just want to say a big thank you to everybody. Staff, you guys have been fantastic in my time up here, 
always professional, those reports you give us are accurate and amazing. So, thank you very much for that. I think some of my 
core memories will come back from like COVID when we started talking about that apartment complex, and we were here on 
our computers until whatever midnight, 12:30 in the morning, that will happen, and just all the growth that we’ve had as a City, 
over at least my seven years, and I’ve been here since 1992, when I first moved in. So, it’s just amazing, the growth of the 
community, and I was proud to be a part of it.  
 
Council Member Olsen said well, this is for you, and handed him his plaque, and we’re going to get a picture here in a minute, 
but thank you again for all of your hard work and effort as a Planning Commissioner. Everyone applauded. Council Member Olsen 
said I know it’s not easy all the time, especially when those big, thick packets show up and you have to work your way through 
those, and you have to make sure that you’re reading all the various nuances of each development. And you’re right, our staff 
does a terrific job, but you’ve been a great asset to our community and to the commission, and again, we want to thank you. 
Let’s get a great picture here. Director Schmitz took a photo of everybody. Council Member Olsen said all right, thank you very 
much. We’ll let you return to your seat for one final piece of business. Thank you, Chair.  
 
Fisher said all right, thank you, Council Member Olsen. We’ll miss you, Eric.  
 
B. RESPONSE TO PLANNING COMMISSION INQUIRIES - None. 
 
C. PLANNING COMMISSION REQUESTS - None. 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Knable made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Madison seconded. Motion passed unanimously (7-to-0 vote). The meeting 
was adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
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