HOPKINS PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Tuesday, July 28, 2020
6:30 pm
THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE
UNTIL THE START OF THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ADOPT AGENDA

III.

PRESENTATIONS

IV.

CONSENT AGENDA
1. Minutes of the June 23, 2020 Planning & Zoning Commission

V.

PUBLIC HEARING
1. 2020- 19 Animal Regulations City Code Text Amendment
2. 2020- 18 210 – 7th Avenue North Variance
3. 2020- 08 Experience- Based Entertainment Businesses Zoning Code Text Amendment

VI.

OLD BUSINESS

VII.

NEW BUSINESS
1. 2020- 16 425 Madison Avenue North Concept Plan
2. 2020- 04 Electronic Signs Text Amendment Discussion

VIII.
IX.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURN

DUE TO THE COVID- 19 HEALTH PANDEMIC, THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’ S REGULAR MEETING PLACE IS
NOT AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC. MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO DESIRE TO MONITOR THE MEETING REMOTELY OR
GIVE INPUT OR TESTIMONY DURING THE MEETING CAN FIND INSTRUCTIONS AT www.hopkinsmn. com/virtualmeetings
OR BY CALLING CITY HALL AT 952- 548- 6342 ( DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS 8 AM TO 4:30 PM.)
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES
June 23, 2020
A regular meeting of the Hopkins Planning & Zoning Commission was held on June 23, 2020, at
6:30 p.m. by video conference call through Zoom in response to the COVID-19 emergency.
Present were Commission Members Gerard Balan, Samuel Stiele, Nathan White, Laura Daly and
Kristin Hanneman. Also present was City Planner Jason Lindahl.
CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Balan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
ADOPT AGENDA
Commissioner Daly moved, Commissioner Hanneman seconded, to adopt the agenda. The motion
was approved unanimously.
OPEN AGENDA – PUBLIC COMMENTS/ CONCERNS –
Recognition of Outgoing Planning & Zoning Commissioners Laura Daly and Kristin Hanneman by
Mayor Jason Gadd.
CONSENT AGENDA
Commissioner Daly moved, Commissioner Hanneman seconded, to approve the minutes of the
May 26, 2020 regular meeting. The motion was approved unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARING
1. Planning Application 2020-14 Pawn America Variance
City Planner Lindahl gave an overview of this item stating that the applicant, Robin Franke with
Pawn America, LLC, requests a variance from Ordinance Number 2017-1125 to allow a pawnshop
use at 1409 & 1413 Mainstreet. Staff is recommending denial of the proposal based on two primary
findings. The applicant is seeking a Use Variance, which is prohibited by state law. The applicant has
also not demonstration a practical difficulty as required under the law. Mr. Lindahl summarized
staff’s findings in a presentation to the Commission.
Chairperson Balan opened the public hearing.
Prior to the meeting, City staff has received 47 comments related to this item. One comment was in
support and 46 voiced concerns or opposition to the variance proposal. Matt Nelson, who lives on
15th Avenue South, left a voice message and a follow up email in support of the variance.

Those who commented with concern or opposition to the variance:
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1. Brian Beresford
2. Brian Hunker
3. Brian Kessler
4. Carey Bromander
5. Connie & Greg Olson
6. Deb Zeller
7. Doran Dolynchuk
8. Elyssa McIntyre
9. Emily & Erik Hageness
10. Francoise Shirley
11. Gary DeVaan
12. Herb Herch
13. Jean Ryan
14. Jeff & Megan Carriveau
15. Jean Nuss
16. Joyce Stein
17. Kathy Miller
18. Kelly Kempf & Jim Williams
19. Kevin & Amy Wolter
20. Laurel Lungstrom
21. Lee Drolet
22. Lisa Taylor
23. Loren Brown

24. Mark Dirnberger
25. Mark Weaver
26. Matt Laumann
27. Megan Lima
28. Megan Speers
29. Melissa Ziegler
30. Michele Maurer
31. Nicholas Miller
32. Pam Kollodge
33. Patty Salmon
34. Paul Johnson
35. Peter Leih
36. Rachel Owens
37. Stephen & Kathleen Esh
38. Sue Gallucci
39. Susan Owens
40. Svitlana Owens
41. Theresa Aleckson
42. Tina Zelinka
43. Tiphanie Dirnberger
44. Todd Brobst
45. Tomas Garcia
46. Tony Pohlen

Brad Rixsmann of Pawn America addressed the Commission and shared background on how the
property was acquired by the Metropolitan Council for construction of the SWLRT Blake Road
Station. Mr. Rixsmann expressed his desire to continue operating his business within the City of
Hopkins, but is currently unable to find a new location due to the zoning ordinance prohibiting
pawnshops and pay day loan facilities along Mainstreet or within 200 feet of a residential
neighborhood. Marc Simpson, council for Pawn America, addressed the Commission and
summarized the reasons they disagree with staff’s findings and believe Pawn America should be
granted the variance.
With no additional comments from the applicant or the public, Commissioner Hanneman moved
and Commissioner White seconded to close the public hearing. The motion was approved
unanimously.
While the Commission was generally sympathetic to the position of Pawn America, they agreed with
staff’s findings and recommendation to deny the variance request. Commissioner Hanneman moved
and Commissioner Stiele seconded to adopt Planning & Zoning Commission Resolution 2020-03,
recommending the City Council deny the variance request from Robin Franke with Pawn America,
LLC for the properties located at 1409 and 1413 Mainstreet. The motion was approved
unanimously.
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Mr. Lindahl stated this item will be presented to the City Council at their regular meeting on July 14
with the Planning Commission’s recommendation for denial.
OLD BUSINESS – None.
NEW BUSINESS –
1. Planning Application 2020-15 Blake Road Station Concept Plan Review
City Planner Lindahl gave an overview of this item stating the applicant, Trilogy Real Estate Group,
requests concept plan review of Blake Road Station, a 3 phase mixed use residential and commercial
development proposed at the corner of Excelsior Boulevard and Blake Road just south of the future
Blake Road light rail transit station. As proposed, Blake Road Station would redevelop the existing
Hopkins Commerce Center strip commercial development into 3 separate 7-story buildings totaling
752 residential units and 11,035 square feet of commercial space. Mr. Lindahl also stated that as a
concept review, this application does not require formal action by the City. The applicant seeks
feedback on the proposal before submitting a formal application.
Mr. Lindahl then presented a summary of the potential review process, comments received during
the neighborhood meeting hosted by Trilogy, and the comments and recommendations from the
City Council who reviewed this item ahead of the Planning Commission.
Bryan Farquhar from Trilogy addressed the Commission and presented background on Trilogy and
their excitement for the opportunity to develop in Hopkins. Gretchen Camp with ESG provided a
summary of ESG’s experiences with developments in other communities. Alyssa Jagdfeld with ESG
followed with a detailed presentation of the proposed master plan for the Blake Road Station
project. Trisha Sieh with Kimley Horn addressed parking, green space and storm water
management.
Some of the comments/ questions from the Planning Commission discussion were:
Commissioner White agreed with the City Council’s recommendation of focusing on
sustainability and renewable energy conservation in exchange for the PUD. Commissioner
White also questioned the decision to provide only up to 2 bedroom units. Mr. Farquhar
replied that the feedback received would be taken into consideration when drafting the final
plans.
Chairperson Balan was generally supportive of the development concept and asked about
financing for the project and whether there would be a request for financial assistance from
the City, such as tax increment financing (TIF). Mr. Farquhar responded that at this point, it
is too preliminary to comment, but they have not asked for any assistance at this time
although the option is still on the table.
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Commissioner Hanneman voiced concern over displacement of the businesses that currently
occupy the site, and the lack of retail shown in the plans. Mr. Farquhar replied that the plans
are still conceptual and that the retail component could be evaluated further.
Discussion of the change in building code which allows for 2 stories of concrete with 6
stories of wood construction above and
Commissioner Daly seconded Commissioner Hanneman’s concerns over the retail aspect of
the development and whether it was adequate, and possibly increasing the setback of the
building to allow more sidewalk space for outdoor seating areas. Commissioner Daly also
had questions on the affordability of the units. Ms. Camp responded that the next step will
be to get a landscape architect involved and work on creating the outdoor space. Mr.
Farquhar responded that they would continue to look into unit pricing and will come back
with more information in the next phase.
Commissioner White questioned if there had been discussions with the owners of the area
marked future use. Mr. Farquhar responded that Trilogy has reached out but has not had
recent contact with the owner of that land.
With no further discussion from the Commission, Chairperson Balan thanked the applicants for
their presentation.
2. Election of Planning & Zoning Commission Officers for 2020/ 2021
City Planner Lindahl shared an overview for the nomination and election process of officers. The
newly elected officers will take their positions at the July 28, 2020 Planning & Zoning Commission
meeting.
Chairperson Balan asked the Commission for nominations for the position of Chairperson.
Commissioner Stiele nominated Chairperson Balan. After a roll call vote, Gerard Balan was
unanimously elected to the position of Chairperson.
Chairperson Balan asked the Commission for nominations for the position of Vice-Chairperson.
Commissioner White nominated Commissioner Stiele. After a roll call vote, Sam Stiele was
unanimously elected to the position of Vice-Chairperson.
ANNOUNCEMENTS –
City Planner Lindahl updated the Commission on the following items.
Planning Application 2020-10 227 Homedale Road Variance was approved by the City
Council at their June 3 regular meeting and the applicant has moved forward with building
permits.
Three new Planning Commission members will start July 28. Mr. Lindahl thanked Laura
Daly and Kristin Hanneman for their four years of dedicated service to the Planning &
Zoning Commission.
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ADJOURN
Commissioner Daly moved, Commissioner Hanneman seconded, to adjourn the meeting. The
motion was approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Courtney Pearsall
Administrative Assistant

Planning Application 2020-19

July 28, 2020

Ordinance Amendment Related to Backyard Chickens
Proposed Action: Review the proposed Ordinance Amendment; hold a public hearing; and
provide feedback to Council in consideration of whether to allow chickens and any specifics
associated with the Ordinance drafted by staff to allow backyard chickens.
Overview
The Hopkins City Council has asked the planning commission to review the proposed
ordinance, take public comment, and provide any comment to the Council regarding the
proposed ordinance amendment to allow backyard chickens in Hopkins.
Primary Issues to Consider
● Background
● Ordinance Amendment
Supporting Documents
● Proposed Ordinance
● City Map with Average Lot Size by Neighborhood
● Survey Results
● CDC recommendations for Healthy Flocks program
Background
After receiving resident requests, the Hopkins City Council decided to review whether to allow
backyard chickens in Hopkins. Staff reviewed the ordinances of neighboring communities, CDC
recommendations and other sources, discussed concerns regarding our specific community, and
then drafted the attached ordinance for public comment.
With restrictions and guidelines, the Ordinance generally allows chickens. The number of
chickens is tiered depending on zoning district and lot size. Attached is a map with the average
lot size per neighborhoods to assist with your review. The ordinance limits the use to specific
single family zoning districts.
Staff posted the proposed ordinance for review and comment from the public. Attached are the
survey results that came in regarding the proposed ordinance.
We have also included information about the Center for Disease Control’s (CDC) healthy flocks
program.
Ordinance Amendment
Ordinance amendments are legislative actions in that the City is creating new standards to regulate.
Under the law, cities have wide flexibility to create standards regarding property use and public
health and safety standards. This Ordinance will Chapter 6 of the Hopkins City Code regarding
Animals.

Planning Item
Page 2
Staff Presentation
The following staff members will be present to share the item and answer any questions:
Susan Zasada, Housing Inspector
Elizabeth Page, Housing Inspector/Code Enforcement
Chris Kearney, Chief Building Official
Ari Lenz, Assistant City Manager

Ari Lenz, Assistant City Manager

CITY OF HOPKINS
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN
ORDINANCE NO. 2020-XXXX
ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 6 OF THE
HOPKINS CITY CODE REGARDING CHICKENS
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HOPKINS HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Hopkins City Code, Part II, Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-1 is hereby amended
by adding the double-underlined language and deleting the stricken language as follows:
Sec. 6-1. – Definitions.
The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the meanings
ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning:
Animal means any warm-blooded mammal, inclusive of, but not limited to, dogs and cats, as well
as any reptiles or birds. The term "animal" does not include non-domesticated animals.
Animal control authority means the city police department.
Animal shelter means premises designated by the council for the purpose of caring for animals
impounded pursuant to this chapter.
Butchering means to slaughter or cut up (an animal) for food.
Chicken means a domesticated fowl of the genus Gallus or species G. Gallus.
Chicken coop means an enclosed structure used for the housing of chickens.
Chicken run means an enclosed outside yard for the keeping and exercising of chickens.
Dangerous animal as defined by state law.
Dog at-large or running at-large means a dog not on the owner's premises and not under restraint.
Dwelling unit has the meaning provided in section 102-4.
Farm animal means an animal that is normally found on a farm, ranch or stable. Such animals
include, but are not limited to, horses, cattle, sheep, goats, and swine, and chickens.
Harvesting means the slaughtering of chickens.
Hen means a female chicken.
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Non-domesticated animal means any wild animal, reptile or fowl that is not naturally tame or
gentle but is of a wild nature or disposition and which, because of its size, vicious nature or other
characteristics would constitute a danger to human life or property.
Other poultry means domesticated fowls, such as turkeys, geese and ducks excluding chickens.
Owner means a person who owns, keeps or harbors an animal.
Potentially dangerous animal means as defined by state law.
Premises means a building, structure, shelter or land where a dog or other animal is kept or
confined.
Rooster means a male chicken.
Tag means the license tag required under this chapter.
Under restraint means on a leash of not more than six feet in length and in the custody of a person
of sufficient age to adequately control the dog; in a vehicle, or on the owner's property.
SECTION 2. Hopkins City Code, Part II, Chapter 6, Article II is hereby amended by adding the
double-underlined language as follows:
Sec. 6-30. – Chicken licenses.
(a) Purpose. The purpose and intent of sections 6-30 through 6-32 is to permit the keeping of
chickens in certain residential areas in a manner that is clean and sanitary and unlikely to
become a nuisance or otherwise become detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare
of the community. These sections are intended to only allow hens pursuant to the
requirements contained herein and the keeping or harboring of roosters and other poultry
is expressly prohibited.
(b) License required. No person may keep, harbor, maintain, care for, or control chickens in
the City without a license issued pursuant to this section. Chicken licenses may only be
issued to persons located in requesting to keep chickens in the City’s R-1 zoning districts
(R-1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-1-D, R-1-E).
(c) Application for license. A person applying for a chicken license must supply the
information required on a City-provided license application, which shall include, but not
necessarily be limited to, the number of chickens to be kept, dimensions and materials of a
chicken coop and/or chicken run, a site plan showing the location of a proposed chicken
coop and/or chicken run in relation to other existing structures and lot lines, and a written
plan for keeping the premises clean and free of waste material, objectionable odors, and
predators. For non-homesteaded properties, written permission from the owner of the
property must also be submitted with any license application.

DOCSOPEN-HP145-1-661523.v2-7/6/20

(d) License fee. A license fee may be established by the City and included in the City’s fee
schedule, and said fee must be paid at the time of making application.
(e) License issuance; term. A license may be issued by the City if all requirements of the
Hopkins City Code are deemed satisfied and will remain satisfied upon the issuance of the
license under the circumstances proposed. A license shall be valid for two years and a
renewal application must be submitted by a licensee at least 30 days prior to license
expiration to ensure no lapse in licensure.
Sec. 6-31. – Proper confinement, care and maintenance of chickens.
(a) Chicken requirements. In addition to obtaining a license, all chicken owners within the City
shall adhere to the following requirements:
(1)

Only hens may be may kept, harbored, maintained, cared for, or controlled in the
City. The keeping, harboring, maintaining, caring for, or controlling of roosters or
any other poultry is prohibited under all circumstances.

(2)

The maximum number of chickens allowed shall comply with the information
detailed in the table below.
Maximum Number of Chickens Allowed in Residential Districts
District
Number of Chickens Allowed4
R-1-A &
R-1-B
R-1-C
R-1-D & R-1-E

2 plus 1 additional Chicken for every 4,356 square
feet of lot area over 6,000 square feet (maximum of
4).
3 plus 1 additional Chicken for every 4,356 square
feet of lot area over 12,000 square feet (maximum of
4).
4

(3)

Chickens must at all times remain confined on the premises and in a chicken coop
and/or chicken run located in the property’s rear yard, as that term is defined in
Hopkins City Code, section 102-4.

(4)

Chickens may not be located in any part of a dwelling, garage, or any other
accessory structure other than a chicken coop or chicken run, except that chickens
under the age of six weeks may be temporarily kept indoors for brooding purposes.

(5)

Licensees must provide City staff with access to the premises at any time requested
to verify compliance with the City’s chicken regulations or in response to any
complaint of a violation.

(6)

The harvesting or butchering of chickens is prohibited.
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(7)

Selling chickens or chicken eggs on the premises is prohibited.

(8)

No chickens may be kept or raised in a manner as to cause injury or annoyance to
persons or other animals on other properties in the vicinity of the premises, whether
due to noise, odor, filth, or otherwise.

(9)

All grain and food stored for the use of the chickens shall be kept in rodent-proof
and leak-proof containers with tight-fitting covers.

(10) Chicken coops and chicken runs shall be maintained in a clean and sanitary
condition, and in good repair. Flies, rodents and objectionable odors shall be
contained.
(11) Chicken coops and chicken runs shall be kept free of accumulated fecal matter and
all collected fecal material shall be bagged and properly disposed of at least once a
week. Stored fecal matter must be kept in a leak-proof container with a tight-fitting
cover until removal from the premises.
(12) Chicken feces, discarded chicken feed, and dead chickens shall not be composted.
(b) Chicken coop requirements. All chicken coops in the City shall adhere to the following
requirements:
(1) Must be constructed to adequately keep chickens in and predators out. A coop shall be
fully enclosed and wind proof with a well-ventilated roof to prevent escape by chickens
or entrance by migratory birds and rodents.
(2) Must have a maximum size of ten (10) square feet and must not exceed six feet (6') in
total height.
(3) Be screened from view by a fence or landscaped buffer with a minimum height of
four (4) feet. A fence shall require a separate permit consistent with the standards in
Section 102-13. Landscaping may consist of shrubs or trees but shall provide a
minimum 50 percent opacity screen when planted.
(4) Provide adequate protection from the elements and be able to be winterized. Heaters
are strictly prohibited.
(5) Be located in the rear yard of the premises and shall be setback at least five (5) feet
from any on-site or adjacent residential structure or business and conform with the
property line setbacks detailed in the table below.
Chicken Coop Minimum Setback Requirements
District
Setback from all property lines
R-1-A &
10 Feet from a side or rear property line.
R-1-B
3 feet from a rear property line abutting an alley.
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R-1-C
R-1-D &
R-1-E

15 Feet
20 Feet

(c) Chicken run requirements. All chicken runs in the City shall adhere to the following
requirements:
(1) Must not exceed twenty (20) square feet and fencing must not exceed six feet (6') in
total height.
(2) Must be enclosed with fencing, weather resistant/green treated wood and/or sealed
with a weather resistant product and/or woven wire materials, and may allow
chickens to contact the ground.
(3) Must have a protective overhead netting to keep the chickens separated from other
animals.
(4) A fence permit may be required pursuant to Hopkins City Code, Section 102-13.
(5) Must be located in the rear yard of the premises and shall be setback at least five (5)
feet from any on-site or adjacent residential structure or business and conform with the
property line detailed in the table below.
Chicken Run Minimum Setback Requirements
District Setback from all property lines
R-1-A &
10 Feet from a side or rear property line.
R-1-B
3 feet from a rear property line abutting an alley.
R-1-C
15 Feet
R-1-D &
20 Feet
R-1-E
Sec. 6-32. – Revocation; denial.
(a) A license applied for or issued under section 6-30 may be denied or revoked for any of the
following reasons:
(1) The licensee has violated any regulation or provision of this code applicable to the
keeping, harboring, maintaining, caring for, or controlling of chickens.
(2) The licensee has failed to continuously comply with any conditions attached to the
license.
(3) The licensee has been convicted of any crime in any jurisdiction that relates to the
mistreatment of or cruelty toward animals.
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(b) The city council may revoke a license at any time after giving the licensee at least seven
days' notice by registered mail at the licensee's address shown on the license application,
or, if no address is shown, at the licensee's last-known address. The notice shall state the
intention of the council to revoke the license and the reasons, and it shall give the licensee
an opportunity to appear before the council at a date certain for the purpose of being heard
with regard to the revocation.
SECTION 3. The effective date of this ordinance shall be the date of publication.
First Reading:
Second Reading:
Date of Publication:
Date Ordinance Takes Effect:

_____________, 2020
_____________, 2020
_____________, 2020
_____________, 2020

By: ____________________________
Jason Gadd, Mayor
ATTEST:

______________________________
Amy Domeier, City Clerk
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THE CITY OF

HOPKINS, MINNESOTA
HENNEPIN COUNTY

HEALTHY FAMILIES AND FLOCKS
Live poultry, such as chickens, ducks, geese, and turkeys, often carry
harmful germs such as Salmonella. While it usually doesn’t make the birds
sick, Salmonella can cause serious illness when it is passed to people.
HANDWASHING PROTECTS YOU FROM GERMS

• Always wash your hands with soap and water right after touching
live poultry or anything in the area where they live and roam.
• Adults should supervise handwashing for young children.
• Use hand sanitizer if soap and water are not readily available.

HANDLE BIRDS SAFELY
• Children younger than 5 years, adults older than 65 years, and
people with weakened immune systems should not handle or
touch chicks, ducklings, or other live poultry.
• Do not bring chicks, ducklings and other live poultry to schools, 		
childcare centers, or nursing homes.
• Do not snuggle or kiss the birds, touch your mouth, or eat or drink
around live poultry.

SAFELY CLEAN COOPS

• Clean any equipment used to care for live poultry outside, such
as cages or feed or water containers.
• Set aside a pair of shoes to wear while taking care of poultry
and keep those shoes outside of the house.

POULTRY BELONG OUTSIDE

• Do not let live poultry inside the house, especially in kitchens.
• Do not let live poultry in areas where food or drink is
prepared, served, or stored.

Have a Backyard Flock? Don’t Wing it.
Visit www.cdc.gov/features/salmonellapoultry
for more information
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Chicken Ordinance Feedback

Q1 Are you an adult resident of Hopkins?
Answered: 233

Skipped: 0

Yes
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Other- youth
resident

Other (please
specify)
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ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

93.13%

217

No

5.15%

12

Other- youth resident

0.43%

1

Other (please specify)

1.29%

3

TOTAL

233

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Minneapolis resident considering a move to Hopkins area

7/17/2020 10:18 PM

2

Adult Roseville resident

7/17/2020 7:40 PM

3

Adult in neighbouring area

7/17/2020 5:25 PM

1 / 14

Chicken Ordinance Feedback

Q2 I have reviewed the proposed ordinance and below are my comments
or concerns?
Answered: 144

2 / 14

Skipped: 89

Chicken Ordinance Feedback
#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

My concerns are rodents because of the feed and if a neighbor has a complaint who
determines that ie smell, noise.

7/22/2020 9:51 AM

2

I generally support the ordinance. My main concern would be if a resident does get chickens
and doesn't follow the guidelines and rodents come, I think there should be clear and quick
action taken so neighbors don't bear the cost of having to pay for rodent control. I had an issue
with weeds and a neighbor and it took years for something to finally be done about it. In the
meantime, my newly planted and landscaped yard has gone downhill despite my best efforts.
Everything kept spreading over to my yard. I've spent significant time and money trying to
address the issue.

7/22/2020 8:15 AM

3

I feel that in many areas of Hopkins the houses are close together and lots are small and not
conducive to chickens.

7/21/2020 10:27 PM

4

Removed the entire Section 6-30. Maximum of 8-10 hens regardless of lot size. Chicken coop
and run combined should meet the shed requirements of square footage, height, setbacks and
have no other separate "chicken coop" requirements. The coop and the run are a maximum
size of 200 sf or less. One bird needs 4 sf minimum for a coop. One bird needs 10 sf minimum
for a run.

7/21/2020 9:57 PM

5

Noise

7/21/2020 8:01 PM

6

We would LOVE to be able to have laying chickens in Hopkins!!

7/21/2020 5:35 PM

7

i do not what my neighbor to put chickens near where i enjoy my backyard. Setbacks or not..
they already have the damn compost bin sitting on the other side of my fence and it smells like
hell when i want to sit and enjoy a fire and a frosty beverage by the fire. it sucks and smells like
a poultry colon! they have a huge back yard and keep all the crap by me. I have tried to talk to
them about it and they just laugh me off. sad.

7/21/2020 4:38 PM

8

No concerns. Should have done this long ago.

7/21/2020 4:20 PM

9

Noise with roosters is an issue where I’ve lived that allows chickens.

7/21/2020 3:40 PM

10

Thank you for moving forward with this! This is a great opportunity for our citizens to source
eggs responsibly and locally! However, your ordinance is too detailed and restrictive.
Specifically, the size and setback restrictions on the coops and runs is prohibitive and will make
it difficult for people to comply without putting the coop smack dab in the middle of their
backyard. There should be allowances for locating the coop in a corner of the lot if it is a
reasonable distance from neighboring houses.

7/21/2020 2:42 PM

11

I would appreciate taking a look at cutting back the setback restrictions for the coops/runs. Also,
increasing the size of the coops for the chickens, and allowing to compost the chicken manure.

7/21/2020 2:34 PM

12

I hope you allow for waivers under certain circumstances. Those are very tight, strict
requirements.

7/21/2020 1:48 PM

13

People should be able to not only be able to have chickens for their own egg consumption, but
should be able to sell them to neighbors too. I would love to support any of my neighbors and
buy their eggs.

7/21/2020 10:11 AM

14

I live in Minneapolis and had chickens for years. They have been very “neighbor
friendly”additions to our yard. Have come out to be held by children and hung out at national
night out. We currently have a rooster and weekly have people stop to say they love to hear
him crow.

7/21/2020 8:25 AM

15

Butchering of a chicken is a part of keeping chickens. Prohibiting that negates part of the
lifecycle.

7/20/2020 11:37 PM

16

Please no livestock

7/20/2020 10:41 PM

17

It is great, please pass, as this is helpful in these cahllenging times for eggs/food and childhood
education

7/20/2020 8:29 PM

18

Looks good

7/20/2020 2:32 PM

19

Don’t see why the city would not allow the sale of eggs on the premise.

7/20/2020 2:03 PM

3 / 14

Chicken Ordinance Feedback
20

I am very excited for Hopkins to allow chickens in the City!

7/20/2020 11:33 AM

21

Noise, smell....why? Need?

7/20/2020 10:21 AM

22

My lot is only 5,577 square feet, I guess I would be excluded from being able to have chickens
based on the language for my residential district, though I am not sure it's clear if you are
saying you must have at least 6,000 sq feet to have any chickens at all. If that is the case it
should be clearly stated that that is the very minimum allowed. If that is the case then a lot of
people will be excluded from having chickens.

7/20/2020 9:09 AM

23

What is the cost of the license? How soon may this possibly be passed?

7/20/2020 7:48 AM

24

Yes, looks like a good draft. We have 9 hens and a smaller breed rooster at our office in s as
nearby city and it’s not a nuisance to others at all. We wouldn’t keep them here but love the
idea because they are so much fun to raise and the eggs are so great!!

7/19/2020 10:13 PM

25

The proposed ordinance seems very thorough. I agree with it.

7/19/2020 10:07 PM

26

In favor of having chickens

7/19/2020 9:46 PM

27

You can’t eat the chickens?

7/19/2020 8:54 PM

28

Chickens are scary

7/19/2020 8:22 PM

29

If following the rules, this should be okay. There's always some people, though, that would be
need to be monitored.

7/19/2020 8:05 PM

30

It would be nice if a requirement to take a class on raising chickens was required. The U of M
extension program offers one. I'm sure there are online options.

7/19/2020 7:55 PM

31

I am opposed to allowing chickens in Hopkins for the reasons expressed in this video from
Chicken Run Rescue (a Minnesota sanctuary): https://vimeo.com/67854723.

7/19/2020 7:42 PM

32

Yes I have.

7/19/2020 7:36 PM

33

I reviewed the ordinance.

7/19/2020 7:33 PM

34

It is a valuable resource and I fully support it

7/19/2020 7:29 PM

35

Please enact a face covering ordinance before this silly chicken thing. I have no issues with
chickens but I do have issues with tackling things like this before taking action on critical health
matters.

7/19/2020 7:25 PM

36

The run should be allowed to be bigger if the owner wishes

7/19/2020 1:44 PM

37

No concerns provided roosters are policed

7/19/2020 11:39 AM

38

Very much in favor

7/19/2020 11:14 AM

39

The noise of chickens might be to loud for neighbors.

7/19/2020 4:30 AM

40

I would love to have chickens in Hopkins.

7/18/2020 11:26 PM

41

No chickens please, please, please. We are not some rural area where it would fine we are an
urban areas.

7/18/2020 10:29 PM

42

I have a family of five and our lot size with would allow for 2 chickens which would not be
enough for my family

7/18/2020 10:25 PM

43

I would prefer to see that licenses are issued provisionally, pending a final inspection or photo
documentation review of the completed site prior to chickens being housed there. I am
concerned that it will be easy to state that the ordinance will be complied with, but the finished
site will lack necessary health and sanitation considerations. License renewals could simply
submit new photos of their site to demonstrate continued compliance.

7/18/2020 10:13 PM

44

My main concern is that people should be aware of proper care of chickens, they aren't magical
egg machines.

7/18/2020 9:36 PM

45

I love the idea!

7/18/2020 9:24 PM

46

Chickens should be allowed to free range in a fenced backyard. They help control harmful
insects such as ticks, mosquitos, cicadas and Japanese Beetles - to name a few. They did not

7/18/2020 7:48 PM
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eat beneficial insects such as bees and lady bugs.
47

No concerns.

7/18/2020 7:32 PM

48

I agree with the ordinance for the most part, but I am concerned that the permit will be overly
burdensome and expensive. If chickens are legal but the permit costs too much or is difficult to
obtain, it is basically the same as making them illegal. Otherwise, it sounds good to me! I grew
up with backyard chickens in a suburb, so I do feel strongly about this.

7/18/2020 6:32 PM

49

I’d limit the chickens to 5. And make sure the coop/run are big enough. By limiting the size you
are setting chicken owners up for failure. To regularly clean it needs to be higher than 6 feet so
Someone can get in and clean the coop without hitting your head. The coop should be approx
4sq ft /chicken and the run should be 10 sq ft/ chicken. Bantam chickens require less space
and the owner should be able to have more

7/18/2020 6:27 PM

50

None

7/18/2020 5:32 PM

51

I’m a little confused by the structure setback. It seems like the fenced area can’t be next to a
garage. If that were the case someone in the R1A with a 50’ lot 15’ setback to the left and right,
and a structure setback would have less than a 20’ square area to work with in the middle of
their backyard, assuming their alley access garage is in the right place. Maybe an example
drawing to assist in visualizing the intent of the setbacks would be helpful.

7/18/2020 5:26 PM

52

I am concerned. Animals kept by people in town are pets, so any chickens would be pets. I
would expect chicken owners to follow the same rules as for dogs or cats: city licensing, max of
2 or 3 per residence, kept indoors as pets and let out during day confined to owner’s yard.

7/18/2020 5:09 PM

53

Roosters

7/18/2020 4:39 PM

54

We’re supporters of the city allowing chickens.

7/18/2020 3:52 PM

55

No concerns

7/18/2020 3:26 PM

56

go for it

7/18/2020 3:08 PM

57

yes, no comments

7/18/2020 2:56 PM

58

I have read it.

7/18/2020 2:19 PM

59

Yes

7/18/2020 2:18 PM

60

No chickens

7/18/2020 2:03 PM

61

I already know how disrespectful my neighbors are with their dogs and unkempt yards we don’t
need to add chickens to the equation.

7/18/2020 1:45 PM

62

Each person has their own definition of a nuisance. I would find the sound and the smell a
nuisance.

7/18/2020 1:43 PM

63

Care of the chickens and the placement of the chicken coop within the yard and looks of it.

7/18/2020 1:27 PM

64

I would like to see the requirement that the coop be screened from view eliminated. It is an
unnecessary expense, and it would be fun to be able to see the coops

7/18/2020 1:06 PM

65

People have enough stuff laying around in their backyards already.

7/18/2020 12:42 PM

66

Seems a little restrictive if you ask me. Do we require cat and dog licenses?

7/18/2020 12:36 PM

67

The setback distance from a structure seems greater than necessary (5 feet seems more
appropriate). Also, setback from the property line seems greater than necessary (10 feet seems
more appropriate). I have a lot of good locations for 1-2 chickens, but they tend to be within 5
feet of my detached garage. I feel my neighbors would like the chickens and would not be
concerned if the chickens were within 10 feet of the property line.

7/18/2020 12:36 PM

68

N/A

7/18/2020 12:27 PM

69

I think we could safely and responsibly care for 3 chickens, not only 2.

7/18/2020 11:52 AM

70

I have been wanting to have chickens for a few years now. Many of my friends in Minneapolis
have chickens and I've always wondered why a crowded city with smaller yard can do it and we
couldn't. A nice supply of fresh eggs would have been nice during the shutdown. I think the 2
chicken limit for smaller yards is extreme and 3 seems reasonable. That's all I wanted from the

7/18/2020 10:50 AM
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start. I have children and it's a good for them to see a bit into the way we get our food. Also, the
scraps of produce that I throw away into our waste system would now be given to the chickens.
I don't think the license fees should cost more than the cost inspection. After all, we don't
require fees to own a dog or a license even though dogs hang out in yard and some are a
nuisance.
71

Why the regulation over having chickens in the house? If someone owns their house and wants
to do that and it doesn't harm other persons, and they abide by all other regulations, I'm not
sure why this is the concern of the city. Seems like an unnecessary overreach. But otherwise I
agree with this ordinance.

7/18/2020 9:57 AM

72

Looks okay to me. Plenty of safeguards in place for both residents and the chickens.

7/18/2020 9:32 AM

73

Setback requirements seem larger than necessary. I hope a variance would be made easily
available with permission of the neighbors impacted by the variance of setback.

7/18/2020 9:31 AM

74

None. Let's have chickens!

7/18/2020 8:44 AM

75

Yes.

7/18/2020 8:22 AM

76

No comments or concerns

7/18/2020 7:45 AM

77

No concerns.

7/18/2020 7:30 AM

78

To expect Hopkins residents to take quality care of backyard chicken is laughable. Many
residents already dont take care of their pets or properties. This would just be an excuse for
many people to be "trendy" and would not be good for the community. What happens when
foxes start eating people chickens? Do we have to start rounding them up or do we just let
people kill the foxes. I personally think it would be a huge mistake.

7/18/2020 7:27 AM

79

Sounds like a good first step. My chickens free range, which equals happier birds. I just clip
their wings.

7/18/2020 7:09 AM

80

None, chickens are great!

7/18/2020 2:48 AM

81

Chickens make great pets. I don't see this being a problem!

7/18/2020 12:52 AM

82

Seems like there are quite a few restrictions that would ensure any chicken coop would be well
built and not a nuisance.

7/18/2020 12:51 AM

83

None

7/18/2020 12:01 AM

84

No concerns.

7/17/2020 11:41 PM

85

I don’t see why not! Just no roosters!

7/17/2020 11:33 PM

86

So happy about this. I think the R-1 A district, however, should be allowed more than 2
backyard chickens. The residences are fully capable of handling 3 or 4.

7/17/2020 11:07 PM

87

Yes. I Almost fully agree with the ordinance. I think it is well composed, clear, and limited in
scope. I have a comment on 6-31.(a)(2): The R-1-A zones should be allowed to have more than
2 chickens. 4 would be the most appropriate. My only other comment: 6-31.(a)(7): I think it’s
appropriate for residents to be able to give away to sell eggs from their home on a limited basis.
Not as a full fledged business, but as a neighborhood community project.

7/17/2020 10:58 PM

88

I think they should allow chickens along with house pigs.

7/17/2020 10:44 PM

89

I say let people who want chickens have chickens. They are not loud and not a nuisance. Also
you should consider having mini pigs in my opinion. They are smarter and cleaner then dogs.
And not bred for livestock

7/17/2020 10:38 PM

90

My only concern is limiting a zone to 2 chickens if under a certain square footage. Chickens are
very social flock animals and should really not be kept in groups less than 3-4 for their health

7/17/2020 10:18 PM

91

The ordinance is too restrictive in the number of chickens we could keep and the size of the
coop. The city of Minneapolis has a nice ordinance and has had very few complaints over the
years. Please consider allowing more chickens per household.

7/17/2020 10:17 PM

92

No comments

7/17/2020 10:04 PM

93

The print was too small to read on my phone… I approve letting neighbors have chickens

7/17/2020 9:56 PM
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94

I have reviewed it and recommend raising the maximum number of allowed chickens by two
birds.

7/17/2020 9:39 PM

95

looks thorough.

7/17/2020 9:21 PM

96

Looks fine

7/17/2020 9:12 PM

97

Chickens are noisy, they stink -- you can not stop either. We already have issues with coyotes
and foxes in the City, adding chickens will just draw them even further into our neighborhoods.
Chickens do not belong in the city limits. They are farm animals, livestock. They are not
domestic animals nor are they pets. Having had experience with my parents raising chickens, I
can promise you that this is a very bad idea and I personally do not want to have someone's
chickens 10 feet from my backyard.

7/17/2020 8:50 PM

98

Smell and flies. Setbacks are not far enough from property lines.

7/17/2020 8:38 PM

99

Noise, odor, having to deal with a neighbor that’s not maintaining their chickens, dogs barking
at chickens, other wildlife that may come in (coyotes, raccoons, etc) that may want to get at
chickens.

7/17/2020 8:09 PM

100

Yes. From my research it is my Understanding That chickens are social birds. 3 is ideally the
minimum number that should be raised together. I may misunderstood the ordinance, but would
it be more humanitarian to limit chicken quantities based on coop size rather than just lot size?
Could be a combination of lot size and coop size?

7/17/2020 7:44 PM

101

Yes

7/17/2020 7:40 PM

102

Your requirements are too strict (you’re creating more work and problems for yourself!) - please
check with Roseville who’s had minimal requirements and minimal problems for decades (I’ve
had chickens here for 7 years). Your run area is too small, especially if the chickens are not
allowed to free range in the yard (and probably not tall enough for some people to clean
comfortably). I have never had a single chicken-related complaint from any neighbors.
Regarding noise, there are several neighborhood dogs who are much noisier (and for longer
periods of time) than my chickens have ever been!

7/17/2020 7:40 PM

103

I am in support of small numbers of chickens being raised by neighbors within the Hopkins city
limits

7/17/2020 7:38 PM

104

Yes. I m glad chickens will be allowed but still seems silly that a license is needed proactively. It
more more sense to only be involved if the chickens or other pets for that matter cause
problems for others.

7/17/2020 6:59 PM

105

This ordinance is ridiculously restrictive. Allow people to have chickens with the same latitude
that they own dogs or cats. I see dogs run through my yard daily. Cats stalk around the
neighborhood. A chicken wandering in my yard poses vastly less threat to me than a 60 pound
dog.

7/17/2020 6:29 PM

106

I've read it but do not have any additional comments or concerns.

7/17/2020 6:04 PM

107

I support the proposed ordinance.

7/17/2020 5:53 PM

108

I led the approval of chickens in Mendota Heights. In the three years chickens have been
allowed we have not had any complaints or issues, city-wide. Backyard chickens are an
important part of keeping food local and healthy.

7/17/2020 5:27 PM

109

I am strongly in favor of support chicken keeping in Hopkins.

7/17/2020 5:23 PM

110

Yes

7/17/2020 5:14 PM

111

None

7/17/2020 5:10 PM

112

It is time to allow the residents of Hopkins the opportunity to have chickens. It will provide our
families with safe and healthy food. Backyard chickens are much quieter than dogs. I sincerely
hope this passes! Thank you!

7/17/2020 5:07 PM

113

I think it’s a great idea and I like how the lot size can allow a person to have more if they have
the space.

7/17/2020 5:04 PM

114

Seems reasonable to allow provided the rules laid out are followed.

7/17/2020 4:50 PM

115

I think we need to provide people the opportunity to be as independently food secure as

7/17/2020 4:33 PM
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possible. Hopkins is behind the times in allowing back yard chickens. I fully support the new
ordinance.
116

The city lots are too small and they’d be noisy. Right right we have a crazy neighbor who’s calls
the the police if a dog barks for about 1 minute. Live to see her police on a rooster.

7/17/2020 3:58 PM

117

We love chickens! (As long as they’re safe and contained!)

7/17/2020 3:42 PM

118

I would love to see this passed. Was glad to see requirements on food storage and coop.

7/17/2020 3:21 PM

119

I think being able to have chicken in Hopkins would be fantastic!

7/17/2020 3:16 PM

120

I don’t see the necessity of Section 6-31.a.4 (barring chickens from the garage or dwelling). I
think it would be harmless for chickens to enter the dwellings or garages. Or does this section
only mean they can’t be housed there? It seems unclear.

7/17/2020 2:54 PM

121

I live one block off Main Street, my lot is just over 6200 square feet. I don’t feel these lots are
adequate to hose chickens.

7/17/2020 2:50 PM

122

I have reviewed.

7/17/2020 2:32 PM

123

The limits on number of chickens is arbitrarily low. 1)Especially in MN it can be advantageous to
have more chickens that 4 so they can keep each other warm 2) for families planning on eggg
consumption 4 chickens max will not provide enough eggs for a daily egg consumptions for a
medium let alone large family 3) if a family hatches their chicks they may need to hatch many
more than 4 in order to have a healthy flock 4) Minneapolis City ordinance allows much higher
numbers of chickens and the vast majority of lots are 4000 square feet or under 5) composting
bedding ( with feces) on site is quite simple and sanitary for most back yard composters. 6) Run
size maximum of 20 square feet does not allow for the compassionate expansion of a large run
for well loved pets

7/17/2020 2:27 PM

124

Roosters can be kind of noisy, rather on the level of a car alarm.

7/17/2020 2:16 PM

125

Finally! In favor

7/17/2020 2:13 PM

126

No

7/17/2020 2:07 PM

127

Seems well thought out.

7/17/2020 1:35 PM

128

I would like to allow chickens free in the yard if I am with them

7/17/2020 1:28 PM

129

My concern is enforcement of the ordinance. It seems that code enforcement is stretched in
terms of its capacity as it is. This will be an additional burden for staff to enforce. Who will be
following up on complaints, and will it be able to be done in a timely manner?

7/17/2020 1:19 PM

130

No concerns at all. Fully support this proposed ordinance!

7/17/2020 1:04 PM

131

none

7/17/2020 12:52 PM

132

Smell, care and alleys with chickens all over.

7/17/2020 12:49 PM

133

Allow free range in fenced yard, not just a run.

7/17/2020 12:44 PM

134

Seems like it’d be really difficult to keep a coop 15’ from property lines given the size of most
Hopkins properties. With all the guidelines in place, this feels very restrictive and near
impossible for most residents to have a coop. I’d love to have chickens, but realistically, the
only place to put a coop with the kids play set in the backyard would be along our fence....
which would be only 2-3 feet from the property line. I do t see how this would be do-able for
most who want a coop.

7/17/2020 12:42 PM

135

Yes absolutely allow chickens. It’s ridiculous that the city allows obnoxious barking dogs for
pleasure, but not a chicken to provide a family food.

7/17/2020 12:38 PM

136

"Screened from view"? How is this determined? How is "Heater" defined? How does one
prevent water from freezing without a heater, even if it is properly winterized? Also, having
known people that have raised both chickens and ducks, why are ducks prohibited? Ducks are:
-Generally healthier -More cold-hardy -More heat-tolerant -Quieter -Easier on lawns -Better for
pest control -Less aggressive in pecking order (more tolerant of newcomers) -Ducks lay more
frequently -Ducks eggs are healthier. Thank you for complying with the Humane Farm Animal
Care requirement of =/> 2 sq. ft. per bird ("Free Range").

7/17/2020 12:36 PM
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137

No concerns, this would align Hopkins with neighboring communities in a positive way

7/17/2020 12:30 PM

138

None

7/17/2020 12:30 PM

139

None

7/17/2020 12:27 PM

140

Bring on the chickens!

7/17/2020 12:26 PM

141

No

7/17/2020 12:19 PM

142

Yes reviewed briefly

7/17/2020 12:18 PM

143

The Noise! dogs trying to eat them, foxes trying to eat them! In Hobby Acres we have foxes &
coyotes then chickens won’t stand a chance.

7/17/2020 12:16 PM

144

Yes

7/17/2020 12:11 PM
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Q3 Please rate your agreement with the following statement: I am in favor
of allowing chickens in Hopkins
Answered: 233

Skipped: 0

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
Other (please
specify):
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ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly Agree

62.23%

145

Agree

14.59%

34

Neutral

1.72%

4

Disagree

5.15%

12

Strongly Disagree

15.02%

35

Other (please specify):

1.29%

3

TOTAL

233

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY):

DATE

1

100%!!!!!

7/17/2020 11:07 PM

2

I think a permit with some choice handling and keeping should be required but other then that I
think it’s a great hobby and provides good whole food! No roosters allowed please!

7/17/2020 6:20 PM

3

Given the density of homes in Hopkins any resident who has chickens will surely impact their
neighbors. It is bad enough right now with the barking of dogs and those who do not take care
of their dogs, cats and yards but to now add yet another element of chickens is mad. We will
likely see increased presence of their predators - raccoons, foxes, coyotes and birds of prey. In
addition with the current concerns of hygiene, a badly managed chicken coop can be a source
of disease and smell. I am opposed to allowing this on that basis.

7/17/2020 4:39 PM
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Q4 Other comments or questions
Answered: 51

Skipped: 182
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#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

There is a typo under the chicken run requirements (5).😊

7/22/2020 9:51 AM

2

There is nothing like fresh eggs and I think people really need to better understand where their
food comes from. I think the City needs to have a clear plan of action if they do receive
complaints, but overall I think this is a great idea.

7/22/2020 8:15 AM

3

The current size requirements are not humane for raising of birds. Please limit only the number
of birds and that the coop and run requirements meet the current shed requirements.

7/21/2020 9:57 PM

4

Thanks again for giving us the opportunity to raise chickens!

7/21/2020 2:42 PM

5

Thank you very much for all the time, and effort that you have taken to look into this ordinance.
We really appreciate the opportunity to have the code changed to allow them. Your efforts are
greatly appreciated, among all the staff hour reduction, and in the midst of a pandemic. Thank
you Hopkins city employees and council! Let's get this passed! Maybe we can attract a feed &
seed store to move in downtown? I would like a local place to buy some chicken supplies!

7/21/2020 2:34 PM

6

Let people be free- If they aren’t hurting anyone or causing any damages, let people be. During
these hard times more than ever we need to support our freedoms and not being able to have
your own chickens for eggs is ludicrous.

7/21/2020 10:11 AM

7

Great plan!

7/20/2020 2:32 PM

8

My daughter has a chicken that lives at her grandma's house, she was stepped on as a chick
and has light brain damage. Every other chicken in 2 separate flocks (about 60 birds) attacks
her, pecks on her and tries to drive her out to the woods to die. We have been looking forward
to the possibility that she might be able to come live in our backyard rather than have to end up
in a roasting pan. It would be really crappy if we're unable to have chickens based on a lack of
less than 500 sq feet.

7/20/2020 9:09 AM

9

Good luck with this!

7/19/2020 8:05 PM

10

Given the increase in climate change, fuel rates rising, food costs rising, etc As well as the
unimaginable cruelty of the poultry industry-I want to control the health and well being of the
hens that provide my children with eggs

7/19/2020 7:29 PM

11

It's a fresh idea and i think people would really enjoy it. Also why not? We are all stuck in our
houses. Why not have chickens.

7/19/2020 4:30 AM

12

No chickens! I can't believe this is real.

7/18/2020 10:29 PM

13

More chickens should be allowed

7/18/2020 10:25 PM

14

Will the city provide information to license holders about how to properly care for and keep
chickens safe in winter?

7/18/2020 9:36 PM

15

We have been keeping chickens in New Hope for the past 4 years and have found that the
community really loves having them around. Neighbor kids love seeing them and even many of
the adults. Chickens also help promote sustainability in our own backyard, as they help reduce
our eliminate food waste and turn it into fertilizer. Our neighbor to the south of us was initially
very against us having chickens but now he loves them and asks for them by name. He thought
they would be loud and keep him up at night. They are actually much quieter than dogs,
lawnmowers, motorcycles, kids, etc.

7/18/2020 7:48 PM

16

Please allow backyard chicken with larger coops and more chickens per household to provide
eggs for a family.

7/18/2020 6:27 PM

17

None

7/18/2020 5:32 PM

18

I think it is ok if a modest numbers of chickens (1-3) are kept inside the owner’s house as pets.
City lots are far too small to keep outdoor chickens from negatively impacting their innocent
neighbors’ quality of life (smells, noise, etc).

7/18/2020 5:09 PM

19

Other communities in the area have allowed chickens and I haven't heard of any issues with
chickens. Great idea for those who would like to so this.

7/18/2020 2:19 PM

20

I love chickens. We grew them on the farm. That's precisely why I think they should not be
allowed in our tiny yards. Smells spread, chickens make noise (as all animals do), and

7/18/2020 2:18 PM
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Chicken Ordinance Feedback
sometimes people get in over their head quickly. Our backyards are too small for chickens. If
my neighbor has them, that basically means I have them. I want to be able to sit in my backyard
without smelling chicken manure. It only takes a couple of chickens to make it smell...and I
should know.
21

Noise, smell.

7/18/2020 2:03 PM

22

My neighborhood has a very large population of foxes and coyotes. Providing another source of
food will only allow that population to grow. Allowing chickens will be just another bipolar topic
to split the community. Please keep the status quo.

7/18/2020 1:43 PM

23

Is it necessary?

7/18/2020 1:27 PM

24

Glad to see chickens come to Hopkins.

7/18/2020 12:36 PM

25

N/A

7/18/2020 12:27 PM

26

I am happy that Hopkins is getting chickens, and I think is will be a great benefit for our
community.

7/18/2020 11:52 AM

27

The houses in Hopkins are so close together that what one neighbor does seriously affects the
other neighbors. Even with wonderful neighbors it does take give and take to get along. I think
adding chickens to the mix is just one more thing to challenge these relationships. There are
"those neighbors" who seem to have trouble taking care of what they already have - letting
dogs bark, cats roam, yards neglected, motorcycles revving to cite a few examples. Most often
these neighbors are the most loving and giving but may take on too much. "Although keeping
backyard poultry can be fun and educational, owners should be aware that poultry can
sometimes carry harmful germs that make people sick." (Centers for Disease Control). At this
point when we as a society are dealing with so many challenges, we should't add another
potential for illness and disease. No to chickens.

7/18/2020 10:19 AM

28

none

7/18/2020 9:32 AM

29

I am in full support of this ordinance.

7/18/2020 7:30 AM

30

I thing is a good idea, specially for familly that have kids to take care of them. Makes kids a little
more responsible and a the same time they have pets and they else get better eggs.

7/18/2020 7:27 AM

31

I am so glad Hopkins is finally doing this!

7/18/2020 12:52 AM

32

Chickens would be a wonderful addition to Hopkins!

7/18/2020 12:01 AM

33

When we moved to Hopkins 3 years ago we were shocked and saddened that a chicken
ordinance had not been adopted, despite the near-ubiquitous ordinances in surrounding
communities, and in Minneapolis (similar urban environment). Time for us to move into the 21st
century folks! Also—I’m not ratting anybody out—but chickens have been in many backyards in
R-1 districts for at least a year. might as well make it legal so that you have a mechanism to
regulate it!

7/17/2020 10:58 PM

34

I live very nearby in Minnetonka and we can have chickens and it’s great. Better than noisy
dogs.

7/17/2020 10:26 PM

35

A properly maintained coop does not smell and chickens are not loud animals. Thank you for
allowing our feedback.

7/17/2020 10:17 PM

36

N/A

7/17/2020 10:04 PM

37

Chickens DO NOT belong in the residential areas of Hopkins. How do you plan to handle the
issue of chickens that require more care than the owners expected? Just don't allow it please!

7/17/2020 8:50 PM

38

Backyard chickens seems to be a fad. People should move to country if they want farm animals

7/17/2020 8:09 PM

39

Chickens are productive and friendly, with individual personalities. They can be a great learning
tool for kids. I strongly recommend allowing your residents to have the opportunity to
experience raising chickens!

7/17/2020 7:40 PM

40

Why make this so complicated? The setbacks and lot requirements are punitive. For what we
have to pay in property taxes, let people do what they want with their yards and lives.

7/17/2020 6:29 PM

41

Allow people to decrease their global emissions footprint and know where their food is coming
from. Allow people to take back their ability to do what they want to their property within reason.

7/17/2020 5:25 PM
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Chicken Ordinance Feedback
It’s hardly different than having a bog standard bird feeder.
42

People are allowed to have dogs but chickens are illeagal ? Dogs are noisy and for the most
part useless, where as chickens provide a source of food.

7/17/2020 5:12 PM

43

I love the idea of homesteading and producing and providing food for myself and family.
Especially with Covid, it’s a privilege to be able to have access to nutrients without having to
rely only on stores. I think it’s a great way to teach children a small piece about farming life and
the rules in place ensure that it will be less problematic.

7/17/2020 5:04 PM

44

Please see my comments above. I lived in Minneapolis and kept chickens for many years,
simplicity would be to simply copy the Minneapolis City Ordinance. This would make such a
delightful and joyful addition to living in Hopkins!

7/17/2020 2:27 PM

45

I think chickens are too noisy to have in close residential areas.

7/17/2020 2:07 PM

46

I'm not opposed to it on properties with large lots, but in neighborhoods with small lots, when
fences are already required to be 25% open so we can't even build a complete privacy fence if
we wanted to to block the view from our neighbors back yard, the back yards are so small, that
adding backyard chickens has the potential to be a real nuisance in those neighborhoods.

7/17/2020 1:19 PM

47

I am concerned about chickens in the avenues. I feel like our homes are too close together.

7/17/2020 12:49 PM

48

Finally!

7/17/2020 12:44 PM

49

I totally support chickens in Hopkins and am in complete agreement with the cleanliness
guidelines and such. I just find it hard to place a coop that’s not within 15’ of property lines.
Additionally, did I read that right that the coop cannot be larger that 10 square feet? That feels
so tiny, even if for only 2-3 chickens. I love that you’re making progress on the chicken debate
but feel like the rules/restrictions will make it soooo hard for the avg Hopkins resident to have
them.

7/17/2020 12:42 PM

50

As long as noise & cleanliness ordinances are in place in the case of a dispute, I am wholly in
favor of chickens in Hopkins.

7/17/2020 12:26 PM

51

na

7/17/2020 12:11 PM
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Planning Application 2020-18
210 – 7th Avenue North Variance Request

Proposed Action: Staff recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission adopt the following
motion: Move to adopt Planning & Zoning Commission Resolution 2020-05, recommending
the City Council deny the variance request from Daniel Martin for the property located at 210 –
7th Avenue North (PID 24-117-22-13-0061).
Overview
The applicant, Daniel Martin, requests a variance from the two-family dwelling (duplex)
minimum lot size standard in the R-1-A district. The subject property is located at 210 – 7th
Avenue South in the Avenues neighborhood. Staff recommends denial of this request based on
the finding that the applicant has not demonstrated a practical difficulty as required under

Minnesota Statute 462.357, Subdivision 6. By denying this application, the City will uphold the
goals and policies of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and current zoning regulations for the R-1-A
district as well as affirm the policy position of the draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan – Cultivate
Hopkins and the Zoning Regulations Update Working Group to continue to protect single
family neighborhoods while also considering revisions to the City’s existing zoning standards for
accessory dwelling units.
Primary Issues to Consider
Background
Legal Authority
Variance Review
Supporting Documents
Planning & Zoning Commission Resolution 2020-05
Site Location Map
Applicant’s Narrative
Building Permit for 206 – 7th Avenue North
Building Permit for 211 – 12th Avenue North

Jason Lindahl, AICP
City Planner

Financial Impact: $ N/ A Budgeted:
Y/ N ____Source: _____________
Related Documents (CIP, ERP, etc.): _________________________________________
Notes:
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BACKGROUND
The applicant, Daniel Martin, requests variance from the Two-family dwelling (duplex)
minimum lot size standard in the R-1-A district. The R-1-A district requires a minimum lot size
of 6,000 square feet for all properties and a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet (3,500 square
feet/ unit) for a two-family dwelling (duplex). According to Hennepin County’s property tax
record, the applicant’s property is 6,497 square feet. As a result, the applicant’s lot exceeds the
minimum lot size requirement for all properties by 497 square feet but falls below the two-family
dwelling minimum lot size by 503 square feet.
The applicant provides a basis for the variance request in the attached narrative. The narrative
asserts the applicant has a practical difficulty with meeting the zoning regulations and therefore
the City should grant his request (see attached). His narrative also makes the following points in
support of his request.
My lot is already zoned for multifamily use. In my opinion, it would be a waste of Hopkins
mass transit resources: bus line, biking trails, and soon to be light rail, to not capitalize on
this opportunity to bring another family into this great community.
More tax dollars for the city of Hopkins. My property value will go up once construction is
complete, hence bringing in more tax dollars to the city, and increasing the average home
value in my neighborhood.
Bring more spendable money into Hopkins and its small businesses. More residents means
more money that will be spent at Hopkins' small businesses.
Due to the covid-19 pandemic, there is a looming recession and housing crisis that has not
yet hit, but is predicted later in 2020. More rentals will be needed due to people losing their
jobs and homes. I am currently in the position to help provide one more family with quality
housing at a fair price.
Since this will be an up/ down duplex, and because the other duplexes listed in the
compatibles section are mostly all side by side, I will have more usable lot space than the
comparable listed. I currently have a one car garage and additional off street parking to
accommodate 4+ vehicles. Almost all duplexes in Hopkins have fewer usable square footage
and fewer parking spaces than the subject property.
This property has a new 6 foot privacy fence with 20 screening trees to provide plenty
privacy for the surrounding neighbors.
The applicant also provides five examples in his neighborhood of duplexes on properties that do
not meet the minimum lot size requirement (see attached) for two-family dwelling in the R-1-A
district. A search of City records for each of these properties finds all of the properties were
constructed before the current zoning regulations for the R-1-A district were adopted in 1978.
Two of the properties (202 – 7th Avenue North and 211 – 12th Avenue North) have original
permits to allow a two-family dwelling in conformance with the zoning regulations in place at
the time. However, the 3 other properties have no original permit information or permits
showing a conversion from a single family dwelling to a two-family dwelling.
Public Comments. Due to the ongoing coronavirus pandemic and the related statewide
emergency declaration, notice of the public hearing for this item directed all interested parties to
make their comments to City Planner Jason Lindahl by mail, phone or e-mail before noon on
Tuesday, July 28, 2020. As of the writing of this report, the City had received three comments
opposed to the variance from Tim Snyder (213 – 8th Avenue North), Paolo Lovagnini (233 – 7th
Avenue North) and Julie Boehmer (237 – 7th Avenue North). Staff will provided an update on
all public comments received prior to the Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting during the
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public hearing.
LEGAL AUTHORITY
City review of variance applications is a Quasi-Judicial action. Generally, if the application meets
the review standards, the variance should be approved. However, the City may choose to add
conditions of approval that are directly related to and bear a rough proportionality to the impact
created by the variance.
The standards for reviewing variances are detailed in Minnesota State Statute 462.357,
Subdivision 6. In summary, variances may be granted when the applicant demonstrates there are
practical difficulties" in complying with the zoning regulations. Under this law, economic
considerations alone do not constitute a practical difficulty. Additionally, the City may not
permit as a variance any use that is not allowed under the zoning ordinance for property in the
zone where the affected person's land is located.
VARIANCE REVIEW
Staff reviewed the variance request against the standards detailed in Minnesota State Statute
462.357, Subdivision 6. Practical difficulties are determined through review of the five questions
listed below. Staff recommends denial of the applicant’s variance request because the applicant
is unable to demonstrate practical difficulty with complying with the zoning regulations.
1. Is variance in harmony with purposes and intent of the ordinance?
Finding: The requested variance is not in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning
ordinance. The R-1-A zoning district requires a 7,000 square foot minimum lot for two-family
dwellings. The applicant’s property is 6,497 square feet or 503 square feet smaller than required.
Granting the variance would allow a two-family dwelling on a lot smaller than allowed.
2. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?
Finding: The requested variances is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan. The 2030
Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map guides the subject property as LDR – Low Density
Residential. The Land Use and Development chapter cites the preservation and protection of
existing residential neighborhoods as one of the city’s most important priorities.
Goal - The City will work to protect land use patterns that continue to support single family
homes. Policies supporting this goal include:
Work to protect the integrity and long-term viability of its low-density residential
neighborhoods and strive to reduce the potential negative effects of nearby commercial or
industrial land through zoning, site plan reviews, and code enforcement.
Ensure that the infilling of vacant parcels and the rehabilitation of existing developed land
will be in accordance with uses specified in the Comprehensive Plan.
Work to assure strong and well-maintained neighborhoods.
It should be noted that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) were discussed by the comprehensive
plan advisory committee and City Council during development of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Cultivate Hopkins. As a result, the 2040 plan includes goals and policies that maintains the
goal to protect single family neighborhoods while also considering revisions to the City’s existing
zoning standards for ADU’s. This policy positions was confirmed by the members of the
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Zoning Regulations Update Advisory Working Group.
3. Does proposal put the property to use in a reasonable manner?
Finding: The proposal does not put the property to use in a reasonable manner. The applicant
has a property that meets the minimum lot size standards for the R-1-A district and allows
reasonable use as a single family dwelling. Granting the variance would allow the applicant
additional property rights not afforded other property owners in the same district.
4. Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner?
Finding: There are not unique circumstances to the property that were not created by the
landowner that support granting the requested variance. Under this standard, the applicant must
demonstrate the issues that prevent them from using the subject property as a two-family
dwelling were caused by circumstances unique to the property and were not caused by the

owner. Staff finds there are no unique circumstances to this property that prevent it from
meeting the minimum lots size requirement. Other properties in this same zoning district were
platted or have added area to meet the zoning standards for a two-family dwelling and any other
property of this size in this same zoning district would also be prohibited from redeveloping as a
two-family dwelling.
5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality?
Finding. Granting the requested variance would alter the essential character of the surrounding
area. The zoning standards for the R-1-A district specifically prohibit properties of this size
from developing as a two-family dwelling. Granting the requested variance would allow this
property to redevelop into a two-family dwelling on a property smaller than allowed in the R-1A district.
ALTERNATIVES
1. Recommend approval of the requested variance. By recommending approval of the
application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of approval. Should the
Planning & Zoning Commission consider this option, it must also identify specific findings
that support this alternative.
2. Recommend denial of the requested variance as recommended by staff. By recommending
denial of the variance application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of
denial.
3. Continue for further information. This item should be continued if the Planning & Zoning

Commission finds that further information is needed.

CITY OF HOPKINS
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 2020-05
RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL DENY THE VARIANCE
REQUEST FROM DANIEL MARTIN FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 210 – 7TH
AVENUE NORTH (PID 24-117-22-13-0061)
WHEREAS, the City of Hopkins (the “City”) is a municipal corporation, organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Minnesota; and
WHEREAS, Daniel Martin (the “ Applicants”) is the fee owner 210 – 7th Avenue North legally
described below:
Lot 010, Block 086 West Minneapolis 2nd DIVISION, Hennepin County, Minnesota.
the “ Property”); and
WHEREAS, the Properties are zoned R-1-A, Single and Two Family High Density; and
WHEREAS, the City has adopted a zoning ordinance and other official controls for reasons that
include, but are not limited to, protecting the character of properties and areas within the community,
promoting the proper use of land and structures, fixing reasonable standards to which buildings,
structures and land must conform for the benefit of all, and prohibiting the use of buildings, structures
and lands in a manner which is incompatible with the intended use or development of lands within the
specified zones; and
WHEREAS, City Code Part III, Chapter 102, Article V, Section 102-160 requires two-family
dwelling to have a minimum lot size of at least 7,000 square feet (3,500/ unit); and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the aforementioned code provisions, the Applicant has made a request
to the City for a minimum lot size variance in order to rehabilitate his existing one-family dwelling into a
two-family dwelling; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section 462.357, subd. 6(2), “[ v]ariances shall only
be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and when
the variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan. Variances may be granted when the applicant
for the variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance.
Practical difficulties," as used in connection with the granting of a variance, means that the property
owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the zoning ordinance; the
plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner; and
the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone
do not constitute practical difficulties.”; and
WHEREAS, on July 28, 2020, pursuant to the procedural requirements contained in Article III,
Section 102-91 of the City Code, the Hopkins Planning and Zoning Commission (the “ Commission”)
1

held a public hearing on the Applicant’s requested variance and all persons present were given an
opportunity to be heard. The Commission also took into consideration the written comments and
analysis of City staff; and
WHEREAS, based on a review of the Applicant’s request and their submissions, the written
staff report, and after careful consideration of all other written and oral comments concerning the
requested variance, the Commission makes the following findings of fact with respect to the
aforementioned criteria provided in Minnesota Statutes, section 462.357, subd. 6(2):
1.

Is variance in harmony with purposes and intent of the ordinance?
Finding: The requested variance is not in harmony with the purpose and intent of the
zoning ordinance. The R-1-A zoning district requires a 7,000 square foot minimum lot
for two-family dwellings. The applicant’s property is 6,497 square feet or 503 square
feet smaller than required. Granting the variance would allow a two-family dwelling on
a lot smaller than allowed.

2.

Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?
Finding: The requested variances is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan. The
2030 Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map guides the subject property as
LDR – Low Density Residential. The Land Use and Development chapter cites the
preservation and protection of existing residential neighborhoods as one of the city’s
most important priorities.
Goal - The City will work to protect land use patterns that continue to support single
family homes. Policies supporting this goal include:
Work to protect the integrity and long-term viability of its low-density residential
neighborhoods and strive to reduce the potential negative effects of nearby
commercial or industrial land through zoning, site plan reviews, and code
enforcement.
Ensure that the infilling of vacant parcels and the rehabilitation of existing
developed land will be in accordance with uses specified in the Comprehensive
Plan.
Work to assure strong and well-maintained neighborhoods.
It should be noted that accessory dwelling unit (ADU’s) were discussed by the
comprehensive plan advisory committee and City Council during development of the
2040 Comprehensive Plan – Cultivate Hopkins. As a result, the 2040 plan includes
goals and policies that maintains the goal to protect single family neighborhoods
while also considering revisions to the City’s existing zoning standards for ADU’s.
This policy positions was confirmed by the members of the Zoning Regulations
Update Advisory Working Group.

3.

Does proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner?
Finding: The proposal does not put the property to use in a reasonable manner.
2

The applicant has a property that meets the minimum lot size standards for the R-1A district and allows reasonable use as a single family dwelling. Granting the
variance would allow the applicant additional property rights not afforded other
property owners in the same district.
4.

Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner?
Finding: There are not unique circumstances to the property that were not created by
the landowner that support granting the requested variance. Under this standard, the
applicant must demonstrate the issues that prevent them from using the subject
property as a two-family dwelling were caused by circumstances unique to the property
and were not caused by the owner. Staff finds there are no unique circumstances to this
property that prevent it from meeting the minimum lots size requirement. Other
properties in this same zoning district were platted or have added area to meet the
zoning standards for a two-family dwelling and any other property of this size in this
same zoning district would also be prohibited from redeveloping as a two-family
dwelling.

5.

Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality?
Finding. Granting the requested variance would alter the essential character of the
surrounding area. The zoning standards for the R-1-A district specifically prohibit
properties of this size from developing as a two-family dwelling. Granting the
requested variance would allow this property to redevelop into a two-family dwelling on
a property smaller than allowed in the R-1-A district.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning and Zoning Commission of the
City of Hopkins that the recitals set forth in this Resolution are incorporated into and made part of this
Resolution, and more specifically, constitute the express findings of the Commission.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Planning and Zoning
Commission of the City of Hopkins that based on the findings of fact contained herein, the Commission
hereby recommends that the City Council of the City of Hopkins deny the Applicant’s requested variance.
Adopted this 28th day of July, 2020.

Gerard Balan, Chair
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Site Location Map for 210 – 7th Avenue North

Subject Property

July 28, 2020

Planning Application 2020-08
Zoning Code Text Amendment to Related to
Experienced-Based Entertainment Businesses

Proposed Action: Move to adopt Planning & Zoning Resolution 2020-04, recommending the
City Council approve Ordinance 2020-1147 Amending Chapters 4 and 102 and Appendix A of
the Hopkins City Code Regarding On-Sale Intoxicating Liquor Licenses and Experience-Based
Entertainment
Overview
This item was initiated by staff to amend the City Code related to on-sale intoxicating liquor
licenses and experience-based businesses. The City Council is responsible for reviewing the
liquor licenses portion of this application and they approved the first reading of this ordinance
on July 14 (see attached City Council Report 2020-054). Since this item includes changes to the
Zoning Code, it must also be reviewed by the Planning & Zoning Commission. Once the
Planning & Zoning Commission completes its review, this item will be brought back to the City
Council for a second reading and final action. The second reading is currently scheduled for
August 4.
The proposed ordinance will amend the zoning code to establish a new use to be known as
Experienced-Based Entertainment.” This use will be allowed as a permitted use only in the B2, Central Business District. Experience-Based Entertainment businesses would be the only use
eligible for an Exclusive Liquor Store license but Experience-Based Entertainment uses could
operate without such a license. Both City staff and the City Attorney have reviewed this
ordinance and recommend approval.
Primary Issues to Consider
Background
Zoning Code Text Amendment
Potential Non-Conformity Issues
Alternatives

Supporting Documents
Planning & Zoning Resolution 2020-04
Ordinance 2020- 1147
City Council Report 2020- 054

Jason Lindahl, City Planner
Financial Impact: $ N/ A Budgeted:
Y/ N ____Source: _____________
Related Documents (CIP, ERP, etc.): _________________________________________
Notes:
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Background
The purpose for this amendment to the City Code is to support the sale of liquor by businesses
aimed at providing experience based activities. By adding “ exclusive liquor stores” in our City
Code, businesses would have the option to serve liquor without the requirement to be a
restaurant, hotel or bowling alley. Also, businesses would not be required to have 50% of their
sales come from food and non-alcoholic beverages. Information about Exclusive Liquor Stores
can be found here: https:// www.revisor.mn.gov/ statutes/ cite/ 340A.412# stat.340A.412.14
under Section 14. We currently have one business owner that is ready to pursue this license.
The applicant has reviewed the terms and conditions of the license and is in general agreement
with the proposed ordinance.
City staff believes it is prudent to establish a specific use that would be eligible for an Exclusive
Liquor Store license. To this end, staff recommends establishing the new use “ ExperiencedBased Entertainment.”

Experience- Based Entertainment businesses would be the only use

eligible for an Exclusive Liquor Store license but Experience-Based Entertainment uses could
operate without such a license. The proposed ordinance would establish Experienced- Based
Entertainment as a permitted use in the B-2, Central Business district as defined below.
Experienced- Based Entertainment: An establishment offering team or group entertainment
activities such as bocce ball, game shows, escape rooms, painting classes, cooking classes, axe
throwing, and arts and crafts workshops. Experienced-Based Entertainment uses shall not
include commercial recreation, bingo or other forms of charitable gambling, live music, karaoke,
massage therapy, arcade games, video games, hookah lounges, oxygen bars, spas, event centers,
art galleries, or adult-oriented businesses.
Zoning Code Text Amendment
Zoning Code amendments are legislative actions in that the City is creating new standards to
regulate the development of certain types of uses and/ or structures. Under the law, cities have
wide flexibility to create standards that will ensure the type of development it wants. However,
zoning regulations must be reasonable and supported by a rational basis relating to promoting the
public health, safety and welfare.
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed zoning code text amendment is
consistent with both the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan.
2030 Comprehensive Plan. The proposed text amendment would establish Experienced-Based
Entertainment as a permitted use in the B-2, Central Business District. The 2030 Future Land
Use Map guides the area covered by the B-2, Central Business District as Commercial.
According to the narrative for this land use classification, the Commercial land use classification
offers a wide variety of goods and services. Hopkins commercial uses are primarily located
along major transportation corridors (Excelsior Boulevard & TH 7), which serve both
regional and community needs. Commercial uses located downtown largely serve local
needs and specialty market niches. Overall, these goods and services range from grocery
stores, salons, dry cleaners, retailers and coffee shops.
Goals and policies in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan that support this text amendment are
detailed below.
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Maintain a viable downtown commercial core. Downtown Hopkins has a unique
commercial business core. Maintaining the viability of downtown is dependent on the
success of its businesses. Redevelopment in and around downtown Hopkins will occur over
the next 30 years. Additional commercial development is likely to occur along Excelsior
Boulevard, Shady Oak Road and possibly Blake Road. The City will need to carefully guide
additional commercial development in a manner that is supportive of downtown.
Maintain a strong employment base. Much of Hopkins’ job base is dependent on the
success of industrial uses located in the southern portion of the community. It is important
for the City to maintain industrial uses that will provide job opportunities. The City will
work to ensure these sites are utilized to their full potential as redevelopment occurs and will
encourage private reinvestment.
Protect and Enhance Downtown Hopkins. Efforts should be made to retain existing
downtown businesses and attract new specialty retail, entertainment and restaurant
businesses to Mainstreet.
Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan – Cultivate Hopkins. As the City moves toward adoption of the
2040 Land Use Plan, staff believes it is important to consider the goals and policies of this draft
plan when considering land use applications. However, it is important to keep in mind the 2040
Plan has yet to be officially approved by the Metropolitan Council or adopted by the City. Still
this draft plan can offer valuable guidance when considering current land use applications.
The Draft 2040 Future Land Use Map guides the area covered by the B-2, Central Business
District as Downtown Center. Creation of the new use – Experienced-Based Entertainment is
consistent with this land use designation. The characteristics of the Downtown Center land use
category are detailed below.
Location. The Downtown Center land use category is intended to serve as the central
economic, social and civic district for Hopkins and the region.
Development Type. It is intended to include moderate to high density mixed use
development designed to complement and enhance the existing development pattern in
these areas and support the public investment in transit.
Urban Form. This area is expected to absorb significant amount of anticipated future
growth. Maintaining downtown Hopkins’ unique identity and sense of place must be a
central consideration when planning for future growth. Mixed uses (vertical and horizontal)
are encouraged.
Density and Scale. Medium to larger scale neighborhood and regional uses. Densities in this
area typically range from 20-100 units per acre, with 75-150 units per acre within ¼ mile of
an LRT station platform. Estimated 40% commercial and 60% residential.
The Draft 2040 Plan also contains goals and policies that support approval of this application.
Staff finds the proposed zoning text amendment is consistent with the following goals and
policies.
Economic Environment – Economic Competiveness
o Goal 2 – Support a healthy, diverse mix of businesses in Hopkins
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Continue to make improvements to city regulatory guidance and procedures to
streamline the redevelopment process in Hopkins.
Promote the development of business start-ups and entrepreneurial activities in
Hopkins, and encourage small businesses in appropriate areas throughout the city.
Work with existing businesses to identify opportunities to retain or expand

operations
Economic Environment – Downtown
o Goal 2 - Continue to grow Downtown’s population and jobs base.
Attract specialty retail and destination uses including arts, entertainment, recreation,
antiques, hobbies and crafts, gifts, and family-oriented uses.
Encourage the growth of Downtown’s share of housing and employment and
continue its growth as the city’s center for innovation and exchange through
commerce, employment, arts, culture, entertainment, education and government.
Compatibility with Present and Future Land Uses. Based on the analysis above, a zoning
code text amendment establishing Experienced-Based Entertainment uses as a permitted use in
the B-2, Central Business District is compatible with present and future uses under either the 2030
or 2040 Comprehensive Plans. Experienced-Based Entertainment is compatible with the other
uses allowed under the land use classifications in either comprehensive plan. And the future land
use maps in either comprehensive plan reinforce this land use pattern.
Conformance with New Standards. As mentioned above, the proposed Experienced- Based
Entertainment use will be compatible with the other allowed uses. These uses will be required to
comply with all the other development regulations that apply to other commercial uses in the B2, Central Business district.
Potential Non-Conformity Issues
When considering how the proposed zoning changes could impact the community as a whole, it
is important to remember that any zoning ordinance text amendment has the potential to create
non-conformities (sites or buildings that do not meet the new proposed standard). However, in
this case, the City is creating a new use that will be subject to the same development standards as
the other commercial uses in the B-2, Central Business District. So since this represents an
expansion of the development options in the B-2, Central Business District no new nonconformities should be created.
Should some unforeseen non-conformity result from the proposed new use, it would be
considered “ Grandfathered” and allowed to continue until it would choose to make changes.
According to Minnesota Statute 462.357, Subdivision 1e., legal nonconformities generally have a
statutory right to continue through repair, replacement, restoration, maintenance, or improvement
but not through expansion. These rights run with the land and are not limited to a particular
landowner. If the benefited property is sold, the new owner will have the same rights as the
previous owner.
Alternatives
1. Recommend approval zoning code text amendment application. By recommending approval
of this application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of approval.
2. Recommend denial of the zoning code text amendment application. By recommending
denial of this application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of denial. Should
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the Planning & Zoning Commission consider this option, it must also identify specific
findings that support this alternative.
3. Continue for further information. If the Planning Commission indicates that further
information is needed, the items should be continued.

CITY OF HOPKINS
Hennepin County, Minnesota
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2020- 04
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ORDINANCE 20201147 AMENDING CHAPTERS 4 AND 102 AND APPENDIX A OF THE HOPKINS CITY
CODE REGARDING ON- SALE INTOXICATING LIQUOR LICENSES AND EXPERIENCEBASED ENTERTAINMENT
WHEREAS, the City of Hopkins initiated an application to amend the Zoning Ordinance related
to On-Sale Intoxicating Liquor Licenses and Experience- Based Entertainment; and
WHEREAS, the procedural history of the application is as follows:
1. That an application to amend Chapters 4 and 102 and Appendix A of the Hopkins City Code
regarding On- Sale Intoxicating Liquor Licenses and Experience- Based Entertainment.
2. That the Hopkins Planning & Zoning Commission, pursuant to published notice, held a
public hearing to review such application July 28, 2020 and all persons present were given an
opportunity to be heard; and
3. That written comments and analysis of City staff were considered.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning & Zoning Commission of the
City of Hopkins hereby recommends the City Council of the City of Hopkins approve Ordinance 20201147 Amending Chapters 4 and 102 and Appendix A of the Hopkins City Code Regarding On-Sale
Intoxicating Liquor Licenses and Experience- Based Entertainment based on the findings of fact detailed
in the staff report dated July 28, 2020.
Adopted this 28th day of July 2020.

Gerard Balan, Chair

CITY OF HOPKINS
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN
ORDINANCE NO. 2020- 1147
ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTERS 4 AND 102 AND APPENDIX A OF THE
HOPKINS CITY CODE REGARDING ON- SALE INTOXICATING LIQUOR
LICENCES AND EXPERIENCE- BASED ENTERTAINMENT
WHEREAS, pursuant to Minn. Stat. §§ 340A.404, subd. 1(a)( 7), 340A.101, subd. 10, and
340A.412, subd. 14, the City is authorized to issue on-sale intoxicating liquor licenses to exclusive
liquor stores that offer live or recorded entertainment; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 340A.509, the City may adopt regulations
governing the sale and possession of alcoholic beverages within its jurisdiction that might
otherwise be more restrictive than state law; and
WHEREAS, the City desires to attract groups of individuals to its central business district
area by allowing a limited number of businesses that provide experience- based entertainment
activities to sell intoxicating liquor to their customers for on-premise consumption, all within the
confines of the aforementioned statutory authority; and
WHEREAS, the City finds that authorizing the sale of intoxicating liquor to participants
of such activities will provide benefits to the downtown area, and that creating a licensing
mechanism to do so is in the best interests of the City’ s residents.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HOPKINS
HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Hopkins City Code, Part II, Chapter 4, Article II, Section 4-36(a) is hereby amended
by adding the double- underlined language and deleting the stricken language as follows:
Sec. 4-36. - On-sale licenses.
a) Intoxicating. On-sale intoxicating liquor licenses shall be subject to the following:
1)

On-sale intoxicating liquor licenses may be issued only to hotels, clubs, restaurants,
bowling centers, exclusive liquor stores, and clubs or congressionally chartered
veterans organizations meeting the qualifications contained in M.S.A. §340A.404,
subd. 1(a)( 4). Not more than ten on-sale intoxicating liquor licenses may be granted
by the city.

2)

No on-sale intoxicating liquor license shall be issued to a restaurant unless the
applicant makes a bona fide estimation that at least 50 percent of the gross receipts
of the restaurant during its first year of business will be attributable to the sale of
food.

3)

Each restaurant granted an on-sale intoxicating liquor license under this section
shall attribute at least 50 percent of gross annual receipts from the sale of food. The
calculation for this requirement shall include only the food and beverage portion of
any multi- service establishment. Financial records for the food and beverage
portion must be maintained separately from any other records. Additionally, " sale
of food" shall include gross receipts attributable to the sale of food items, soft drinks

and nonalcoholic beverages. It shall not include any portion of gross receipts
attributable to the nonalcoholic components of a plain or mixed alcoholic beverage,
such as ice, soft drink mixes or other mixes.
4)

The city may require the production of such documents or information, including,
but not limited to, books, records, audited financial statements, or pro forma
financial statements, as it deems necessary or convenient, to enforce these
provisions. The city may also obtain its own audit or review of such documents or
information, and all licensees shall cooperate with such a review, including prompt
production of requested records.

5)

In addition to other remedies that it may have available, the city may place the
licensee on probationary status for up to one year when the sale of food is reported,
or found to be, less than 50 percent of gross receipts for any business year. During
the probationary period, the licensee shall prepare any plans and reports, participate
in any required meetings, and take other action that the city may require to increase
the sale of food.

6)

The provisions of this section related to food sales shall not apply to any restaurant
having a city on-sale intoxicating liquor license prior to July 1, 1999 and will not
affect future renewals of such licenses. The provisions shall also not apply to new
licenses issued for existing restaurants due to sale or transfer of ownership, unless
the restaurant has been closed and without an on-sale intoxicating liquor license for
at least 90 days.

7)

No more than two on-sale intoxicating liquor licenses may be issued to exclusive
liquor stores, and such licenses shall be further subject to the following
requirements:
i)
An on-sale intoxicating liquor license may only be issued to an exclusive
liquor store that offers live entertainment in the form of “ experience- based
entertainment,” as that term is defined in section 102-4 of the Hopkins City Code,
during all hours of operation.
ii)
An exclusive liquor store that obtains an on-sale intoxicating liquor license
may only sell intoxicating liquor to paid, ticketed customers while said customers
are participating in the entertainment activity offered by the establishment.
Intoxicating liquor may only be sold to each customer for a successive two-hour
period, although the experience- based entertainment activity may last longer than
that.
iii) The city may establish a separate fee for on-sale intoxicating liquor licenses
issued to exclusive liquor stores, which shall be subject to any express fee limitation
contained in state law.
iv)
No sale of intoxicating liquor for consumption on the licensed premises of
an exclusive liquor store may be made between 2:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. on the days
of Monday through Saturday or after 2:00 a.m. on Sundays.
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SECTION 2. Hopkins City Code, Part II, Chapter 4, Article II, Section 4-55 is hereby amended
by adding the double- underlined language as follows:
Sec. 4-55. – License application.
a) Every application for a license or permit issued under this chapter shall be on a form
provided by the city. The form shall be verified and filed with the city. No person shall
make a false statement on an application.
b) Every application shall state the name of the applicant, the applicant' s age, representations
as to the applicant' s character, with references as the city may require, the type of license
applied for, the business in connection with which the proposed license will operate and its
location, a description of the premises, whether the applicant is owner and operator of the
business, how long the applicant has been in that business at that place, the name and date
of birth of the manager of the business, and any other information as the city may require.
c) In addition to all other information required by the city, every application shall contain a
description of the premises, including the street address and legal description of the
property, and plans depicting the design of the premises where alcoholic beverages may be
dispensed and consumed. The plans shall show room dimensions and shall indicate the
number of persons intended to be served in each room. An exclusive liquor store seeking
an on-sale intoxicating liquor license pursuant to subsection 4-36(a)( 7) must also submit a
business plan that includes a detailed overview of the experience- based entertainment
activities that it provides to its customers.
SECTION 3. Hopkins City Code, Part III, Chapter 102, Article I, Section 102-4 is hereby
amended by adding the double- underlined language as follows:
Experience- Based Entertainment: An establishment offering team or group entertainment
activities such as bocce ball, game shows, escape rooms, painting classes, cooking classes, axe
throwing, and arts and crafts workshops. Experienced- Based Entertainment uses shall not include
commercial recreation, bingo or other forms of charitable gambling, live music, karaoke, massage
therapy, arcade games, video games, hookah lounges, oxygen bars, spas, event centers, art
galleries, or adult- oriented businesses.
SECTION 4. Hopkins City Code, Part III, Chapter 102, Article VII, Section 102-214 is hereby
amended by adding the double- underlined language as follows:
Permitted Uses
Experience- Based Entertainment

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

X

SECTION 5. Hopkins City Code, Appendix A, which contains the City’ s fee schedule, is hereby
amended by adding the double- underlined language as follows:
LICENCE FEES
Intoxicating alcohol
On-sale exclusive liquor store $

3,000.00

Per year

SECTION 6. The effective date of this ordinance shall be the date of publication.
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First Reading:
Second Reading:
Date of Publication:
Date Ordinance Takes Effect:

July 14, 2020
August 4, 2020
August 13, 2020
August 13, 2020

By: ____________________________
Jason Gadd, Mayor
ATTEST:

Amy Domeier, City Clerk
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July 14, 2020

Council Report 2020- 054

ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTERS 4 AND 102 AND APPENDIX A OF THE HOPKINS
CITY CODE REGARDING ON-SALE INTOXICATING LIQUOR LICENCES AND
EXPERIENCE- BASED ENTERTAINMENT

Proposed Action
Staff recommends adoption of the following motion: Move to adopt for First Reading Ordinance 20201147 An Ordinance Amending Chapters 4 and 102 and Appendix A of the Hopkins City Code Regarding
On-Sale Intoxicating Liquor Licenses and Experience- Based Entertainment.

Overview
The purpose of amending the City Code is to support the sale of liquor for businesses aimed at providing
experience based activities. By adding “ exclusive liquor stores” in our City Code, businesses would have
the option to serve liquor without the requirement to be a restaurant, hotel or bowling alley. Also,
businesses would not be required to have 50% of their sales come from food and non-alcoholic beverages.
Initially, staff referred to this license as a Special Entertainment Liquor License; however, state law only
authorizes the issuances of certain types of licenses. Instead, we are treating this as exactly what it is – an
on-sale license issued to exclusive liquor stores. Information about Exclusive Liquor Stores can be
https:// www.revisor. mn.gov/statutes/ cite/340A.412#stat.340A.412.14 under Section 14. The City Attorney
has reviewed the attached ordinance.
We currently have one business owner that is ready to pursue this license. The applicant has reviewed the
terms and conditions of the license and is in general agreement with the proposed ordinance. The
proposed schedule for this ordinance and applicant process is as follows:
First Reading:
July 14, 2020
Planning Commission Public Hearing:
July 28, 2020
Second Reading:
August 4, 2020
Date of Publication/ Ordinance Takes Effect:
August 13, 2020
Applicant’ s Liquor License Consideration:
August 18, 2020

Primary Issues to Consider
No more than two on-sale liquor licenses may be issued to exclusive liquor stores, subject to
requirements:
1. The store must be located in the City’ s B-2 zoning district. ( Because the proposed ordinance
includes a zoning component it requires a zoning ordinance amendment. It is anticipated that the
public hearing will be held on Tuesday, July 28.)
2. The license may only be issued to an exclusive liquor store that offers live entertainment during
all hours of operation.
3. Intoxicating liquor may only be served to paid, ticketed customers while participating in a live
entertainment activity offered by the store.
4. Applicants must submit a business plan that includes a detailed overview of the activities that will
be provided to customers.
5. State law does not authorize exclusive liquor stores to sell intoxicating liquor on Sundays.
6. The proposed license fee for the license is $3,000 per year, July 1 to June 30.

Supporting Documents
Proposed Ordinance 2020- 1147

Amy Domeier, City Clerk

July 28, 2020

Planning Application 2020-16
425 Madison Avenue Concept Plan Review

Proposed Action: As a concept review, this application does not require formal action by the
Planning & Zoning Commission or City Council. Rather, the applicant requests feedback on the
proposals so they can work toward preparing a future, formal submittal. Any comments
provided by the Planning & Zoning Commission or City Council shall be for guidance only and
shall not be considered binding upon the City regarding any future, formal application.
Overview
The applicant, Xijing Zhang, requests concept plan review of the proposal to subdivide the
existing 1.48 acre single family property into three (3) single family lots. The proposal would
keep the existing single family home and divide the remaining area into two (2) new single family
lots for future development. The subject property is located at 425 Madison Avenue North, just
east of Highway 169 between Highway 7 and 2nd Street Northeast.
The site is currently guided by the 2030 Comprehensive Plan as LDR - Low Density Residential
and zoned R-1-C, Single Family Medium Density. As such, this staff report reviews the concept
plan against the R-1-C zoning standards. Based on the review detailed below, it is likely the
applicant will also need approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow flexibility from
some of the R-1-C Standards in exchange for a high quality development. This report
summarizes the concept proposal, reviews the proposal against the R-1-C district development
standards and outlines a likely formal review process.
Primary Issues to Consider
Background
Subdivision Design
Land Use & Zoning Review
Engineering Comments
Potential Review Process
Supporting Documents
Site Location Map
Concept Plans

Jason Lindahl, AICP
City Planner
Financial Impact: $ N/ A Budgeted:
Y/ N ____Source: _____________
Related Documents (CIP, ERP, etc.): _________________________________________
Notes:
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BACKGROUND
The 1.48 acre subject property was originally subdivided as part of the Campbell Third Addition
plat in 1958. However, the existing single family home appears to pre-date the creation of the
lot as it was built in 1950. The applicant purchased the property in 2017 and is using it as a
single family home and plans to remain in the property after the subdivision. The concept plan
would subdivide the subject property in such a way as to keep the existing single family home
and create two new single family lots for future development.
SUBDIVISION DESIGN
To facilitate the proposed concept plan, the applicant would need to subdivide the subject
property. As proposed, the concept plan subdivision would likely meet or exceed the
requirements of the zoning ordinance with the exception of lot width and lot frontage along a
public street. The applicant should revise their plans to provide an equal amount of street
frontage for each lot. However, even with this change the approval process for this application
will include subdivision through a preliminary and final plat and a planned unit development

PUD) to deviate from the lot width and lot frontage requirements (see PUD section below).
Access to the three proposed lots would be provided through two curb cuts. The existing curb
cut will be modified to provide a shared access to the two new single family lots. In addition,
the applicant plans to add a new curb cut to provide a separate private access to the existing
single family home.
With any subdivision, the City has the ability to collect park dedication in the form of land or a
fee. The standard park dedication fee for single family residential subdivisions is $1,000 per unit.
Based on the concept plan’s 2 new lots, this project would be required to pay park dedication of
2,000.
LAND USE & ZONING REVIEW
The land use and zoning section reviews the concept plans against the goals and policies in the
comprehensive plan (both 2030 and draft 2040) as well as the specific zoning standards of the R1-C district. Staff’s review and findings related to each standard are provided below.
Land Use. The Subject property is guided LDR – Low Density Residential by the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. According to the narrative for this land use classification, it allows for
single family detached residential dwelling at 1 to 7 units per acre. By comparison, the 2040
Comprehensive Plan Update – Cultivate Hopkins guides this property as Traditional Urban,
which allows for moderate density residential neighborhoods and accessory uses such as parks
and neighborhood scaled public and institutional uses. Densities in this area typically range from
5-12 units per acre. As proposed, the single family lots will have a densities between 1.6 and 2.5
units per acre.

Zoning. The subject property is zoned R-1-C, Single Family Medium Density. The table below
compares the development standards for this district with those shown in the concept plan. As
proposed, the concept plan meets or exceeds the development standards for the R-1-C district
with the exception of lot width and lot frontage along a public right-of-way (street). Based on
the overall design, staff supports using a planned unit development (PUD) to allow these minor
deviations (see PUD section below).
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425 Madison Avenue North Concept Plan Zoning Comparison
Development Category R-1-C Standard
Concept Plan Proposal Status
Lot Frontage
80’
Lot 1 – 37’
NonLot 2 – 38’
Conforming
Lot 3 – 25’
Lot Width
80’
Lot 1 – 37’
NonLot 2 – 38’
Conforming
Lot 3 – 25’
Lot Area

Front Setback
Side
Setbacks
Rear Setback
Max. Building Coverage
Max. Building Height

12,000

30’
1-Story= 10’
2-Story= 12’
3-Story= 14’
35’
35%
35’

Lot 1 – 17,228 SF

Exceeds

Lot 2 – 20,025 SF
Lot 3 – 27,031 SF
Lot 1 – 30’
Lot 2 – 30’
Lot 3 – 30’
Lot 1 – 12’
Lot 2 – 12’
Lot 3 – 12’
Lot 1 – 35’
Lot 2 – 35’
Lot 3 – 35’
N/ A
N/ A

Standard
Conforming
Conforming
Conforming
Undetermined
Undetermined

Planned Unit Development. The purpose of a planned unit development is to allow flexibility
from traditional development standards in return for a higher quality development. Typically, the
City looks for a developer to exceed other zoning standards, building code requirements or meet
other goals of the Comprehensive Plan. In exchange for the flexibility offered by the planned
unit development, the applicant is expected to detail how they intend to provide a higher quality
development or meet other City goals. A list of items to consider when evaluating the use of a
planned unit development for this site could include, but is not limited to, the items listed below.
Larger lots than required by the ordinance (already provided)
Architectural design and building materials
Energy conservation and renewable energy
Natural resource protection and storm water management
Buffering and landscaping
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities
ENGINEERING COMMENTS
The Engineering Department completed an initial review of the applicant’s concept plans.
Based on this review, the Engineering Department offers the following comments.
All utility services would need to be on their respective properties ( including the existing
home), or easements will need to be created.
We would require the sanitary service connection to an extension of the 8” main in Madison
Avenue
o The 33” trunk to the north is approximately 15’ deep in very wet soils
o Without doing research into the easement that the line is laid, it is unclear if another
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private connection could actually be made across the private property.
o Maintenance and access become significant issues on rear lot service connections.
The shared driveway would require a signed agreement or easement to avoid any future
issues.
Utility and street work would require plans signed by a licensed engineer.
POTENTIAL REVIEW PROCESS
Based on the applicant’s concept plan, staff anticipates this project will need the approval listed
below. The applicant should use feedback from the Planning & Zoning Commission and City
Council to prepare these applications.
Subdivision through a preliminary and final plat
Rezoning from R-1-C, Single Family Medium Density to R-1-C, Single Family Medium
Density with a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Execution of a Planned Unit Development Agreement
Approvals from the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District
Building permits for new single family homes on the 2 new lots

Site Location Map for
425 Madison Avenue North

Subject Property
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Memorandum
To:

Planning & Zoning Commission

From:

Jason Lindahl, City Planner

Date:

July 28, 2020

Subject:

Electronic Sign Regulations

Proposed Action
None – this item is for review and discussion only. During the meeting, staff will review the
attached draft sign regulations and memo from the League of Minnesota Cities regarding electronic
signs and seek feedback from the Planning & Zoning Commission about potential zoning changes.
Attachments
Minutes from the Planning & Zoning Commission 12-17-19
Draft Electronic Sign Regulations
League of Minnesota Cities Memo – Regulating Dynamic Signs
Background
During the December 17, 2019 Planning & Zoning Commission meeting, staff reviewed the City’s
sign regulations and ask the Commission for feedback on the City’s electronic sign regulations. In
response the Commission directed staff to conduct more research on electronic sign regulations and
bring forward potential zoning changes for further discussion. As a result, please find the attached
draft electronic sign standards and League of Minnesota Cities memo – Regulating Dynamic Signs.
During the meeting, staff will review this information and take comments and direction from the
Commission.
Previous Planning & Zoning Commission Discussion
The Planning & Zoning Commission reviewed the City’s electronic sign standards during the
December 17, 2019 meeting ( see attached minutes). During the meeting, staff reviewed the City’s
current regulations, a study from the League of Minnesota Cities, regulations from other
communities and a request to update the standards from Zion Lutheran Church. After some
discussion, the Commission provided the following feedback:
Less than 2 minutes between message changes may be too frequent and distracting, but could be
lessened from the current 24-hour requirement.
30 minutes was suggested as a possible duration limit.
Is there any input from neighbors of current properties with electronic signs? Broader
engagement from the community would be part of the process should the Council move
forward with making any changes to the standards.
The surrounding land use pattern and type of road are important. Look into creating different
regulations based on zoning and road classification. It is important to protect residential use.
Updating standards to include electronic dynamic sign regulations.

Interest in more information or studies on the subject if available.
Legal Authority
Zoning Code amendments are legislative actions in that the City is creating new standards to
regulate the development of certain types of uses and/ or structures. Under the law, the City has
wide flexibility to create standards that will ensure the type of development it desires; however,
zoning regulations must be reasonable and supported by a rational basis relating to promoting public
health, safety and welfare.
Electronic Sign Regulations
Electronic signs ( also known as dynamic signs) include signs that appear to have movement or
change without changing or removing the signs physical components. These signs are allowed in
the Business and Institutional districts provided they do not change more than once every 24 hours.
Hopkins’ current sign regulations do not address other typical modern elements of electronic sign
regulation like text size, mode, brightness and operation.
The primary concerns with electronic signs are their potential to distract passing drivers and impact
on adjacent properties. In 2007, the League of Minnesota Cities produced a resource memo entitled
Regulating Dynamic Signs ( attached) which summarized the findings of a broader research study on
dynamic signs conducted by SRF Consulting for the City of Minnetonka. That memo provides
information on the framework, tools and aspect of regulating electronic signs.
In response to the discussion and feedback from the Planning & Zoning Commission in December,
staff prepared the attached draft electronic sign standards.

the Commission and take additional feedback and comment.

Staff will review this information with
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES
December 17, 2019
A regular meeting of the Hopkins Planning & Zoning Commission was held on December 17, 2019
at 6:30 p.m. in the Raspberry Room at Hopkins City Hall. Present were Commission Members
Gerard Balan, Samuel Stiele, Nathan White, Emily Fiamova, and Kristen Hanneman.
Commissioners Laura Daly and Elizabeth Goeman were absent. Also present was City Planner
Jason Lindahl.
CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Balan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
ADOPT AGENDA
Commissioner Hanneman moved, Commissioner Stiele seconded, to adopt the agenda. The motion
was approved unanimously.
OPEN AGENDA – PUBLIC COMMENTS/ CONCERNS – None.
CONSENT AGENDA
Commissioner Hanneman moved, Commissioner Stiele seconded, to approve the minutes of the
October 22, 2019 regular meeting. The motion was approved unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARING – None.
OLD BUSINESS – None.
NEW BUSINESS
1. Review Zoning Standards Related to Massage Therapy
Mr. Lindahl gave an overview of this item stating that this item is for review and discussion only.
Staff is looking for feedback from the Planning Commission and seeks further direction about
potential changes to the City’s massage therapy regulations. The key question to consider is: should
Hopkins allow independent Massage Therapy Establishments or continue the current policy, which
limits these businesses to an accessory use? Mr. Lindahl continued with background on current
message therapy regulations in Hopkins and the reason for reviewing these regulations now.
Discussion from the Commission included:
Have the current regulations stopped any illegal activity?
Continue to prohibit massage businesses as a home occupation
Illegal activity can take place in many types of businesses, not just massage therapy
The previous problem with illegal activity operating under massage therapy businesses was
solved with the 2013 ordinance. Would making changes risk these activities starting again?
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The City should continue to protect small businesses in the downtown area by not allowing
franchises
Allowing massage therapy as an accessory use as stated in the current ordinance is the best
compromise for massage therapists to operate in Hopkins without permitting large franchises
Staff should research what communities similar to Hopkins have for massage therapy regulations
and report back to the Commission.
After thorough discussion, the Commission was split on the question whether Hopkins should allow
independent Massage Therapy Establishments or continue the current policy, which limits these
businesses to an accessory use. Commissioners Balan and White were supportive of changes while
Commissioner Hanneman was opposed. Commissioners Fiamova and Stiele were unsure and
requested more information. Staff will research massage standards in similar communities and
report back to the Planning & Zoning Commission at a future meeting.
2. Review Zoning Standards Related to Electronic Signs
Mr. Lindahl gave an overview of this item stating that this item is for review and discussion only.
Staff received a letter from Zion Lutheran Church requesting the City consider changes to the
zoning regulations for electronic signs. Specifically, the church asked about changes regarding the
length of time currently required between message changes. The current regulations require that
message changes in electronic signs be made no more than once every 24 hours. Mr. Lindahl
presented the Commission with the background on these regulations and the variety of standards in
surrounding communities. The Council is seeking feedback from the Planning Commission on the
duration of time between message changes.
Discussion from the Commission included:
Less than 2 minutes between message changes may be too frequent and distracting, but could be
lessened from the current 24-hour requirement
30 minutes was suggested as a possible duration limit
Is there any input from neighbors of current properties with electronic signs? Broader
engagement from the community would be part of the process should the Council move
forward with making any changes to the standards
The surrounding land use pattern and type of road are important. Look into creating different
regulations based on zoning and road classification. It is important to protect residential use
Updating standards to include electronic dynamic sign regulations
Interest in more information or studies on the subject if available.
After thorough discussion, the Commission was generally in favor of revisiting the electronic sign
ordinance standards related to the duration between message changes and updating the standards to
apply to current technology options.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS
During the announcements, City Planner Jason Lindahl updated the Planning & Zoning
Commission on the following items:
Planning applications for Two Men and a Truck and Bank of America were approved by the
City Council at their November 18, 2019 meeting.
The Beacon item from the November 4 meeting and was further discussed at the November 12
work session. The first reading of the item was approved at the December 3 meeting and the
second reading will be discussed at the December 17, 2019 meeting.
The February 25, 2020 Planning Commission meeting is scheduled on caucus night. Although
state law only requires City Council meetings be moved for this conflict, staff suggests moving
the meeting to Monday, February 24. The Planning Commission had no objections to the
change.
ADJOURN
Commissioner Fiamova moved, Commissioner Hanneman seconded, to adjourn the meeting. The
motion was approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Courtney Pearsall
Administrative Assistant

Draft Electronic Sign Regulations – For Discussion Only
Dynamic Signs: Dynamic signs are allowed subject to the following standards:
1. District Limitations: All dynamic signs shall comply with the zoning and road classification
standards listed below and the performance standards detailed in this section. A conditional use
permit shall be required for any dynamic signs located on a property adjacent to any residential
use or district.
a. Business, Business Park or Institutional Districts. Dynamic signs may be located on
properties within the Business, Business Park or Institutional districts, provided the property
has frontage along a principal arterial or minor reliever road as designated in the
comprehensive plan.
b. Residential Districts. Dynamic signs may be located on public and institutional uses within a
residential zone, provided the property has frontage on a principal arterial, minor reliever or
major collector road as designated in the comprehensive plan.
2. Location: The sign must be located on the site of the use identified or advertised by the sign.
3. Orientation: Electronic signs must be positioned so as to limit their impact on adjacent
residential uses. At a minimum, such signs shall be positioned perpendicular to the adjacent
public right-of-way.
4. Type of Sign: Dynamic signs are limited to ground signs only. Ground sign means any
freestanding sign with its sign face mounted on the ground or mounted on a base at least as wide
as the sign and which has a total height not exceeding eight feet.
5. Text Size and Legibility: The following minimum text sizes shall apply to all dynamic signs. If
a sign is located on a corner with streets that have differing speed limits, the minimum text size
shall be based on the standard for the higher speed limit to ensure maximum legibility.
Minimum Text Sizes for Dynamic Signs
Speed Limit of Adjacent Road
Minimum Text Size
25 to 34 MPH
7”
35 to 44 MPH
9”
45 to 54 MPH
12”
55 MPH or More
15”
6. Mode: Dynamic signs shall only be allowed to operate in a static mode. Animation, motion or
video displays are prohibited. Any change from one static display to another must be
instantaneous and shall not include any distracting effects, such as dissolving, spinning or fading.
The images and messages displayed must be complete in themselves, without continuation in
content to the next image or message or to any other sign.

7. Size and Number of Dynamic Display: The dynamic portion of any sign shall not exceed
eighty (80) percent of the total allowable area of the sign. The remaining twenty (20) percent of
the allowable sign area cannot have dynamic capabilities even if it is not used. Each site can have
only one dynamic sign and that sign can have only one dynamic display.
8. Minimum Display Time: The minimum display time shall be twenty (20) minutes. One
exception to this standard would be for time, date and temperature signs which the federal court
has acknowledged as a justifiable exception to limitations on variable message signs. The time,
date and temperature information may change no faster than once every three (3) seconds,
provided that the display of this information remains for at least twenty (20) minutes before
changing to another display.
9. Brightness: Dynamic signs shall not exceed a maximum illumination of five thousand (5,000)
nits during daylight hours and a maximum illumination of five hundred (500) nits between dusk
to dawn as measured from the sign's face at maximum brightness. All dynamic sign applications
shall include certification from the sign's manufacturer that the sign has been preset to conform
to the luminance levels noted above and these settings are protected from end users'
manipulation by password protected software.
10. Color: Dynamic signs may use multiple colors within the display but the use of color shall not
create distraction or a hazard to the public health, safety or welfare. No portion of the display
may change in color or color intensity in any manner. Each line of text in any direction shall be
uniform in color.
11. Operation: All dynamic signs shall be equipped with a means to immediately discontinue the
display if it malfunctions. The owner of a dynamic sign must immediately cease operation of
their sign when notified by the city that it fails to comply with the standards of this chapter. The
dynamic sign shall remain inoperable until such time that the owner demonstrates to the city that
the device is in satisfactory working condition and conforms to the standards of this chapter.
Appeals of the city's direction regarding the operation of a dynamic sign shall follow the appeals
process outlined in Chapter 102, Article III, Section 102-96, " Board of Appeals and
Adjustments."
12. Application to Existing Signs: The dynamic sign standards shall apply to all existing and
future dynamic signs, unless otherwise determined by the city that an existing sign qualifies as a
nonconforming use under state statute or this code. Any existing dynamic sign that cannot meet
the minimum text size as required by the speed limit must use the largest size possible for one
line of copy to fit in the available display space.

RISK MANAGEMENT INFORMATION

REGULATING

DYNAMIC SIGNAGE

Executive summary
Cities have authority and responsibility to regulate dynamic signs as appropriate for each
community. There is no single correct approach to regulation. Because the regulation of signs
involves the First Amendment, courts hold sign regulations to a higher standard than most land use
regulations. Cities still have considerable discretion to regulate, as long as they do so reasonably
and without regard to sign content.

Introduction
In the fall of 2006, a number of Minnesota cities were
surprised by the appearance of large electronic billboards
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akin to giant television screens. These signs are the next
generation of sign displays with the ability to feature
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changing images and movement— known collectively as
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dynamic signs. Attempts to regulate them resulted in
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litigation in at least one community- Minnetonka. In
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developing a regulatory response, Minnetonka partnered
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with the League of Minnesota Cities to commission a
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study, conducted by SRF Engineering, on the impact of
such dynamic signs on traffic safety. This memorandum
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discusses the legal framework of regulating dynamic
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signage in light of the recent litigation and study.

Regulatory framework
While the federal and state government can enact and have enacted laws regulating signs, those
regulations only provide minimum standards. Courts have explicitly recognized that cities have the
ability to regulate signs, including dynamic signs, more restrictively.

There is no uniform system of regulation that cities must follow. Each community is different and
has different needs that local ordinances may reflect. Such regulations must meet the same basic
legal tests for all sign regulation.

Most city land use decisions get a very deferential standard of review known as rational basis
review. Under this level of review, city decision will be upheld if they have any rational basis.

Because sign regulations implicate free speech rights which are protected by the First Amendment,
they are subjected to higher levels of scrutiny. The highest level of scrutiny, called strict scrutiny,
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situations.

applies when government tries to regulate based on the
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content of speech. The only content- based sign regulation
that courts have upheld is treating off- premise signs
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billboards) differently than on- premise signs that advertise
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the business on the same property.
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One distinction that may seem like it is content based, but our
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federal court of appeals has said is not, is a ban on dynamic
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signs with an exception for time and temperature displays.
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The court held
that because of their unique nature, allowing only time and temp displays is not a prohibited
content- based regulation. It is important not to overstate this, however. Regulations that go further
and carve out a broader exception for “ public information”

are likely to be struck down as

impermissibly content- based.

Sign regulations that are not content based are subject to intermediate scrutiny, which tests
whether the regulation is substantially related to a significant government interest. This roughly
translates to “ regulate for a good reason.” Cities should take care that the scope of the regulation is
not excessive when viewed in light of all of the regulatory objectives, and that they do not create
exceptions to the regulations that cannot be justified by reference to one or more of the city’ s
articulated objectives

Big-picture regulatory tools
The available research on traffic impacts supports significant content- neutral limits or even bans
on dynamic signs for safety reasons. The studies confirm that billboards can tend to distract
drivers, dynamic features contribute to the distraction, and even short distractions can increase the
risk of accidents. This is not surprising as promotional materials put out by sign companies
themselves boast the signs’ ability to hold viewer attention as a benefit of dynamic signs.

Safety is only one concern. Cities may also regulate signs based on values, preferences, and
aesthetics. Not every sign is appropriate in every community or every neighborhood. Not every
community wishes to become Las Vegas or even downtown Minneapolis.

Cities can take a number of different macro- level approaches to regulation. Some examples
include:
1.

Complete or near- complete bans that do not allow dynamic signs at all.

2.

Allow dynamic signs with restrictions such as minimum display time, allowing only a
percentage of a sign to change, or text size limitations.

3.

Allow different things in different zoning districts, such as allowing brighter dynamic signs in
a downtown business district than in residential neighborhoods.

4.

Offering incentive programs to billboard companies to allow dynamic signs in exchange for
removal of non- conforming static signs.

5.

Encourage dynamic displays. Some communities like the clean, new look of dynamic signs
and encourage them to remove old blighted and poorly maintained signs.

2

Regulating sign aspects
A content- neutral regulation that regulates dynamic signage will be subject to intermediate
scrutiny, so a community must show a regulation is substantially related to a significant
government interest. In plain language, you must articulate what problem a regulation is intended
to address and how the regulation addresses it.

There are at least six aspects of dynamic signs that regulations may address:
1.

Duration of messages/ speed of changeover. Studies have described the Zeigarnik effect, a
psychological need to see a task through to its end. In the case of dynamic signs, a driver’ s
desire to read an entire message before it changes or to complete a scrolling message has been
shown to negatively impact drivers’ tendencies to maintain a constant speed or remain in a
lane. To address these issues, many cities have imposed minimum message durations that
might vary depending on community preference and traffic conditions.

2.

Motion, animation, and video. Motion can range from simple visual effects to full realistic
video. Motion can extend the period of time a driver will keep watching a sign, increasing
distractedness. Cities may prohibit motion or limit it either to specific areas or to specific
characteristics such as a motion time frame calibrated to traffic speed.

3.

Brightness. Brightness can be a safety factor, particularly at night, as sudden brightness can be
distracting or diminish night vision. A number of communities limit brightness based on time
of day and by color displayed. This can be difficult to quantify and measure.

4.

Sign placement and spacing. The number of signs and their location can be a big factor in
driver awareness. A large number of signs can increase distractedness. Poorly placed signs
may block views or cause distraction in unsafe areas. Cities may impose site standards and
spacing requirements. These may present regulatory challenges as spacing may be dependent
on the actions of neighboring property owners.

6.

Size of signs. Size can have impacts in several ways. Too big, and it obstructs views and
distracts. Too small, and it takes longer to read and encourages sign users to sequence
messages. Cities may limit dynamic signs or the percentage of a sign that can be dynamic.

7.

Text size and legibility. Signs that are difficult to read invite increased driver focus.
Regulations can, for example, require minimum sizes based on road speed.

The specifics of how to regulate each of these aspects is up to each community. Because review of
regulations must face intermediate scrutiny, cities have to take some extra steps when drafting and
adopting ordinances.

For each aspect regulated, cities should consider adopting findings or local studies that articulate
the reason and any support for the regulation. The SRF study and other materials can provide a
scientific basis for a number of regulatory steps. In addition, cities may choose more stringent
regulation in order to take a conservative approach to protecting safety.
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Moving forward
It is recommended that cities think about dynamic signs as
early as possible. Regardless of your city’ s approach, it is
better to make a rational choice rather than by having
dynamic signs arrive before you have thought about the
issue. Once the signs are up, Minnesota’ s nonconforming use
law arguably grants them “ grandfathered”

status, with a
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areaoftheLeaguewebsiteat
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narrow exception for safety.

If your city would like more information about regulating
dynamic signs, Paul Merwin, LMCIT Senior Land Use Attorney, can provide assistance and refer
you to more information and resources. Contact Paul at ( 651) 281- 1278 or pmerwin@lmc. org.
Disclaimer: This memorandum is intended as general information only and should not be read as
legal advice or as creating an attorney- client relationship. This memo addresses general concerns
and has not been reviewed in the context of a specific client or situation. This memo was drafted as
a loss control document and is intended to avoid conflicts rather than form an opinion as to the
legality or defensibility of any action.

Paul Merwin 07/07
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